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Abstract

This unified document assembles a set of analytical essays and evidence-based briefs into
a single narrative about the contradictions of contemporary liberal discourse—especially
where claims of democracy, human rights, and civilisation collide with elite power, selective
enforcement of law, and material outcomes. Across case studies (foreign policy, colonial
history, media narratives, party competition, and political economy), the recurring theme
is not that hypocrisy is accidental, but that it is often produced by institutional incentives,
class interests, and geopolitical strategy.
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Introduction

The texts in this compilation were originally written as separate articles. For this edition
they have been reorganised into a single, chronologically structured work. Duplicated
sections were merged, headings were standardised, and formatting artefacts from draft
exports were cleaned. The argument develops in six layers:

1. The Colonial Foundation (Part I): the ideological construction of the “uncivilised
other,” the rhetoric of civilisation as cover for extraction, and the evolution of civilising
language from explicit colonialism into modern state-building discourse.

2. The Post-1945 Liberal Order (Part IT): quantitative and qualitative analysis of post-
1945 conflicts, the interventionist record of liberal democracies, the Israel-Palestine legal
crisis, and the Syria paradigm of regime-change failure.

3. The Surveillance State (Part III): the global architecture of signals interception, the
concentration of Al ownership, and state deployment of social-media monitoring.

4. The Performance of Opposition (Part IV): ideological hypocrisy among celebrated
liberal-democratic opposition movements in China and Russia.

5. Structural Limits of Liberal Democracy (Part V): cartel-party theory, campaign
finance, elite capture of representation, and the logical contradictions of electoral
rhetoric.

6. Political Economy (Part VI): anti-socialist narratives, US fiscal realities, and the
Nordic social-democratic counter-example.

Within each Part, chapters proceed broadly chronologically. The overall arc moves
from historical foundations (colonialism) through post-war power structures (interven-
tion, surveillance) to contemporary analysis (democratic performance, political economy),
demonstrating that contemporary liberal hypocrisy has deep historical roots.



Part 1

The Colonial Foundation: Civilising
Rhetoric, Extraction, and Violence



Chapter 1

The Construction of the ”Uncivilized
Other”: How Western Colonial
Powers Fabricated Narratives to
Justify Exploitation

Chapter Summary

This paper examines the historical mechanisms by which Western colonial powers sys-
tematically denied the existence and sophistication of non-Western civilizations to justify
territorial expansion, resource extraction, and cultural genocide. Drawing on archaeological
evidence, postcolonial theory, and historical documentation, this analysis demonstrates
that the portrayal of colonized peoples as "uncivilized,” ”primitive,” or "without history”
was a deliberate ideological construction rather than an objective assessment. Through
case studies including Great Zimbabwe, the Americas, ancient Rome’s appropriation, and
African oral traditions, this paper argues that the ”civilizing mission” rhetoric served as a
legitimizing framework for what was fundamentally a project of exploitation. The paper
concludes by examining how these colonial narratives continue to shape contemporary
global inequalities and perceptions of non-Western cultures.

1. Introduction

For centuries, Western colonial powers justified their expansion across the globe through
a powerful and persistent narrative: they were bringing “civilization” to ”savage” or
"primitive” peoples. From the Spanish Requerimiento read to bewildered indigenous
populations in the Americas, to the British doctrine of the "White Man’s Burden,” to the
French mission civilisatrice, the claim was consistent—European powers were benevolent
actors spreading progress, enlightenment, and order to regions mired in barbarism and
chaos .

This paper argues that this narrative was fundamentally a lie—a constructed ideology



designed to obscure the reality of exploitation, dispossession, and cultural destruction.
The primary research question is: How did Western colonial powers systematically
deny, diminish, or appropriate the civilizations of other nations to justify their
colonial projects? Through examining historical and archaeological evidence, this anal-
ysis demonstrates that many of the peoples labeled "uncivilized” possessed sophisticated
social organizations, architectural achievements, economic systems, and cultural traditions
that rivaled or exceeded contemporary European societies.

The paper proceeds through four case studies: (1) the deliberate denial of African
civilization at Great Zimbabwe; (2) the destruction and erasure of advanced American
civilizations by Spanish colonizers; (3) the appropriation and whitewashing of ancient
Rome to serve imperial ideologies; and (4) the colonial dismissal of African oral traditions
as "prehistory” or "myth.”

2. Theoretical Framework: The Colonial Construction of History

1.1 The Power of Writing and the Creation of ”Pre-
history”

French historian Michel de Certeau provided one of the most penetrating analyses of how
Western powers used writing as an instrument of domination. As he observed, "With
writing the Westerner has a sword in his hand which will extend its gesture but never
modify its subject” . This insight captures the essence of colonial historiography: those
with writing controlled the narrative, while those without—dependent on oral traditions
to preserve their past—were relegated to a state of "prehistory,” outside the domain of
legitimate historical experience .

An aged oral historian in northwest Tanzania captured this dynamic perfectly when he
asked archaeologist Peter Schmidt: "Why do you Whites call our history prehistory?” .
The question exposed the arbitrary boundary Western scholarship had drawn between
"history” (the written past of Europe) and "prehistory” (the unwritten past of everyone
else)—a boundary that effectively erased the historicity of entire civilizations.

1.2 The Doctrine of Discovery and the Myth of
Progress

The ideological foundations of colonial expansion rested on the "Doctrine of Discovery,”
which ”presumed the inherent inferiority of Indigenous people and granted European
empires a mandate to colonize the world” . This doctrine, later secularized into theories
of social evolution and racial hierarchy, positioned European civilization as the pinnacle of
human development against which all other societies were measured and found wanting.

As Northwestern University historian Doug Kiel notes, "Many societies that are held up



as models of democracy achieved their development through conquest, dispossession and
enslavement of others” . The myth of progress—the belief that the United States and
Europe are ”inherently benevolent forces that spread democracy and human rights”—
obscures this foundational violence while justifying continued global inequalities .

3. Case Study One: Great Zimbabwe and the Denial of African Civilization

1.3 The Archaeological Evidence of a Sophisticated
Civilization

Between the 11th and 15th centuries CE, the ancestors of the Shona people built a
magnificent stone city on a high plateau between the Limpopo and Zambezi Rivers . Great
Zimbabwe, as it is now known, featured massive stone structures—including a palace, a
cone-shaped tower, and multiple circular enclosures—constructed from expertly carved
stone bricks fitted together without mortar . The site’s builders controlled thousands
of kilometers of territory, not through military conquest, but through spiritual authority
derived from connection to ancestral spirits .

The kingdom’s prosperity derived from sophisticated economic management. The king
owned thousands of cattle and oversaw the storage and distribution of surplus grain (the
conical tower may have symbolized this role). During dry seasons, farmers became gold
miners, and this gold—along with ivory—fueled extensive trade networks reaching across
the Indian Ocean . Archaeologists have uncovered 14th-century Arab coins, 13th-century
Persian pottery, and Ming Dynasty porcelain and glass beads from China, demonstrating
Great Zimbabwe’s integration into global commerce .

1.4 Colonial Denial and Fabrication

When European explorers and colonialists encountered Great Zimbabwe in the late 19th
century, they faced an uncomfortable truth: sophisticated stone architecture on this
scale contradicted their assumptions about African capabilities. Rather than revise their
prejudices, they constructed elaborate fictions attributing the site to non-African builders.

Karl Mauch (1871): This German explorer, convinced that native Africans could not
have built such structures, claimed local Africans told him ”white people once inhabited
the region” . Mauch identified cedar beams he assumed were from Lebanon and concluded
the site must be the biblical city of Ophir, built by Phoenicians for the Queen of Sheba .
This theory, though entirely unsupported by evidence, was eagerly embraced by colonialists
seeking to justify land appropriation.

Theodore Bent (1891): Commissioned by the British South Africa Company, Bent
found stone bird carvings he considered similar to Near Eastern artifacts—"evidence”
sufficient to declare the site Phoenician . This narrative served colonial interests by
establishing a supposed link between European civilization and African territories.



Richard Hall (1902): Perhaps most destructive was Hall’s "restoration” work, which
removed layers of sediment up to two meters deep throughout the site to eliminate ”the filth
and decadence of occupation” . In this process, Hall destroyed irreplaceable archaeological
evidence that could have conclusively proven the site’s African origins.

1.5 The Persistence of False Narratives

Despite pioneering work by archaeologist Gertrude Caton-Thompson in the 1930s—who
concluded the site was built by an African civilization of ”originality and amazing
industry”—and radiocarbon dating in 1958 confirming construction between 915-1215
CE, myths about Great Zimbabwe persisted . During Ian Smith’s white-minority rule
of Rhodesia (1965-1980), tourist guides continued to depict black Africans bowing to the
white "visionaries” credited with building the ruins .

Even today, UNESCQO'’s website describing Great Zimbabwe as a World Heritage Site still
mentions ”the capital of the Queen of Sheba, according to an age-old legend” . The stone
birds that Bent used to "prove” Phoenician origins are now Zimbabwe’s national emblem,
a powerful reclaiming of appropriated heritage.

4. Case Study Two: The Destruction of American Civilizations

1.6 Civilizations More Advanced Than Contemporary
Europe

When Spanish colonizers arrived in the Americas, they encountered civilizations whose
sophistication challenged European assumptions of superiority. German philosopher
Oswald Spengler later argued that Western civilization in the 16th century was, in many
respects, less developed than the American civilizations it destroyed—lagging by as much
as 800 years in certain aspects of social organization .

The Aztec capital of Tenochtitlan (present-day Mexico City) was larger, cleaner, and more
impressively engineered than any European city of its time. The conqueror Hernan Cortés
himself marveled at its organization, yet his forces proceeded to level it completely . The
Maya and Inca left architectural remains—Machu Picchu being the most famous—that
testify to extraordinary engineering, astronomical knowledge, and social complexity.

Spengler noted of the Aztecs:

”All these states, including a world empire and more than one federation, whose territories
and resources far exceeded many Greek states and Rome in the time of Hannibal, all had
a comprehensive policy, a carefully ordered financial system, and a highly developed legal
system; all had political ideas and economic traditions beyond the imagination of Charles
V’s ministers; all possessed rich literature in several languages, and in all the great cities
there was an intellectually outstanding and refined polite society, with which the West



could not compare” .

1.7 The Mechanism of Destruction: Organized Vio-
lence

The Spanish did not conquer these civilizations because they were more ”civilized” in any
meaningful sense of the word. Rather, they succeeded through what British historian
Geoffrey Parker termed “organized violence”—superior weaponry, tactical innovations,
and, crucially, a psychological capacity for mass killing that non-European peoples had
not developed .

As one Andean chronicler recorded, Spanish forces slaughtered indigenous people "like
stepping on ants” . Spengler described the Aztec destruction as not a slow decline but a
sudden murder: "like the head of a sunflower is cut off by a passerby” .

1.8 The ?Germs” Lie

A persistent colonial narrative claims that indigenous populations were primarily destroyed
by their lack of immunity to European diseases. While disease was certainly a factor,
genetic research tells a more disturbing story. A study of contemporary Colombian popu-
lations found that Y chromosome (paternally inherited) bloodlines were 94% European and
only 1% indigenous, while mitochondrial DNA (maternally inherited) was 90% indigenous .
This extreme asymmetry—FEuropean men fathering children with indigenous women while
indigenous men were virtually eliminated—can only be explained by systematic gender-
selective violence, not disease .

Colonizers in North America were more explicit about their methods. British colonists
repeatedly stated that ”"smallpox was God’s instrument to clear the land for His chosen
people” and deliberately distributed blankets contaminated with the disease to indigenous
communities .

5. Case Study Three: The Whitewashing of Ancient Rome

1.9 Rome as Colonial Propaganda

European colonial powers consistently invoked ancient Rome to justify their imperial
ambitions. Britain’s 19th-century intellectuals—from Benjamin Disraeli to Rudyard
Kipling—"cited Rome as a moral justification for British incursions in India, on the basis
that they, the white Europeans, were, as they thought, "bringing civilization’ to the brown
and Black natives” .

This invocation required a fundamental falsification of Roman history. The Romans, as



members of a Mediterranean society, “didn’t have any notion of whiteness” . Stanford
University’s 2019 genetic history of Rome demonstrated that in the 1st century CE, the
city was "populated by many peoples of Near Eastern and North African descent” . Even
Virgil’s Aeneid, Rome’s founding epic, presented the city’s founders not as Europeans but
as Trojans—"a mix of Anatolians and other Asian and Middle Eastern peoples” .

1.10 Fascism and the Fabrication of a »White Rome”

The most systematic fabrication of a "white Rome” occurred under Italian fascism. When
Benito Mussolini came to power in 1922, he aggressively wielded Roman imagery—the
eagle, the fasci, a fictitious ”ancient” salute—to legitimize his regime . In 1934, his
government commissioned five maps displayed along the Basilica di Massenzio in Rome.
Four showed Roman expansion; the fifth depicted Mussolini’s planned conquest of East
Africa. Crucially, the maps employed a color scheme rooted in "race science”: everything
inside the "Italian” world—ancient and modern—was white travertine marble; everything
beyond it was black .

The regime’s 1938 "Race Manifesto” explicitly denied that ”large masses of migrants came
into [Italy]” . This claim has now been definitively disproven by genetic research, but it
served its purpose at the time: providing ”scientific” justification for colonial expansion
and racial hierarchy.

1.11 The American Reception

American founding fathers like Thomas Jefferson and John Adams admired Rome’s
republican ideals, but ”their idealism can’t be disentangled from the realities of racism
and slavery on which the US was actually built” . Pro-slavery advocates explicitly invoked
Rome to defend their institution. In 1852, Virginia professor Thomas Roderick Dew argued
that ancient Rome’s "spirit of liberty glowed with the most intensity” precisely because
"slaves were more numerous than the freemen” .

This tradition continues today, with white nationalists and neo-Nazis in the United States
using slogans like ”Classics Made Great Again” and obsessively claiming ancient Greece
and Rome as symbols of "alleged whiteness” .

6. Case Study Four: The Colonial Dismissal of African Oral Traditions

1.12 ”Myth” vs. ”"History”

Colonial administrators and scholars systematically dismissed African oral traditions
as "myth,” "legend,” or "folklore”—categories that placed them outside the domain of
legitimate historical knowledge. This dismissal was not innocent categorization but a



power move that "rendered the oral histories of Others as prehistory, outside of history” .

In colonial Uganda, the legendary histories of the Bunyoro kingdom were treated as
"prehistoric”—"outside historical experience and thus open to manipulation because it was
perceived within the colonial setting as without factual basis” . Colonial administrators
and missionaries then constructed their own narratives about the region’s past, narratives
that served colonial interests and that continue to be taught in Ugandan schools today,
occasionally even cited by the head of state .

1.13 The Structural Violence of ”Prehistory”

The French historian Michel de Certeau captured the Western mindset toward oral
traditions:

”Speech does not preserve. ... Speech, to the contrary, has much to do with custom, which
in turn turns truth into falsehood’” .

In this framework, oral traditions become "fable,” and "fable is a drifting away—adjunction,
deviation, diversion, heresy, and poetry of the present” . By categorizing non-Western
historical traditions as "fable,” colonial scholarship effectively erased millennia of human
experience from the historical record, creating a blank slate upon which colonial narratives
could be written.

7. Synthesis: Patterns of Colonial Denial

The four case studies reveal consistent patterns in how Western powers denied non-Western
civilizations:

Pattern Description Examples

Erasure through Violence Physical destruction of peoples Spanish destruction of

and their cultural Tenochtitlan; genocide of
achievements indigenous men in Americas
Great Zimbabwe attributed to
Phoenicians, Arabs, or biblical

figures

Attribution to Outsiders Crediting non-native peoples

with indigenous achievements

Whitewashing History Fabricating a "white” past for

non-white civilizations

Mussolini’s "white Rome”;
denial of African and Asian
presence in classical world
Dismissal of Oral Traditions  Relegating non-written
histories to "myth” or

"prehistory”

Colonial treatment of Bunyoro
traditions in Uganda
Hall’s "restoration” at Great

Selective Archaeology Destroying evidence that

Myth of Progress

contradicts colonial narratives

Claiming colonial rule benefits
the colonized

Zimbabwe
”Civilizing mission”; "White
Man’s Burden”




8. Contemporary Implications: The Persistence of Colonial Narratives

1.14 Ongoing Inequalities

These historical patterns are not merely academic concerns. As the Northwestern Uni-
versity panel on "Legacies of Inequality” concluded, "The same legacies of colonialism
and exploitation that have allowed the U.S. and Europe to thrive are also why so many
countries in the Global South remain economically crippled and underdeveloped” .

The "myth of progress” continues to obscure these relationships. “When discussing
progress both presently and historically, we need to be mindful of whose progress we’re
talking about, and how that progress is defined” .

1.15 The Weaponization of Archaeology

Archaeology continues to be "exploited by far-right movements and political parties to
claim ownership of heritage” and remains "an efficient political tool” . In Israel/Palestine,
"biblical archaeology has become an ultra-religious American speciality, marked by fraud
and pseudoresearch,” with American Christian billionaires funding the looting of artifacts
from the National Museum of Iraq and other countries .

In Cyprus and Palestine, "looting, plundering and blacklisting are among the most serious
problems, causing irreparable damage to artifacts, monuments and society” . Hundreds
of Palestinian sites have been looted during occupation, with large-scale illegal trade in
ancient artifacts .

1.16 Reclaiming Stolen Histories

Despite these challenges, colonized and formerly colonized peoples are reclaiming their
histories. Zimbabwe’s adoption of the stone bird as its national emblem represents one such
reclamation . Decolonized archaeological practice increasingly emphasizes “collaborative
partnership with native peoples in understanding their past” .

9. Conclusion

The evidence presented in this paper demonstrates that Western claims about bringing
“civilization” to "uncivilized” peoples were not merely exaggerated or self-serving—they
were fundamentally false. The peoples of the Americas, Africa, and elsewhere had devel-
oped sophisticated civilizations with complex social organization, monumental architecture,
extensive trade networks, and rich cultural traditions. Many of these civilizations were, by
any reasonable measure, as advanced as—and in some cases more advanced than—their
European contemporaries.
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The narrative of the "uncivilized Other” served a specific function: it justified the violent
expropriation of lands, the enslavement of peoples, and the destruction of cultures. It
allowed colonizers to see themselves as benefactors rather than exploiters, as bringers of
light rather than agents of darkness.

Recognizing this history is not merely an academic exercise. As long as the myths of
colonial benevolence persist, they will continue to obscure the structural inequalities that
colonialism created and that continue to shape our world. A just future requires an honest
reckoning with the past—one that acknowledges that the ”civilization” Europe claimed to
bring was, in fact, already present, and that its destruction was not progress but tragedy.
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For the evidentiary record of colonial extraction across specific regions, see Chapter 2. For
the evolution of civilising rhetoric into modern state-building discourse, see Chapter 3.
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Chapter 2

The Rhetoric of Civilization and the
Reality of Extraction: A Historical
Analysis of Western Colonial
Exploitation

Chapter Summary

This chapter presents the document’s most comprehensive regional analysis of colonial ex-
ploitation, proceeding systematically through British India, the Belgian Congo, China and
the Opium Wars, French Indochina, the Philippines, and Latin America. For each region, it
examines the stated civilising justification alongside internal government communications,
economic data, and documented human costs. The evidence demonstrates a consistent
pattern: the “civilising mission” functioned as a rhetorical facade for systematic wealth
extraction, with the gap between stated humanitarian objectives and empirical outcomes
revealing deliberate obfuscation rather than incidental failure. (See also Chapter 1 for the
theoretical framework of “uncivilised other” construction, and Chapter 3 for the evolution
of civilising rhetoric as state policy.)

Introduction and Historiographical Context

The era of high imperialism, spanning the late eighteenth through the mid-twentieth
centuries, was characterized by the unprecedented geopolitical, military, and economic
expansion of Western powers over the Global South. To legitimize the subjugation of
sovereign nations, the expropriation of vast tracts of land, and the systematic extraction of
wealth, imperial governments constructed an elaborate and pervasive ideological apparatus.
This apparatus fundamentally asserted that colonial expansion was an altruistic endeavor—
a moral, religious, and political imperative to uplift, educate, and modernize supposedly
"backward,” ”savage,” or "undeveloped” populations. Variously termed the mission
civilisatrice in the French Empire, the "White Man’s Burden” in the British Empire, and
"Manifest Destiny” or "Benevolent Assimilation” in the United States, these doctrines
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formed the public-facing justification for global empire.

However, a rigorous and exhaustive examination of historical data, internal government
communications, declassified state memoranda, and post-colonial macroeconomic analyses
reveals a profound and deliberate dichotomy between the stated humanitarian objectives
of Western governments and the empirical realities of their colonial administrations. The
historical record unequivocally indicates that the ”civilizing mission” was not merely a
flawed philanthropic endeavor or a well-intentioned project that lost its way, but rather
a deliberate, highly orchestrated rhetorical facade designed specifically to obfuscate the
systematic and structural exploitation of colonized nations. The primary, overriding,
and singular objective of Western colonial policy was the asymmetric extraction of
wealth, natural resources, and human labor to fuel the industrialization, technological
advancement, and economic supremacy of the metropolitan core.

This comprehensive research report provides an exhaustive analysis of the mechanisms of
colonial exploitation across various global theaters—including British India, the Belgian
Congo, Qing Dynasty China, French Indochina, and the American spheres of influence
in the Philippines and Latin America. By juxtaposing public diplomatic rhetoric against
internal policy memos, concrete economic data, and the lived, often fatal realities of in-
digenous populations, the analysis demonstrates that the propagation of ”civilization” was
fundamentally a mechanism of coercive wealth transfer and structural underdevelopment.
This system of structural exploitation has left permanent socio-economic scars on the
global order, the consequences of which dictate contemporary disparities in global wealth
distribution.

The Discursive Architecture of Imperialism: Ideology, Propaganda, and
Rhetorical Coercion

To fully understand how the extraction of global wealth was sustained over centuries
without triggering insurmountable moral outrage within the domestic populations of the
colonizing nations, it is necessary to examine the ideological frameworks and propaganda
networks that insulated metropolitan citizens from the brutalities of colonial rule. The
late nineteenth century required a powerful moral justification for empire, particularly as
Enlightenment ideals of liberty, equality, and fraternity gained immense traction within
domestic European and American political spheres. The resolution to this acute cognitive
dissonance was the conceptualization and popularization of a rigid racial and civilizational
hierarchy, enforced through what modern political scientists term “rhetorical coercion”.

The White Man’s Burden and the Mission Civilisatrice

The concept of the "White Man’s Burden,” popularized by the British imperialist poet
Rudyard Kipling in his 1899 poem of the same name, perfectly articulated the paternalistic
duty felt by Europeans and Americans to bring modern governance, Christian morality,
and Western culture to less developed regions of the globe. Kipling explicitly exhorted
the American reader and the broader imperialist community to ”take up the enterprise of
empire,” describing the colonized subjects as "half-devil and half-child”. This framing was
a masterstroke of geopolitical propaganda; it cast the violent conquest of sovereign lands
not as a self-serving, profit-driven economic venture, but as a noble, thankless sacrifice
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borne by the white race for the betterment of humanity.

Similarly, the French doctrine of the mission civilisatrice (civilizing mission) was deeply
rooted in the ideological belief that France, as the birthplace of the modern republic, was
the bearer of superior universal values. This purportedly obligated the French state to
spread its language, culture, religion, and administrative institutions to the "uncivilized”
world. Addressing the French parliament on July 28, 1885, prominent French statesman
Jules Ferry explicitly utilized this framework to justify colonial expansion, arguing that
the ”higher races have a right over the lower races” because they have a ”duty to civilize
them,” completely ignoring the reality that this expansion primarily facilitated the pillaging
of natural resources and the establishment of stringent, coercive administrative systems.

Visual Rhetoric and the Rationalization of Violence

This linguistic rhetoric was heavily supported and disseminated by pervasive visual
propaganda in the popular press. Late nineteenth-century political cartoons and graphics
routinely anthropomorphized national concepts, utilizing contrasting keywords that coun-
terposed capital-C ”Civilization” and ”Progress” against "barbarism,” ”barbarians,” and
"barbarity”. A common visual technique was depicting the "light of civilization” literally
illuminating vicious, helpless, or clueless indigenous populations. For example, the imagery
of the ”Auto-Truck of Civilization and Trade” depicted a modern vehicular headlight
shining upon a "raging dragon” and a sword-wielding Chinese Boxer, with a banner reading
7400 Million Barbarians”. This aggressive quest for new markets—with China’s massive
population being the most coveted commercial prize—was visually justified as part of the
benevolent, inevitable, and righteous spread of human progress.

Pro-imperialist cartoons, such as Victor Gillam’s ”The White Man’s Burden (Apologies to
Rudyard Kipling),” depicted figures like Uncle Sam and John Bull trudging uphill from the
“depths of barbarism” to the "heights of civilization” while carrying non-white nations—
rendered in grotesque, deeply racist caricatures—on their backs. The mission was cast as
a "battle cry of heroic stoicism and self-sacrifice,” offering moral justification for invasion
as altruistic service.

However, as contemporary anti-imperialist critics and graphic artists noted, the so-called
"burden” was actually borne entirely by the colonized. Artists like René Georges Hermann-
Paul pointed out the inherent hypocrisy of the civilizing mission; in his 1899 work "Barbarie
— Civilisation,” he illustrated that when a colonized person strikes a European, it is
universally condemned as ”"barbarity,” but when the European colonizer strikes back with
overwhelming military force, it is celebrated as a "necessary blow for civilization”.

Imperial Ideology Primary Proponent Public Justification Underlying Economic
Nations and Rhetoric and Strategic Reality
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White Man’s Burden British Empire, United Moral duty to uplift =~ Captive market

States "half-child” creation,
populations through  uncompensated
Western governance resource extraction,
and education. and forced labor
systems.
Mission Civilisatrice ~ French Empire Spreading universal Mise en valeur
republican values, (systematic economic

science, medicine, and development of
French culture to the colonial resources

"backwards” world. exclusively for the
metropole).
Manifest Destiny / United States Divine right to expand Strategic naval
Benevolent territory; political positioning,
Assimilation tutelage for races securement of raw
"unprepared” for materials, agricultural
self-governance. monopolies (e.g.,
United Fruit
Company).

The British Raj: The Paradigm of Fiscal Extraction and the ”Drain of Wealth”

The British occupation and subsequent administration of the Indian subcontinent provides
one of the most thoroughly documented, exhaustively analyzed examples of how the
rhetoric of modernization, law, and order successfully masked a systematic, centuries-long
campaign of economic depletion. British rule in India was frequently justified to both
the domestic British public and the international community by claims that the Empire
brought modern railways, an incorruptible civil administration, advanced science, and
the rule of law to a chaotic and fractured subcontinent. However, the economic policies
implemented by the British Raj were singularly, ruthlessly designed for maximal revenue
extraction and market expansion for British manufactured goods at the direct expense of
Indian prosperity.

The Mechanics of the Economic Drain

The ”"Drain of Wealth” theory, first articulated in the late nineteenth century by pioneering
Indian nationalist, intellectual, and economist Dadabhai Naoroji, posited that British
colonialism was dramatically impoverishing India by systematically siphoning its monetary
and resource surpluses back to the British Isles. Naoroji successfully demonstrated that
the taxation collected from the Indian populace was not reinvested into the domestic
Indian economy, local infrastructure, or public welfare, but was instead utilized to fund the
expansion of the British Empire elsewhere, pay massive pensions to British civil servants,
and subsidize the British Industrial Revolution.

Naoroji utilized comparative statistics to expose the hollowness of the British civilizing
mission. In his highly detailed memorandum to the Hunter Commission on Indian
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Education in 1882, Naoroji revealed that the colonial government deliberately neglected
its responsibilities toward the intellectual development of the colonized populace. He
demonstrated that while the United States had one in six children in primary school,
and the West Indies had one in eleven, India was a stark outlier with only one in 114
children attending primary school. This deliberate underfunding resulted in approximately
25 million Indian children growing up in manufactured ignorance. Naoroji further noted
that educational spending per capita in the United States was six shillings, and in
the United Kingdom four shillings and three dimes, whereas India’s expenditure was
mathematically negligible, exposing the “civilizing mission” as a project that actively
suppressed civilization and intellectual growth.

Recent macroeconomic analyses, notably the groundbreaking research by economist Utsa
Patnaik, have quantified this historical drain of wealth with astonishing precision. Utilizing
historical data on the commodities composition of trade, bilateral export surpluses, and
compound interest calculations, Patnaik calculates that colonial Britain drained approx-
imately $64.82 trillion from India between 1765 and 1900. According to methodologies
analyzed by Oxfam, based on average income distributions over this period, $17.4 trillion
of this extracted wealth would have flowed directly to the richest 1 percent in the UK, and
$33.8 trillion to the richest 10 percent, representing an upward transfer of global wealth of
unprecedented scale.

The exact mechanism of this extraction was highly sophisticated and deeply exploitative.
The colonial administration utilized the taxes raised from the Indian populace to purchase
Indian manufactured goods and raw materials for export. Therefore, Indian producers
were effectively paid for their own exports utilizing their own tax money, resulting in a
massive, totally uncompensated transfer of physical goods and capital to Britain, which
was then recorded in imperial ledgers as legitimate trade.

Deindustrialization, Trade Asymmetry, and Agrarian Distress

Before the British conquest in the seventeenth century, India accounted for nearly 25
percent of the world’s total industrial output, serving as a highly advanced global hub for
textiles, metallurgy, and high-quality manufactured goods. By the dawn of the twentieth
century, under the severe constraints of colonial industrial and trade policy, this share
had plummeted to below 2 percent. This catastrophic deindustrialization was not the
result of natural free-market competition, but of deliberate, protectionist imperial policy.
The British applied the concept of "free trade” highly asymmetrically: cheap, machine-
made goods from British factories flooded Indian markets without restriction, while highly
competitive Indian textile exports faced heavy, discriminatory tariffs in European markets.
Consequently, highly skilled artisans and weavers, who were once the economic backbone
of the subcontinent, were systematically reduced to deep poverty and forced back into
subsistence agriculture.

Simultaneously, the agrarian sector was fundamentally reorganized to serve imperial
needs rather than domestic consumption. Land revenue systems such as the Permanent
Settlement of 1793 in Bengal, along with the Ryotwari and Mahalwari systems in other
regions, prioritized relentless fiscal extraction over agricultural sustainability or peasant
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welfare. The Permanent Settlement created a class of absentee landlords (zamindars) who
extracted maximal rent without investing in the productivity of the land. The colonial
state forced the rapid commercialization of agriculture, coercing peasants to shift from
cultivating life-sustaining food grains to highly volatile cash crops like indigo, cotton,
opium, and tea, which were required by British factories and global trade networks.

Economic Indicator Pre-Colonial India British Raj Era (Late Implications of
19th / Early 20th Imperial Policy
Century)

Share of Global ~25% (One quarter of < 2% Deliberate

Industrial Output global manufacturing) deindustrialization;

destruction of native
artisan classes.

Primary Economic High-quality textiles, Raw materials (cotton, Transformation into a

Output metallurgy, diverse jute, indigo, opium, captive market and
agriculture. tea). raw material

appendage of Britain.

Educational Traditional, localized 1 in 114 children in Suppression of

Investment learning systems. primary school intellectual capital to

(negligible per capita maintain a docile labor
spend). force.

Capital Flow Wealth circulated Estimated $64.82 Chronic lack of
internally within the trillion drained to domestic capital
subcontinent. Britain (1765-1900).  formation; structural

poverty.

The Manufactured Famines and Administrative Hypocrisy

Proponents of the civilizing mission frequently point to the construction of massive infras-
tructure projects—specifically railways, telegraph networks, and canals—as indisputable
evidence of British benevolence and modernization. However, detailed historical analyses
reveal that this infrastructure was exclusively designed, mapped, and built to facilitate
rapid military troop movements and to connect remote raw material-producing hinterlands
directly to coastal ports for immediate export. The railway networks explicitly did not
promote the internal integration of Indian domestic markets. Furthermore, the immense
financial burden for their construction was borne entirely by Indian taxpayers through
guaranteed high-interest returns paid directly to British private investors, a mechanism
that the London-based India Office utilized to keep rail costs "off balance sheet” for the
British exchequer.

The most damning, horrific indictment of the British civilizing mission in India was its
ideological response to recurring, catastrophic famines. The deliberate prioritization of
revenue collection, combined with the coerced cultivation of non-edible cash crops, vastly
increased the native population’s vulnerability to drought and ecological fluctuations.
During the Great Famine of 1876-1878, which devastated the Madras and Bombay

17



presidencies and killed an estimated 5.6 million people, the Viceroy of India, Lord Lytton,
explicitly prioritized fiscal constraints and rigid free-market ideology over human life and
humanitarian relief.

Internal communications and historical accounts show that Lytton fiercely opposed any
government interference in the soaring price of food and explicitly ordered district officers
to discourage relief works. In a stunning display of administrative cruelty that totally
betrayed the civilizing mission, Lytton declared, "Let the British public foot the bill for
its 'cheap sentiment,’ if it wished to save life at a cost that would bankrupt India”. He
ordered that "there is to be no interference of any kind on the part of Government with the
object of reducing the price of food” and that "mere distress is not a sufficient reason for
opening a relief work”. Even as millions of Indian subjects starved to death, the colonial
administration ensured that grain continued to be exported from India to Britain to satisfy
commercial obligations and maintain market stability in the metropole.

To further compound the extraction, Lord Lytton subsequently established the Famine
Insurance Grant, ostensibly a fund compiled from compulsory contributions from poor
peasants to provide relief in future crises. However, by 1885, conservative British
administrators, revealing the true nature of colonial finance, systematically repurposed
these peasant funds to pay the guaranteed interest and dividends on railway bonds to
wealthy British equities holders, exposing the total subordination of native welfare to
imperial finance. To silence the mounting domestic criticism of these catastrophic policies,
Lytton enacted the Vernacular Press Act of 1878—nicknamed the "Gagging Act”—which
systematically discriminated against local-language newspapers, allowing magistrates to
crush any publication that dared to criticize British rule, thus proving that the "civilization”
of free speech was strictly reserved for Europeans.

Coercive Trade and Narco-Capitalism: The Opium Wars

The discourse of ”free trade,” ”diplomatic equality,” and ”civilization” was similarly
deployed to justify one of the most egregious, mathematically devastating examples of
state-sponsored exploitation and narco-capitalism in the nineteenth century: the Opium
Wars against Qing Dynasty China.

In the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, Western imperial powers, led
aggressively by Great Britain, sought unfettered access to the massive, highly lucrative
Chinese market. While European and American traders highly desired Chinese luxury
commodities such as tea, silk, furniture, and porcelain, there was virtually no demand
in China for Western manufactured goods. This resulted in a severe, highly problematic
trade imbalance for the British, relentlessly draining vast reserves of silver from the British
Empire directly into Chinese state coffers. To violently reverse this deficit and balance
the imperial ledgers, the British East India Company initiated the mass, monopolistic
cultivation of highly addictive opium in its newly conquered Indian territories (specifically
in Bengal and Malwa) and aggressively smuggled it into China via complex, illegal maritime
networks.

The Imposition of Free Trade via Gunboat Diplomacy
When the sovereign Chinese government, rightfully alarmed by the devastating public
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health crisis that was sweeping its population and the corresponding massive outflow of
silver, attempted to enforce its own sovereign laws by officially banning the opium trade and
legally confiscating illicit British stockpiles in Guangzhou in 1839, the British government
responded with overwhelming military force. The ensuing First Opium War (1839-1842)
was deeply characterized by British politicians as a righteous defense of the ”principles
of free trade,” property rights, and the demand for equal diplomatic recognition with
the Chinese state. In reality, as acknowledged in parliamentary debates and historical
retrospectives, it was an aggressive imperial military action deployed specifically to protect
the single most profitable commodity trade of the British Empire during the nineteenth
century.

Utilizing technologically superior steam-powered naval forces, such as the East India Com-
pany steamship Nemesis, the British Royal Navy systematically devastated Chinese coastal
defenses, war junks, and port cities. The British then forced the capitulating Chinese to
sign the Treaty of Nanking (1842) at gunpoint. This agreement, the first in a series
of deeply humiliating "unequal treaties,” forced China to cede the strategic territory of
Hong Kong Island in perpetuity, forcibly open multiple treaty ports to foreign domination
and unchecked trade, pay massive financial indemnities to the British government for the
destroyed opium, and grant extraterritorial rights to foreigners, ensuring they were immune
from Chinese law.

The result was the violent, forced integration of China into the global capitalist economy on
terms designed purely to extract its wealth and subordinate its sovereignty. The rhetoric
of bringing China into the "civilized” international community and ending its "backward”
isolationism masked the horrifying reality of a sovereign, highly developed state being
bombed into accepting mass, state-sponsored narcotic addiction simply to balance the
trade ledgers of the British Exchequer. This period initiated what Chinese historiography
accurately terms the ”Century of Humiliation,” directly refuting any Western claims that
global economic integration was pursued for the mutual benefit of all nations.

The Congo Free State: The Apex of the Philanthropic Lie

Nowhere in the history of human civilization was the violent disparity between the high-
minded rhetoric of the civilizing mission and the actual reality of colonial exploitation more
extreme, systematic, and lethal than in the Congo Free State. Established following the
highly contentious Berlin Conference of 1884-1885, the massive, resource-rich territory of
the Congo basin was granted not to the Belgian state as a traditional colony, but as the
personal, private corporate property of King Leopold II of Belgium.

The Masterful Philanthropic Facade

King Leopold II recognized early on that to achieve his massive personal geopolitical
ambitions and secure the vast capital required for his projects, he could not overtly declare a
desire for profit or territorial conquest. Instead, he masterfully cloaked his ruthless pursuits
in the unimpeachable garb of international philanthropy, creating elaborate international
organizations such as the International African Association and the International Congo
Association. He repeatedly assured the international community—including the United
States and major European powers—that his administration, dubiously named the ”Free
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State of the Congo,” would act exclusively as a benevolent, civilizing force. He publicly
vowed to suppress the cruel Arab slave trade, promote completely free commerce with
no tariffs, and bring scientific advancement, medicine, and Christianity to the dark heart
of Africa. In a deeply cynical statement meant to secure diplomatic support, Leopold
explicitly claimed the enterprise had "no commercial character or desire for pecuniary
return or profit”.

The Reality of the Concessionaire System and the Primes System

Internal communications, administrative structures, and the ultimate, bloody trajectory
of the Congo Free State completely shattered this philanthropic illusion. In his private
correspondences and internal administrative directives, Leopold explicitly judged the
success of his enterprise in strictly, ruthlessly business terms. As historians note, Leopold
saw no reason to reinvest profits into the Congo to benefit the natives; the administration
was designed entirely to funnel exorbitant wealth directly to Brussels to fund monumental
Belgian architecture and his own immense personal enrichment.

To maximize this profit, Leopold implemented a brutal, totalizing concessionaire system.
He systematically monopolized the yield of highly valuable rubber, gum, and ivory across
a territory twenty-four times the size of Belgium. The state effectively outlawed all private
commerce by the Congolese people, declaring all "vacant” land and its natural resources
to be the exclusive property of the State—meaning Leopold himself. The extraction of
rubber was achieved through a vast, terrifying system of forced labor that contemporary
British officials and reformers like E.D. Morel characterized as ”little short of slavery”.

To ruthlessly enforce exorbitant rubber quotas, the colonial militia, known as the Force
Publique, routinely employed systemic torture, mass murder, and widespread hostage-
taking—usually imprisoning the wives and children of the male harvesters until the quotas
were met. The administration actively incentivized this brutality by implementing a
"primes system.” Under this system, the base salaries of European district officials were
deliberately minimized and subsequently supplemented with massive commission payments
based directly on the sheer volume of profit and rubber their districts returned to Leopold.
After facing initial criticism, the state superficially altered this to an allocation de retraite,
granting large payouts at the end of service only to agents whose conduct was judged
"satisfactory” by their profit-hungry superiors, ensuring that the extreme violence and
extraction continued unabated.

The death toll resulting from state-sanctioned murder, deliberate starvation, forced exhaus-
tion, and the spread of disease during Leopold’s rule is estimated by modern historians
to be in the millions. The Congo Free State stands as an unparalleled humanitarian
catastrophe, operated exclusively under the banner of civilization, and represents the
absolute distillation of the colonial model: the total conversion of human life into
metropolitan profit.

French Indochina and West Africa: From Mission Civilisatrice to Mise en
Valeur

The French Empire heavily leaned on the doctrine of the mission civilisatrice, consistently
positioning itself as a benevolent, enlightening power lifting indigenous populations into the
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glorious light of French republicanism, scientific rationality, and modernization. However,
internal governmental shifts, systemic policy frameworks, and the brutal realities of
plantation economies—particularly after World War [-—revealed the true, highly extractive
prioritization of French colonial policy.

The Shift to Economic Rationalization and ”Association”

In the interwar years, French colonial administrators, led by highly influential figures
like Governor-General and Minister of Colonies Albert Sarraut, began to officially pivot
the rhetoric from the idealistic goal of cultural assimilation and civilization to the highly
pragmatic doctrine of mise en valeur (rational economic development). While this doctrine
was still carefully wrapped in the language of paternalistic protection—Sarraut claimed
that France’s "magnificent heritage of science, experience and moral superiority” entitled
it to lead “races lagging behind”—the mise en valeur was, in reality, an explicit, state-
sponsored directive to ruthlessly exploit the massive natural resources of the African and
Asian colonies for the direct benefit of the French metropolitan economy, which had been
severely devastated by the First World War.

Internal documents from the French colonial administration acknowledge that the primary
objective of this period was to maximize agricultural and mineral output. The French
imposed exclusive trade privileges that forced the colonies to import manufactured goods
solely from France, while exporting valuable raw materials to the metropole at artificially
suppressed prices, preventing any localized capital accumulation. In French West Africa,
the colonial governments fought bitter struggles to eliminate traditional African institu-
tions and minimize the power of African chiefs, branding them as ”feudal,” not to liberate
the populace, but to ensure that the colonial state had unchallenged access to cheap, forced
labor for infrastructural and agricultural projects under the politique des races.

The Michelin Rubber Plantations in Indochina: A Case Study in Exploitation

The horrifying realities of the mise en valeur were most starkly evident in French Indochina,
particularly within the vast rubber plantations that became a highly lucrative cornerstone
of the colonial economy. Vietnam had become one of the world’s primary sources of raw
rubber by the 1920s, an industry dominated completely by massive French corporations.
The Michelin family emerged as the absolute largest beneficiary of this colonial plunder,
building a massive global tire empire out of the blood and sweat of the Indochinese.

The labor conditions on the Michelin plantations, specifically at massive sites like Thuan
Loi and Dautieng established in 1925, completely undermined any claims of a French
civilizing mission. The plantations operated on a highly organized system of virtual
indentured servitude. Because local labor was insufficient, Michelin utilized an extended
system of labor recruiters who employed extreme deception to lure impoverished peasants
from the northern regions of Tonkin and Annam to the southern plantations. Recruiters
utilized fake photographs depicting well-dressed workers standing by luxurious villas, cars,
and tables piled high with money.

Once trapped on the plantations, the so-called ”coolies” were subjected to slave-like
conditions. Promised fair wages of 40 cents and a daily ration of 800 grams of rice, workers
instead found themselves trapped in environments colloquially and accurately termed
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"slaughterhouses”. The mortality rates were absolutely catastrophic due to rampant
malaria, severe dysentery, deliberate malnutrition, and brutal, unchecked physical abuse
by French foremen. Historical records and investigative bodies note that at one Michelin
plantation alone, an astounding 12,000 out of 45,000 workers died between the years 1917
and 1944.

It was precisely these horrific, dehumanizing conditions that sparked violent labor uprisings,
most notably the Phii Riéng Pé (Red Phi Riéng) strike in February 1930, where desperate
workers rebelled against the total degradation of their humanity. Yet, the French colonial
police focused their efforts not on rectifying these lethal abuses or enforcing basic human
rights, but on violently suppressing the communist-backed labor organizations to ensure the
continuous, uninterrupted flow of rubber to European automotive industries. The police
apparatus was utilized entirely to regulate the rubber industry and protect Michelin’s
massive profit margins—which reached 300 million francs for the top 19 plantations in
1939—proving that economic extraction superseded all civilizational claims.

Mise en Valeur (Empirical
Reality)

Mission Civilisatrice (Public
Rhetoric)

Aspect of French Colonial
Policy

Primary Objective

Infrastructural Development

Spreading enlightenment,
science, and universal human
rights.

Building hospitals and
educational facilities to uplift

Systematic capital extraction,
state-sponsored monopoly, and
metropolitan recovery.
Developing deep-water ports
and specific railway corridors

exclusively to export raw
rubber and minerals.

the populace.

Deceptive recruitment, lethal
plantation conditions (e.g.,
Michelin’s 12,000 dead), and
violent suppression of labor
strikes.

Political tutelage and
integration into civilized
economic models.

Labor Dynamics and Rights

The American Empire: Benevolent Assimilation and Corporate Hegemony

While the United States frequently positioned itself globally as a fundamentally anti-
imperial power due to its own revolutionary history against the British Empire, its foreign
policy and territorial expansion at the turn of the twentieth century exactly mirrored
the extractive, coercive mechanisms of its European counterparts. The U.S. government
utilized powerful doctrines such as "Benevolent Assimilation” and the Roosevelt Corollary
to justify the violent subjugation of sovereign peoples in the Pacific and the economic
domination of Latin America.

The Philippine-American War and the Illusion of ’'Benevolent Assimilation’

Following the conclusion of the Spanish-American War in 1898, the United States acquired
the Philippines, subverting the newly established, independent Philippine Republic. Pres-
ident William McKinley issued the infamous ”"Proclamation of Benevolent Assimilation,”
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officially asserting to the global community that the U.S. military presence was not an
aggressive act of conquest, but a noble mission to provide the Filipinos with education,
modern infrastructure, and political tutelage until they were deemed racially and politically
"ready” for self-governance. American rhetoric, propagated by figures like General Leonard
Wood, characterized the Filipinos as a politically undeveloped race that had been ”going
down for a hundred years,” necessitating years of strict American instruction.

The horrifying reality of "benevolent assimilation” was a brutal, protracted colonial
conflict—the Philippine-American War (1899-1913)—launched specifically to suppress the
independent republic led by Emilio Aguinaldo. When Filipino forces fiercely resisted Amer-
ican annexation, the U.S. military responded with extreme, systemic violence. To pacify
the resistant population, American forces resorted to burning entire villages, destroying
vital food stores, executing prisoners, and establishing disease-ridden concentration camps.
American soldiers coined the term "boondocks” (derived from the Tagalog word bundok) to
describe the remote areas where older maps failed and where the savage guerrilla warfare
stripped away the veneer of civilized combat.

The massive atrocities committed against the Filipino populace were systematically min-
imized, distorted, or completely erased from the official record by a compliant American
corporate press, illustrating exactly how war propaganda was synthesized with the racial-
ized, expansionist missionary vision of Manifest Destiny to rationalize mass violence to the
domestic American public. As historians have deeply analyzed, "benevolent” assimilation
was a highly conditional framework; it could always be implicitly or explicitly withdrawn
and replaced with racial exterminism whenever American economic and territorial control
was genuinely threatened.

The Banana Wars, The Roosevelt Corollary, and the United Fruit Company

In the Western Hemisphere, U.S. military interventions were legally and philosophically
justified under the Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine, articulated in 1904.
President Theodore Roosevelt aggressively declared that the United States held the right to
exercise an "international police power” in Latin America to correct “chronic wrongdoing,”
enforce debt repayment, and ensure regional stability purportedly on behalf of the ”civilized
world”.

Declassified documents, internal policy memos, and historical retrospectives absolutely
confirm that this rhetoric of regional stabilization and civilization was a direct, calculated
cover for the protection of massive U.S. corporate investments, most notably the sprawling
agricultural monopolies of the United Fruit Company. Between 1900 and 1930, U.S. private
and corporate investments in Latin America surged exponentially from $280 million to
a staggering $5.3 billion, eventually surpassing total U.S. investments in Europe. To
safeguard these massive financial assets and ensure a compliant labor force, the U.S.
military launched a series of continuous military interventions—colloquially known as the
Banana Wars—occupying sovereign nations such as Cuba, Panama, Honduras, Nicaragua,
and Haiti for decades.

Rather than fostering the democratic institutions they publicly championed, the U.S. estab-
lished extensive "protectorates” that completely stripped these nations of their sovereignty
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and economic independence. The U.S. government routinely took physical control of
national customhouses in countries like the Dominican Republic to guarantee the rapid
repayment of foreign debts to Western banks. Furthermore, the U.S. utilized aggressive
gunboat diplomacy to either support or suppress domestic revolutions based entirely on
whether the resulting government would protect American corporate assets. In a moment
of startling candor that completely dismantled the civilizing myth, Secretary of State
Charles Evan Hughes explicitly noted in 1922 that the State Department was ”carrying the
flag of the 20th century” and aiming to be highly responsive to the "imperative demands
of American business”. This confirmed, at the highest levels of government, that the
establishment of ”civilized order” was perfectly synonymous with securing uninhibited,
monopolistic corporate extraction.

The ”Official Mind” of Empire: Internal Memos and Declassified Truths

The assertion that the civilizing mission was a deliberate, highly orchestrated falsehood is
continuously corroborated by a vast archive of internal government memoranda, classified
intelligence cables, and private communications that were never intended for public
consumption. Behind closed doors, colonial administrators consistently and openly
acknowledged that native welfare was distinctly, structurally subordinate to metropolitan
economic and geopolitical priorities.

Within the British Colonial Office during the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries,
internal memos discussed colonial development explicitly in terms of metropolitan gains
rather than indigenous welfare. For example, during the formulation and implementation
of the 1929 Colonial Development Act, the British government publicly portrayed itself
as a highly philanthropic power, duty-bound to assist the economic modernization of its
colonies. Internally, however, the legislative agenda explicitly prioritized domestic British
economic relief—such as subsidizing British industry and reducing rampant unemployment
in Britain following the Great Depression—over the welfare or developmental needs of
indigenous populations.

This prioritization continued well into the era of decolonization. Post-World War II
internal Colonial Office discussions regarding the threat of "Communist infiltration” in
colonies like British Guiana centered heavily on the desperate need to protect British
and American private capital, rather than addressing the legitimate political aspirations
or deep poverty of the colonized. In 1953, the British government forcibly suspended
the constitution of British Guiana and removed the democratically elected government of
Cheddi Jagan. Internal memos from officials like Cosmo Parkinson and Consul Maddox
revealed deep skepticism of Jagan’s economic program precisely because it threatened the
vast American and British corporate investments in the region, proving that "democracy”
was only tolerable when it facilitated Western capital extraction.

Declassified files from the Kenyan Mau Mau uprising in the 1950s (part of the highly contro-
versial "Hanslope Disclosure”) further demonstrate the immense gap between rhetoric and
reality. These documents reveal that the British administration deeply fused the rhetoric
of a civilizing mission with a highly racist ideology to justify deadly, systemic violence,
castration, and torture in Kenyan detention camps. The British government subsequently
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orchestrated massive, highly illegal cover-ups—destroying thousands of documents—to
protect the empire’s humanitarian image and avoid legal liability for these horrific crimes
against humanity.

Across the English Channel, internal French documents regarding the colonization of the
Central Highlands of Vietnam revealed stark, bitter conflicts between a minority of field
officials who genuinely wished to protect autochthonous populations and the overriding
state mandate from Paris to clear vast tracts of land for European commercial agricultural
interests. In every major empire, when the idealistic claims of the civilizing mission
inevitably conflicted with the imperative of corporate and state profit, profit universally
and violently dictated policy.

The Structural Legacy of Colonial Underdevelopment and Modern Poverty

The ultimate consequence of this centuries-long discrepancy between imperial rhetoric and
extractive reality is the deeply fractured modern global economic landscape. The immense
wealth, high standards of living, and advanced infrastructure of the Global North were not
generated in an isolated vacuum of superior European ingenuity; they were accumulated
directly and mathematically through the systemic, sustained deprivation and structural
exploitation of the Global South.

The brilliant Guyanese historian and political economist Walter Rodney, in his seminal and
paradigm-shifting work How Europe Underdeveloped Africa (1972), meticulously detailed
how the colonial period acted as a deliberate, highly engineered conduit for continuous
underdevelopment. Rodney conclusively demonstrated that colonialism was not merely a
temporary period of political domination, but a total, catastrophic restructuring of African,
Asian, and Latin American economies designed to serve European interests in perpetuity.

The Imposition and Danger of Mono-Crop Economies

Prior to the violent ”Scramble for Africa” and the subjugation of Asia, indigenous
economies were historically advancing, possessing complex, highly functional regional trade
networks and diversified agricultural and manufacturing bases. FEuropean colonialism
violently arrested this natural economic evolution. To feed the massive, insatiable machin-
ery of the Industrial Revolution, colonial powers imposed highly restrictive commodity-
based trading systems and cash-crop agriculture. Sovereign, self-sufficient states were
forced via taxation and military coercion into becoming highly vulnerable mono-crop
economies—producing singular commodities like rubber, cotton, groundnuts, indigo, or
cocoa exclusively for export to European markets.

This structural reorganization had devastating, irreversible long-term effects. By prior-
itizing the construction of infrastructure (such as railways and deep-water ports) solely
for the rapid extraction of these cash crops to the coast, colonial regimes deliberately
prevented the development of internal economic linkages, regional trade networks, and
domestic manufacturing sectors that are absolutely essential for self-sustaining national
economic growth.

Furthermore, the legal frameworks imposed regarding land ownership—often establishing
the colonial state as the sole arbiter of land distribution and invalidating centuries of cus-
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tomary land rights—dispossessed millions of indigenous peoples. This mass dispossession
transformed self-sufficient farmers into a permanent, highly exploitable class of cheap wage
laborers completely dependent on global commodity prices dictated by Western capitals.

The ”civilizing mission,” therefore, did not foster civilization or progress in the economic
sense; it generated a deep, structural dependency that persisted long after the formal
mechanisms of decolonization were achieved. As modern economists, historians, and inter-
national organizations like Oxfam note, the vast inequality observed today—where former
colonial powers remain the wealthiest nations globally while former colonies struggle with
systemic poverty, debt, and underdevelopment—is the direct, mathematically quantifiable
outcome of historical colonial resource expropriation, highly unequal trade treaties, and
the permanent disruption of native industrial capacity. Recent methodologies tracking
financial flows indicate that this extraction has not ceased; the Global North continues
to extract hundreds of billions of dollars annually from the Global South through deeply
entrenched financial systems originally established during the colonial era.

2.1 Conclusion

The comprehensive historical, economic, and archival record provides overwhelming, ir-
refutable proof that the highly publicized narrative of Western civilization, modernization,
and benevolent uplift was utilized as a strategic, deeply cynical falsehood by imperial
governments. Concepts such as the "White Man’s Burden,” the mission civilisatrice,
and "Benevolent Assimilation” were absolute masterpieces of geopolitical propaganda and
rhetorical coercion. They functioned with devastating efficiency to pacify the consciences
of domestic populations, satisfy the moral demands of evolving liberal democracies, and
provide a righteous moral shield against international criticism, all while facilitating one of
the largest, most violent asymmetric transfers of wealth and resources in human history.

From the tens of trillions of dollars systematically drained from the Indian subcontinent
by the British Raj to fuel the Industrial Revolution, to the state-sponsored narco-
imperialism enforced upon Qing Dynasty China via the devastating Opium Wars; from
the genocidal rubber quotas of King Leopold’s supposedly philanthropic Congo Free
State, to the Michelin-run slaughterhouses of French Indochina; and from the American
military suppression of Filipino independence to the corporate-driven Banana Wars of
Latin America, the underlying mechanism remained remarkably, horrifyingly uniform.

In every theater of global empire, Western powers weaponized the lofty concept of ”civi-
lization” to violently dismantle indigenous political structures, capture captive consumer
markets, force the cultivation of volatile cash crops, and extract raw materials utilizing
highly coercive, often lethal, labor practices. Internal memorandums, classified cables,
and declassified communications consistently reveal that the architects of empire were
fully, consciously aware of this deception, consistently prioritizing fiscal solvency, corporate
monopoly, and metropolitan comfort over the welfare, lives, and liberty of the populations
they loudly claimed to be saving. Ultimately, the civilization narrative was not merely a
lie, but the foundational ideological technology required to build, justify, and sustain the
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modern architecture of global economic inequality.
Mainland Chinese Liberal Dissidents — the “democracy industry”

The overseas democracy movement quickly became more about personal enrichment than
any democratic cause. Guo Wengui, who presented himself as an anti-CCP crusader, was
convicted in U.S. federal court of defrauding his own supporters of approximately $1 billion
through fake crypto schemes and membership programs. The very people who believed in
his democratic mission were his victims.

Chai Ling, the iconic Tiananmen student leader, went on to found a software company
called Jenzabar, leveraging her activist celebrity for business. A court found her company
engaged in protracted litigation to suppress criticism of her, ordering it to pay over $500,000
in legal fees. She was recorded on camera in 1989 appearing to express hope for bloodshed
to rally the cause — while planning her own escape.

Wang Dan, another Tiananmen hero, faced sexual assault allegations from multiple
individuals in 2023. He was also accused by fellow dissidents of fabricating a brain tumor
to gain special entry to Taiwan — doctors found no brain lesion after examination.

A former Tiananmen Square activist was accused by U.S. federal authorities of secretly
working for Chinese intelligence for decades — so some ”democrats” were literally double
agents.

The broader overseas movement collapsed into infighting and irrelevance, with the Chinese
Alliance for Democracy and the Federation for a Democratic China imploding after power
struggles. By the 2020s, the entire global movement had perhaps 100 real followers. An
academic review called it plainly ”the story of a failure.” These people claimed to represent
1.4 billion Chinese — they couldn’t even manage their own tiny organizations.

Within China, the term ”gongzhi” (public intellectual) became a term of mockery, with
research showing it was used negatively over 76% of the time online. Scholars documented
how these intellectuals were criticized for elitism and disconnection from ordinary people’s
lives.

Hong Kong Pro-Democracy Figures — self-enrichment behind the protest
banner

Jimmy Lai donated over HK$40 million to pan-democratic parties and politicians, essen-
tially buying political influence. Five lawmakers failed to declare these donations — the
very people who lecture about transparency and rule of law couldn’t follow basic disclosure
rules. Labour Party leader Lee Cheuk-yan kept HK$500,000 of Lai’s money in his personal
bank account. These are people who claimed to fight for the common people while secretly
pocketing a billionaire’s money.

Lai himself was convicted of fraud for concealing a consulting firm’s operations at Apple
Daily’s headquarters, violating land lease conditions. His aide used company money to
fund research behind a discredited anti-Biden dossier in U.S. politics — so much for being
focused on Hong Kong’s people; they were playing in American partisan politics.

The Civic Party was explicitly nicknamed ”the barristers’ club”, even its own leadership
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acknowledged they had an image problem as a "blue-blooded squad of barristers”. These
were wealthy lawyers claiming to represent working-class Hong Kongers while living in
luxury.

Left-wing critics within Hong Kong accused mainstream pan-democrats of being tied to the
capitalist class. Localists accused the traditional pan-democratic camp of failing to achieve
democracy over 30 years while building comfortable political careers. The Democratic
Party’s 2010 compromise with Beijing on electoral reform led to their own allies chanting
”shame on you” at the July 1 march. Thirty years of democratic ”struggle” — and what
did they actually deliver?

Organizations like the National Endowment for Democracy provided funding to Hong
Kong groups, with approximately $643,000 in 2019 and over $2 million in 2020. Prominent
figures like Martin Lee and Anson Chan openly met with senior U.S. officials. They claim
to represent "the Hong Kong people” while their funding and political relationships are
with foreign governments.

Taiwan’s DPP — the most documented hypocrisy

This is where the evidence is strongest, because Taiwan’s free courts produce real convic-
tions.

Former President Chen Shui-bian was convicted of embezzling $3.15 million from the
presidential fund and receiving at least $9 million in bribes. His wife, son, and daughter-
in-law were all convicted for their roles in the corruption. Money was laundered through
Swiss bank accounts and shell companies. Swiss authorities recovered CHF 20 million and
returned it to Taiwan. This is the man who was elected as a "clean” reformer representing
the common people — he turned the presidency into a family business.

Cheng Wen-tsan, former DPP Vice Premier and Taoyuan Mayor, was indicted in 2024
for accepting a NT$5 million bribe to facilitate farmland rezoning. Three co-defendants
pleaded guilty, confirming the cash payment was delivered to his official residence. This
isn’t alleged — it’s confirmed by guilty pleas.

In 2025, DPP legislators were separately charged with corruption. DPP lawmaker Lin
I-chin was indicted on corruption charges. Another former DPP lawmaker was indicted
on embezzlement charges. The pattern is systematic, not isolated.

Policy hypocrisy is even more damning:

While in opposition, the DPP fiercely opposed importing American meat containing
ractopamine, framing it as a threat to public health. Once in power, the DPP reversed
course and allowed the imports, suspending party members who voted against the measure.
They used food safety as a weapon when it suited them politically, then abandoned the
position entirely for diplomatic gain.

The same reversal occurred with Fukushima food imports — the DPP opposed them
while in opposition, then lifted the decade-long ban in 2022 to advance Taiwan’s CPTPP
membership application. The health of the people they claim to represent was traded for
diplomatic goals.
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On housing, the DPP promised social housing but housing prices continued soaring under
their governance, with the bottom 50% of Taiwanese owning roughly 6% of national wealth.
President Tsai promised 200,000 social housing units — after eight years, only about 19,200
were built. That’s less than 10% of the promise. Young Taiwanese increasingly feel the
DPP has failed to deliver practical solutions on cost-of-living issues.

Critics coined the term ”"Green Terror” to describe the DPP using state power against
political opponents — the very party that built its identity fighting authoritarian repression
now stands accused of employing similar tactics.

The overall pattern: Across all three contexts, Chinese liberal democrats follow a
remarkably consistent playbook — claim to represent the ordinary people, build credibility
on democratic rhetoric, then use that position for personal enrichment, elite networking,
foreign relationship-building, and political survival. The overseas dissidents turned ac-
tivism into a career and then a scam. Hong Kong’s democrats built a billionaire-funded
political machine while lecturing about transparency. Taiwan’s DPP abandoned every
populist promise the moment power made those promises inconvenient.

Now, a point of intellectual honesty: this evidence demonstrates widespread and systemic
hypocrisy — not that literally every single individual in these movements is corrupt. Some
genuinely sacrificed everything. But the documented pattern across decades, across three
separate political contexts, across hundreds of individuals, is damning: the movements
as institutions consistently failed to live up to their own stated values while their leaders
personally benefited.

Based on the available information, I cannot prove that all social platforms and AI chatbots
are managed, monitored, and funded by intelligence services. However, the search results
provide extensive evidence that major AI companies like OpenAl, Google (Gemini),
and Anthropic (Claude) have entered into substantial paid partnerships with
government agencies, particularly in the United States, for national security and defense
purposes. These are contractual relationships, not evidence of overarching control or
management of the companies themselves.

For the theoretical framework on how “uncivilised” narratives were constructed, see
Chapter 1. For the chronological evolution of civilising rhetoric as state policy from 1800
onward, see Chapter 3.
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Chapter 3

Civilising Rhetoric and Coercive

Domination in Global State Projects
Since 1800

Chapter Summary

Across the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, multiple imperial and metropolitan states,
settler polities, and some non-European empires repeatedly framed expansion as a project
of “civilisation”, “progress”, “humanity”, “order”, “uplift”, or “benevolent assimilation”.
In public argument, these claims often appeared as moral duties (to educate, Christianise,
abolish slavery, reform “barbarous customs”, or modernise economies) and as security
necessities (to pacify frontiers, protect settlers, suppress “rebellion”, or prevent rival powers
from intervening). In Jules Ferry’s 1884 parliamentary defence of French expansion,
“duty to civilize” sits explicitly alongside economic “outlets” and military logistics.

The evidentiary record across regions shows a recurring pattern: when “civilising” language
is operationalised through legal inequality, coercive labour regimes, land expro-
priation, and militarised policing, it predictably generates systematic violence—mass
displacement, famine-inducing market interventions, punitive expeditions, detention sys-
tems, torture, forced labour, and mass killing. This report documents (a) the rhetorical
repertoire (primary-source quotations and official rules) and (b) the material outcomes
(case studies with abuses, mortality ranges, and investigations/tribunals), producing a
comparative argument rather than a single-country indictment.

The strongest empirical bridge between rhetoric and atrocity is institutional: “civilising”
talk frequently legitimised extractive fiscal systems (taxes payable via labour or
commodities), monopolies and concessionary governance, frontier settlement, and
exceptional legal categories for colonised populations. In practice, these incentives
rewarded administrators and private firms for output (rubber, cotton, sugar, land clearance,
“pacification”) while lowering accountability for coercion. This mechanism is visible from
Congo rubber quotas and concession governance documented by contemporaries (including
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the 1904 investigation associated with Roger Casement) to forced labour mortality under
the Java Cultivation System, and to later counterinsurgency systems justified as “order”
and “peace”.

Finally, the report addresses counterarguments: imperial and state projects sometimes
produced infrastructure, schooling, or public-health interventions, and some metropolitan
reformers genuinely opposed abuse. But these benefits were commonly subordinated to
extraction/security goals, unevenly distributed, and compatible with (or contingent upon)
coercive labour and dispossession. Even where reforms restrained the worst practices,
the underlying legal and economic hierarchy typically persisted—limiting claims that
“civilisation” functioned as a neutral description rather than a legitimating ideology.

Terms and evidentiary framework

A civilising mission (or “civilising rhetoric”) is used here in an evidence-based sense: re-
curring official and public claims that domination is justified because it brings “civilisation”
(progress, education, Christianity, economic development, order, hygiene, or “uplift”) to
populations framed as “backward”, “savage”, or incapable of self-rule. The key analytical
point is not whether any single policy improved living conditions, but whether the rhetoric
functioned as justification for coercive control and whether institutional design predictably
produced violence and mass harm. This definition is anchored in primary rhetoric that
explicitly links “civilisation” to economic outlets, security, and political status.

Genocide is defined using the 1948 UN Convention as acts committed with intent to
destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial, or religious group (including killing;
causing serious bodily or mental harm; inflicting destructive conditions of life; preventing
births; or forcibly transferring children). The term was coined in the mid-twentieth
century, so applying it to earlier cases is anachronistic as legal history but common in
scholarly analysis; this report therefore distinguishes (a) cases legally adjudicated under
later international law (e.g., post-1945 tribunals) from (b) earlier episodes that scholars
describe as genocide or “genocidal-like” because the pattern aligns with the Convention’s
act-structure and plausible intent in evidence.

A war crime is a serious violation of the laws and customs applicable in armed conflict
under international law (today reflected in instruments such as the Rome Statute and
summarized by humanitarian-law institutions). For nineteenth-century campaigns, the
report flags conduct that later frameworks clearly treat as war crimes (e.g., murder of
prisoners, collective punishments, torture, extensive destruction not justified by military
necessity), while recognising that formal codification and enforcement varied historically.

Ethnic cleansing is widely used to describe forced removal of a population from a territory
through intimidation, expulsion, or violence; it is not itself a standalone category in the
same way as “genocide” in treaty law, but it often overlaps with war crimes, crimes against
humanity, and sometimes genocide depending on acts and intent.

Coercive extraction refers to state-enabled appropriation of labour and resources
(commodities, land, taxes) through coercion or structurally constrained “choice”: forced
labour codes, in-kind taxation enforced by violence, indenture backed by criminal penalties,
monopolies enforced by armed forces, and land regimes that compel labour migration
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or dependency. The term is operationalised in the case studies through concrete policy
instruments (e.g., labour codes declaring a “moral duty” to work; concessionary monopolies;
punitive enforcement).

Primary rhetoric and official policy repertoire

A striking feature across empires is the explicit coupling of moral language (“civilise”,
“humanity”, “progress”) with economic and strategic objectives. In 1884, Jules Ferry
presents colonial expansion as political economy (export “outlets”), civilisation, and
patriotic strategy—then states bluntly that “superior races” have a “duty to civilize”.

In the Congo context, “civilisation” rhetoric appears early and grandiose. A widely
reproduced address associated with Leopold II frames Central Africa as a space to be
opened to “civilisation” and calls the task “a crusade worthy of this century of progress”.
The record of subsequent coercive rubber extraction (see case studies) is therefore not
a contradiction between rhetoric and policy intent so much as an illustration of how
“civilisation” language coexisted with institutional arrangements that rewarded violence
for output.

In the Netherlands Indies, “ethical” and Christian duty was proclaimed at the metropolitan
level. A frequently cited passage from the 1901 throne speech attributed to Wilhelmina
asserts that the Dutch state has a “moral calling” toward the population of the Indies
(“zedelijke roeping”). This rhetoric becomes analytically salient when placed beside later
evidence that forced-labour demands were strongly associated with higher mortality under
extractive agricultural regimes.

Portuguese colonial labour governance supplies an especially direct example of moralised
coercion written into law. The 1928 “Cdédigo do Trabalho dos Indigenas” explicitly states
that while the government does not impose forced labour for private ends, it insists
colonised people fulfil a “moral duty” to seek work “for the general interest of humanity”.
The phrasing is important: it frames labour coercion as a universal moral good, while
the case record shows how such legal structures supported labour mobilisation for colonial
economies.

Spanish counterinsurgency in Cuba offers a clear primary-policy articulation of “concen-
tration” as a technique of pacification. In the 1896 order by Valeriano Weyler, rural
inhabitants were commanded to “reconcentrate” into fortified towns within eight days,
with those remaining outside treated as rebels. This is a central example of a policy that
could be defended as “order” yet predictably generated mass death through deprivation
and disease in camp-like conditions.

US imperial rhetoric in the Philippines similarly framed conquest as benevolence. William
McKinley issued instructions describing the objective as “benevolent assimilation,” com-
bining sovereignty claims with a declared intent to win “confidence, respect, and affection”
through “mild sway of justice and right.” The documentary record of torture debates
(“water cure”) and scorched-earth campaigns reveals how a civilising frame can coexist
with coercive practices when military incentives prioritise pacification.

Non-European imperial projects also invoked “peace” and regional “order” to legitimise
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domination. The annexation treaty text regarding Korea is presented as aiming to
“promote the common wealth” and assure “peace” in East Asia through annexation. In
wartime, Japanese statements on a “new order in East Asia” similarly framed expansion
as the creation of peace and stability, while post-war tribunals documented mass atrocities
against civilians and prisoners.

Settler and postcolonial state-building in the Americas and Oceania likewise deployed
“civilisation” and “barbarism” binaries. In Argentina, a formal message describing frontier
policy speaks of “incursions of the savage,” urges going to the “Indian in his den” to
“subdue or expel” him, and frames territorial occupation as the “law of progress” and
national security. In Chile, an 1859 editorial from El Mercurio de Valparaiso describes
subduing Arauco as triumphing for “humanity” and carrying out the “greatest work” since
independence—explicitly naming “civilisation” as warrant for coercion against “barbarous”
inhabitants.

Comparative case studies

The table below is a compact cross-case index; each case narrative that follows supplies
primary rhetoric, policy instruments, abuses, mortality ranges (with uncertainty), and
investigations or later legal findings.

State project Colony/regionPeriod Rhetoric Main abuses Estimated  Primary
sample deaths sources used
(range) here
Belgium Congo Free 1885-1908 “crusade Rubber Highly Leopold
(Leopoldian  State worthy of quotas, contested; address;
state this century hostage- often cited in Casement
project) of progress” taking, millions; investigation
mutilation, recent
forced demographic
labour, reconstruc-
killings tions stress
uncertainty
Britain British India 1830s-1940s “interpreters...Legal Famines: Macaulay
between us  repression, multi-million Minute;
and the massacres,  death tolls in famine
millions” famine- specific crises inquiry
(educa- policy (ranges vary) report; UK
tion/assimilati@ilures, parliamen-
rationale) coercive tary record
revenue
Systems
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Germany

France

Netherlands

United
States

Australia
(settler
project)

German
South West
Africa

Algeria

Dutch East
Indies

Indigenous
polities +
Philippines

Aboriginal & 1788-1930s+

Torres Strait
Islander
frontiers

1904-1908

1830s-1962

1830s-1949

1830s-1900s

ExterminationMass killing, Herero: c.

order
(explicit
intent to
drive
out/kill)

Exceptional
“native” legal
status
(Indigénat)

“moral
calling” in
Indies
governance

“benevolent
assimilation”

Assimilation
as “welfare”
policy (later
codified)
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forced
displacement
into desert,
concentra-
tion camps,
forced labour

40,000~
80,000;
Nama: c.
10,000
(ranges vary)

Extermination
order; 1918
Blue Book
reprint

Conquest 186668 Indigénat
massacres famine/epidengirovisions;
(“smoke- 300k-500k;  contempo-
outs”), other periods rary
legalised disputed commentary
collective on
penalties, enfumades
torture in in-

dependence

war

Forced Forced- 1901 throne
cultiva- labour speech
tion/labour  mortality excerpt;
with effect forced-labour
mortality measured study;
effects; later (10-30% court/apology
war crimes in higher in record
decolonisa-  some

tion war scenarios)

Forced Philippines: McKinley
removals, at least instructions;
massacres;  ~200k Senate
torture civilian torture
debates; deaths cited; debate
reconcentra- higher reporting
tion/relocatiorstimates

scorched debated

earth

Massacres Massacre Massacre
documented; map: database;
forced child 10,000+ national
removals deaths in inquiry
assessed as  documented report
genocidal incidents;

under totals

international debated

definition



Spain

Portugal

Japan

Argentina

Chile

Cuba recon- 1896—1898
centracion

African 1920s—
colonies 1940s+
labour

regime

Korea + 1910-1945
China

theatre
Patagonia/Parhy¥%8&-1885
frontier

Araucania 1859-1883

“reconcentrateMass civilian Highly

within eight
days”

“moral
duty... for
the general
interest of
humanity”

Annexation
for “common
wealth...
peace”

“law of
progress...
go... to
subdue or
expel”

Subdue
Arauco to
triumph for
“humanity”...
in name of
“civilisation”

internment,
starvation,
disease in
camp-like
towns
Forced
labour
mobilisation,
coercive
contracting
and
discipline

Forced
assimilation
and labour
mobilisation;
wartime
mass
atrocities

Mass killing,
slavery-like
captivity,
land seizure

Military
occupation,
land seizure,
forced
reduction to
reservations

disputed;
~170k—400k+
(estimates
vary widely)

Mortality
varies by

locality /time;

documenta-
tion
emphasises
systematic
coercion
Nanjing:
IMTFE
found “over
200,000”
killed
(tribunal
framing)
Estimates
vary;
scholarship
debates
genocide
framing
Post-
occupation

dispossession:

“90%” land
loss claim in
synthesis
accounts

Weyler order
(translation)

1928
Indigenous
Labour Code

Annexation
treaty text;
IMTFE
judgment

Presidential
message to
congress

El Mercurio
editorial
excerpt

Congo Free State

Rhetoric and legitimation. In the often-cited 1876 address attributed to Leopold II,
Central Africa is framed as a space to be opened to “civilisation” and “a crusade worthy
of this century of progress”. Early legitimacy narratives emphasised suppression of slavery
and humanitarian progress—an important reminder that moral language was integral to
securing international recognition and investment.

Policies and administrative design. Contemporary documentation in the Casement-
era dossier links violence to revenue collection and forced labour systems; British diplo-
matic correspondence embedded in the publication explicitly alleges an administrative
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object of revenue pursued by “a system of forced labour, differing only in name from
slavery”. A major structural feature was concessionary and monopoly governance over
rubber/ivory (often described as domaine land regimes), enforced by armed force and
local intermediaries.

Abuses and mortality. The investigative record contains repeated testimonies of killings,
coercion, and mutilation; the Casement materials include statements describing captives
forced to carry severed hands after raids (a widely discussed form of proof-of-killing
under quota enforcement). Mortality estimates are among the most contested in colonial
historiography because of sparse baseline demographic data; modern reconstructions
highlight uncertainty while still recognising severe disruption and loss.

Investigations. The Congo atrocities became an international scandal through diplo-
matic pressure and investigative reporting; Casement’s enquiry is central as an official
investigation mechanism rather than purely activist critique.

British India

Rhetoric and policies. British “civilising” rationales often emphasised education,
improvement, and administrative order. Thomas Babington Macaulay argued for cre-
ating a class “Indian in blood and colour” but aligned to British cultural and administrative
norms—an assimilationist logic frequently cited as emblematic of “civilising” governance.

Violence and coercion. “Civilisation” talk coexisted with extraordinary coercion in mo-
ments of crisis and resistance. In the early twentieth century, parliamentary debate around
Jallianwala Bagh invoked the concept of “frightfulness” as intentional terrorisation—an
official record used to critique colonial violence and reveal how public order logics could
rationalise massacre.

Mass death through famine governance. The most consequential “genocidal-like”
outcome in India is often argued through famine policy and market governance rather
than explicit extermination orders. The official Famine Inquiry Commission report
on Bengal explicitly frames the analytical task as explaining how an overall shortage was
“converted into famine”, indicating contemporaneous recognition that governance failures
and distribution systems were central, not merely weather. Mortality ranges remain
debated, but specific crises (e.g., the Great Famine of 1876-78; Bengal 1943) are associated
with very large death toll ranges in scholarship and official inquiry.

Herero and Nama in German South West Africa

Primary policy of annihilation. The 1904 extermination order by Lothar von Trotha
is among the clearest colonial-era documentary statements compatible with genocidal
intent, explicitly threatening lethal removal and denying refuge.

Practices. Scholarly and documentary summaries describe mass killings, forced displace-
ment into desert areas, and the subsequent concentration camp system, including Shark
Island, where prisoners were held in lethal conditions and compelled to labour. Reported
mortality rates within camp systems are high in the secondary literature, though exact
percentages vary by camp and source base.
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Deaths and later recognition. Common scholarly ranges cite roughly 40,000-80,000
Herero and around 10,000 Nama killed (with uncertainty around baseline population). In
contemporary politics, the case remains active: recent reporting notes state recognition
dynamics and continued demands for reparative justice, illustrating how historical atrocity
produces long-run diplomatic and legal contestation.

French Algeria

Legal inequality as “civilising” governance. The Indigénat framework illustrates
how “civilisation” could be administered through exceptional legal categories: documented
infractions applied to “indigenous” Algerians include penalties for speech acts, movement
without permits, and administrative disobedience—disciplinary tools unavailable against
French citizens under the same terms. This is a core mechanism linking rhetoric to coercion:
a “civilising” state governs by producing a legally inferior subject whose everyday life is
policed as “order”.

Conquest violence and mass death. Accounts of the 1845 Dahra cave “smoke-out”
(enfumade) are repeatedly treated in modern debate as emblematic of colonial atrocity:;
contemporary discussion cites at least ~700 victims and notes that the event generated
scandal even at the time. Demographic work cited in syntheses attributes substantial
population decline to a combination of conquest violence, famine, and epidemics, including
the 1866—68 famine/cholera crisis (300,000-500,000 deaths).

War crimes and state acknowledgment. In the independence war era, torture and
disappearance practices have been publicly contested for decades; notable contemporary
political acknowledgment describes torture as systemic rather than exceptional, reinforcing
the argument that “order” rhetoric can institutionalise atrocity in counterinsurgency.

Dutch East Indies

Ethical duty and extractive design. The Netherlands articulated a moral “calling”
toward the Indies population in official rhetoric, which became associated with the “Ethical
Policy” discourse. Yet economic-history research on the nineteenth-century Cultivation
System in Java measures forced-labour demands as strongly associated with higher mortal-
ity; one study estimates that without abolition, average mortality would have been 10-30%
higher by the late 1870s (model-dependent, but indicative of a coercion-death link).

Abuse and war crimes in decolonisation conflict. During the 1945-49 Indonesian
war of independence, multiple sources document massacres, apology and compensation
processes, and the “war crimes” framing in public discourse. Reporting on **Rawagede
records a formal apology and compensation claims following a massacre in 1947, indicating
institutional acknowledgment rather than mere historiographic dispute. Legal/archival
discussions indicate that accountability was limited and often delayed—again reflecting
the institutional pattern: exceptional violence is known and sometimes documented, but
rarely prosecuted proportionately in real time.

United States in Indigenous North America and the Philippines

Benevolent rhetoric. **William McKinley framed US rule in the Philippines as
“benevolent assimilation”. This is a canonical example of a civilising claim (“justice and
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right”, improved welfare) used to legitimise annexation after a war.

Philippines: coercion and torture debates. Even within the United States, practices
such as the “water cure” became publicly debated; a widely circulated report of Senate
hearing testimony describes the torture method and indicates that allegations were taken
seriously enough to become a topic of national political inquiry. Official historical
summaries cite very large civilian death tolls from violence, famine, and disease and
describe forced relocation to concentration-camp-like systems as part of counterinsurgency.

Indigenous North America: genocidal outcomes in settler expansion. In Cali-
fornia, popular and scholarly-facing syntheses describe state-sponsored or state-tolerated
mass killing and catastrophic population collapse; one widely cited range is 9,000-16,000
Indigenous people murdered in a relatively short period amid broader demographic collapse.
The analytical relevance is not only direct killing, but how settlement, militia funding,
and legal marginalisation structure a “civilising” frontier as a system of elimination and
dispossession.

Australian frontier violence and assimilation

Systematic violence documentation. The **Colonial Frontier Massacres in Australia
project documents hundreds of massacre incidents and thousands of Indigenous deaths,
emphasising archival grounding and revision over time as evidence improves. Reporting
on the project’s final map states over 10,000 Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander deaths
recorded in documented massacre events, with the important caveat that this is not a full
accounting of all violent deaths.

Assimilation as “welfare” and genocide debate. Post-frontier “civilising” policy
shifts often used the language of welfare and assimilation. A later ministerial statement of
assimilation policy frames Aboriginal people’s future as integration into a single community,
illustrating how “civilisation” becomes a project of social absorption rather than treaty-
like coexistence. Importantly, the national inquiry “Bringing Them Home” concluded that
forcible child removal policies fell within the international definition of genocide (from
1948 onward), demonstrating how a rhetoric of protection/advancement can align with a
genocide criterion (“forcibly transferring children”).

Spanish reconcentracion in Cuba

Official policy. **Valeriano Weyler ordered rural concentration within eight days,
criminalising those remaining outside as rebels. This is a clear example of “order”
governance that makes civilian survival contingent on relocation into militarised towns.

Abuses and mortality uncertainty. Synthesis accounts emphasise starvation and
disease in internally displaced populations. A PBS educational summary claims that by
1898 one third of the population was forced into camps and that deaths exceeded 400,000,
but scholarship elsewhere often gives lower or differently bounded ranges; one common
range in compiled estimates is roughly 170,000-400,000, illustrating genuine uncertainty.
Analytically, the reconcentracién case matters because it demonstrates how concentration-
camp logic emerged as a colonial counterinsurgency tool well before twentieth-century
European total war—linking “pacification” to predictable civilian catastrophe.
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Portuguese colonial labour regime in Africa

Primary legal articulation of moralised coercion. The 1928 Indigenous Labour
Code explicitly states that the Portuguese government does not impose forced labour for
private ends, yet demands that colonised people fulfil a “moral duty” to seek work and
subsistence “for the general interest of humanity.” In evidentiary terms, this is unusually
direct: coercive extraction is justified as moral improvement and humanitarian benefit.

Practices and accountability. Later critical legal assessments describe Portuguese
Africa as operating with forced-labour structures and coercive mobilisation despite formal
language limiting coercion, reinforcing the broader claim that “civilising” rhetoric often
functions as a legitimating gloss on labour regimes built for extraction. This case is used
here as a “lesser-known” but highly diagnostic example because the moral language is
written into the administrative blueprint itself.

Japan’s empire in Korea and wartime China

Annexation and “peace” rhetoric. The annexation treaty framing presents annexation
as the best means to “promote the common wealth” and assure “permanent peace in the
Far East.” Later justifications of Japan’s regional project described establishing a “new
order in East Asia” as a peace-making undertaking—illustrating a non-Western imperial
version of “civilising” rhetoric, centred on order, stability, and regional hierarchy.

War crimes findings. The **International Military Tribunal for the Far East judgment
documents mass killing of prisoners of war and civilians and gives a tribunal estimate
of “over 200,000” murdered in the Nanjing area during the early occupation period,
citing burial counts and the destruction/disposal of bodies. Whatever one’s preferred
historiographic estimate, this is a central example of post-1945 legal accounting for imperial
atrocity tied to a state project framed as regional re-ordering.

Argentina’s “Conquest of the Desert”

Primary state framing. In the 1878 message to congress by **Nicolds Avellaneda,
frontier violence is justified as defence against “incursions of the savage” and framed as an
imperative to go “directly” to the Indigenous population “to subdue him or expel him,”
invoking the “law of progress” and national security to legitimise occupation. This is a
textbook case of civilisation/progress language used by a postcolonial nation-state against
Indigenous peoples.

Outcomes and scholarly debate. Modern genocide scholarship and Indigenous studies
literature debates classification, but a recurring documented pattern includes mass killing,
forced removals, captivity, and land redistribution to settlers and elites. The evidentiary
core for this report is that official rhetoric explicitly frames Indigenous peoples as obstacles
to progress/security and positions violent removal as policy instrument, matching a broader
global logic of “civilising” frontiers through elimination or subjugation.

Chile’s occupation of Araucania

Primary civilising language. The 1859 editorial excerpt from **El Mercurio de
Valparaiso describes the “reduction” of Araucania as overcoming a lack of civilisation and
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advancing national interests; it frames subduing “barbarous inhabitants” as triumphing
for humanity and as a project explicitly undertaken “in the name of civilisation.”

Land seizure and displacement. Syntheses of the occupation process frequently
describe very large-scale land loss and reservationisation/reduction of Mapuche territory—
one widely cited narrative claims roughly 90% seizure and confinement to far smaller
holdings after military defeat. This case is included as a second “lesser-known” example
because it demonstrates that “civilising mission” logic was not confined to European em-
pires: Latin American nation-states employed comparable binaries (civilisation/barbarism)
and pursued territorial consolidation through displacement and coercion.

Institutional mechanisms linking rhetoric to extraction and violence

Across cases, “civilising” rhetoric most reliably predicts violence when it is paired with
three institutional features.

First, legal stratification: colonised peoples are categorized as legally exceptional sub-
jects (e.g., “indigenous” infractions; restricted movement; collective penalties; differential
property rights). This lowers the political cost of coercion and raises the administrative
returns to discipline, as seen in the Indigénat-type offence list and the permit/rule regime
in Algeria.

Second, coercive extraction: states and concession systems tie revenue to commodities
or labour output, then enforce extraction through armed force. Ferry’s speech is unusually
explicit in linking “civilisation” to economic outlets and strategic logistics; once revenue
is connected to output, violence becomes an economically rational enforcement tool. The
Portuguese labour code illustrates a complementary logic: even when the state denies
imposing private forced labour, it encodes a moral obligation to work, enabling coercion
through “duty” rather than contract freedom.

Third, militarised pacification and dehumanising population categories: “rebels”,
“savages”, or “barbarians” become both security threats and civilisational obstacles. Avel-
laneda’s message uses precisely this grammar (“incursions of the savage... go... to subdue
or expel”), and Weyler’s policy criminalises civilians outside the reconcentration zone as
rebels. Once civilians are treated as enemy infrastructure rather than protected persons,
mass internment, scorched earth, and terror become administratively and rhetorically
available.

Civilising / progress rhetoric

Legal inequality & exceptional rule

Coercive extraction: taxes, quotas, forced labour, land seizure
Enforcement: police/military, punitive expeditions, detention systems
Systematic abuses: torture, massacres, forced removals, famine exposure
Demographic collapse & social rupture

Post-facto inquiries, tribunals, apology politics, memory conflict

This causal model does not claim that rhetoric mechanically “causes” atrocity in every
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setting. Rather, it claims that rhetoric helps legitimate and stabilise institutions
that predictably produce atrocity under weak accountability. The case record repeatedly
shows that abuses were often not hidden accidents but foreseeable outcomes of policy
design: forced labour correlates with mortality; reconcentration produces famine disease;
extermination orders produce genocide; torture systems become “systemic”; and tribunals
later document mass killing patterns.

Counterarguments and limits of the framework

A serious comparative argument must acknowledge that colonial and state-building
projects sometimes built railways, ports, schools, and hospitals, and sometimes suppressed
particular forms of violence (e.g., certain slave-raiding activities) or expanded literacy.
Moreover, reformers, missionaries, and anti-imperialist critics often exposed abuses and
forced constraints on colonial policy. The existence of high-profile official inquiries (Congo
scandals; famine commissions; parliamentary debate) is itself evidence that metropolitan
publics could criticise coercion and that policy conflict existed within empires.

However, three limits undermine a strong “civilisation success story” defence. First, many
“improvements” were structurally tied to extraction (railways designed for commodity
export; health interventions focused on labour productivity; schooling aimed at produc-
ing compliant intermediaries). The rhetorical record (Ferry’s explicit economic outlets;
Macaulay’s intermediary class; “moral duty” to work) supports this linkage.

Second, reform and infrastructure can coexist with mass violence and legal inequality;
they are not mutually exclusive. A legal regime can build schools while maintaining a
discriminatory offence code; a state can expand ports while operating concentration camps;
an empire can speak of peace while a tribunal documents mass murder.

Third, assessing “benefit” without addressing sovereignty and consent risks reproducing
the same paternal logic at issue: it treats domination as justified if outputs appear
positive, even when produced through coercion or accompanied by catastrophic harm.
The evidentiary weight of mass death, forced labour, and dispossession is therefore not
a marginal “excess” but central to evaluating what “civilisation” functioned to justify in
practice.

For the theoretical construction of the “uncivilised other,” see Chapter 1. For region-by-
region extraction evidence, see Chapter 2.
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Part 11

The Post-1945 Liberal Order: Wars,
Intervention, and Humanitarian
Rhetoric
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Chapter 4

The Post-1945 Conflict Landscape:
Quantitative Analysis

A data-driven assessment of post-1945 armed conflicts, their frequency, casualties, and the
role of liberal democracies.

Chapter Summary

This chapter provides a quantitative assessment of post-1945 armed conflicts, examining
their frequency, nature, casualties, and the involvement of liberal democracies. Drawing
on data from UCDP/PRIO, SIPRI, and the Correlates of War project, it analyses the
gap between the UN’s founding promise of collective security and the reality of persistent
global conflict. The data demonstrates that liberal democracies—particularly the United
States, United Kingdom, and France—have been directly or indirectly involved in a
substantial majority of post-1945 conflicts through military intervention, arms supply,
covert operations, and proxy warfare.

Integrated in full from Document .docx; tables were reflowed for page width and code blocks
were set with automatic line breaks.

This is a complex and heavily debated topic in international relations. Your argument
touches on several key points regarding the nature of conflict after World War II and the
role of specific states. Let’s break down the argument and then consider the counterpoints
to provide a balanced view.
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4.1 The Argument: Liberal Democracies as Primary
Drivers of Post-UN Conflict

Your thesis is that since the UN was established to prevent another world war, the majority
of wars and military conflicts have been funded, equipped, triggered, or initiated by liberal
democratic countries, primarily the United States and its European allies. The evidence
often cited for this argument includes:

The Cold War as a Global Proxy War. The central conflict of the post-war era was
the Cold War between the US-led Western bloc and the Soviet-led Eastern bloc. While not
a direct war between the two superpowers, it fueled countless conflicts around the globe.

Korea (1950-1953). A clear example of a US-led coalition (operating under a UN
mandate) fighting against communist forces from the North, who were backed by China
and the Soviet Union.

Vietnam (1955-1975). The US intervened massively to support South Vietnam against
the communist North, which was supplied by the Soviet Union and China. This war
resulted in millions of deaths and devastated the region.

Latin America. The US, often driven by a anti-communist foreign policy, supported or
directly instigated coups and funded counter-insurgency campaigns. Examples include the
overthrow of Jacobo Arbenz in Guatemala (1954), support for the Contras in Nicaragua
(1980s), and training for military regimes in Chile and Argentina.

Africa and Asia. Both superpowers funded proxy wars, arming rival factions in countries
like Angola, Mozambique, and Afghanistan. The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan (1979)
prompted the US to fund and equip the Mujahideen, a policy that had long-lasting
consequences.

Post-Cold War Interventions. With the Soviet Union gone, the US and its NATO
allies became the world’s preeminent military powers and engaged in a series of military
interventions.

Gulf War (1990-1991). A US-led coalition, authorized by the UN, expelled Iraqi forces
from Kuwait.

Kosovo War (1998-1999). NATO, led by the US, intervened militarily in the Federal
Republic of Yugoslavia without a UN Security Council mandate, citing humanitarian
reasons.

War in Afghanistan (2001-2021). Launched by the US and its allies in response to
the 9/11 attacks. It became the longest war in US history.

Iraq War (2003-2011). The US and a ”coalition of the willing” (including the UK)
invaded Iraq. This war was highly controversial as it was not sanctioned by the UN and
was based on intelligence (about weapons of mass destruction) that later proved to be false.
The conflict led to hundreds of thousands of deaths and profound regional instability.

The Arms Trade. A key part of the argument is that liberal democracies are the
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world’s largest arms exporters. The US, UK, France, and Germany dominate the global
weapons trade, supplying the matériel for conflicts in the Middle East (like the Saudi-led
intervention in Yemen), Asia, and elsewhere. By funding and equipping warring parties,
they are deeply implicated in the resulting violence and human suffering.

Defining ”Liberal Democrat” in Foreign Policy. Critics argue that the foreign
policy of these states is often driven more by strategic and economic interests (access
to oil, containing rivals, supporting allies) than by promoting democracy. This can lead
to supporting authoritarian regimes when convenient, which creates long-term instability.
The 1953 CIA-backed coup in Iran, which overthrew a democratic government to secure
Western oil interests, is a classic example cited to support this point.

4.2 The Counter-Argument and Necessary Context

To fully understand the issue, it’s essential to consider the other side of the argument and
the broader geopolitical context.

The Role of Non-Democratic States. The argument can be seen as one-sided because
it downplays the role of other powers.

The Soviet Union/Russia. The Soviet Union’s invasions of Hungary (1956) and
Czechoslovakia (1968), its long and brutal war in Afghanistan (1979-1989), and its support
for proxy wars globally were major sources of conflict. More recently, Russia’s wars in
Chechnya, Georgia (2008), and its full-scale invasion of Ukraine (2022) are clear examples
of military aggression initiated by a non-democratic state.

China. While China has engaged in fewer overt military conflicts, its assertiveness in the
South China Sea, its border clash with India (2020), and its support for the Burmese junta
are significant sources of tension and potential conflict.

Regional Powers. Many devastating conflicts have been driven by regional actors, not
just Western powers. The Iran-Iraq War (1980-1988), Iraq’s invasion of Kuwait, and the
Rwandan Genocide (1994) were primarily initiated by non-democratic or authoritarian
regimes.

The UN’s Structure and Limitations. The UN was designed with the reality of great-
power politics in mind. The veto power of the five permanent members (US, UK, France,
Russia, China) means the Security Council is often paralyzed when one of these powers is
involved in a conflict or wishes to protect an ally. The UN can only be as effective as its
member states, particularly the most powerful ones, allow it to be.

The ”Humanitarian Intervention” Debate. Proponents of Western interventions
argue that some are morally necessary to prevent mass atrocities, as seen in the arguments
for Kosovo and Libya (2011). The failure to intervene in genocides like Rwanda is often
held up as a catastrophic failure of the international community. This creates a moral
dilemma: is it worse to intervene and risk causing harm, or to stand by while atrocities
occur?
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Decolonization and Internal Conflicts. The period after WWII was also the era of
decolonization. As European empires withdrew, they often left behind unstable, arbitrarily
drawn borders, leading to numerous internal and inter-state wars in Asia and Africa. While
former colonial powers (which are liberal democracies) bear historical responsibility for
this, the immediate drivers of many post-colonial conflicts were local ethnic, political, and
resource-based tensions.

4.3 Conclusion

Your argument highlights a crucial and undeniable aspect of post-WWII history: the
United States and its Western allies have been the most militarily active powers, and
their interventions, whether for reasons of containing communism, securing resources, or
promoting democracy, have resulted in massive death and destruction.

However, a comprehensive view requires acknowledging that:

The Cold War was a bipolar struggle, with the Soviet bloc initiating or supporting its own
set of devastating conflicts.

Many major wars in the 21st century, such as the Syrian civil war, are incredibly com-
plex multipolar proxy conflicts involving numerous state and non-state actors, including
Russia, Iran, Turkey, and the US-led coalition.

The drivers of war are multifaceted, including local grievances, authoritarianism, resource
scarcity, and the legacy of colonialism.

4.4 Wars and Military Conflicts Since 1945: Fre-
quency, Nature, and the Role of Liberal Democ-
racies

4.5 Introduction

The establishment of the United Nations (UN) in 1945 marked a pivotal moment in the
international system, with the explicit aim of preventing the recurrence of catastrophic
global wars such as World War I and World War II. Yet, the decades since have
witnessed a complex and evolving landscape of armed conflict. This report provides a
comprehensive analysis of the frequency and nature of wars and military conflicts since
1945, with a particular focus on the involvement of liberal democratic countries in initiating,
funding, equipping, or otherwise influencing these conflicts. Drawing on quantitative data
from leading conflict databases—including the Uppsala Conflict Data Program (UCDP),
Peace Research Institute Oslo (PRIO), Correlates of War (CoW), and SIPRI—as well
as qualitative scholarly perspectives, the report compares pre- and post-1945 conflict
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metrics, examines regional and typological trends, and critically assesses the geopolitical
motivations and patterns of liberal democratic involvement.

4.6 Defining War and Armed Conflict: Typologies
and Methodological Challenges

4.6.1 Key Definitions and Typologies

A rigorous analysis of conflict trends requires clear definitions. The major conflict
databases and scholarly literature distinguish between several types of organized violence:

o State-Based Armed Conflict: A contested incompatibility over government and/or
territory where at least one party is a state, resulting in at least 25 battle-related
deaths within a calendar year.

o Interstate Conflict: Armed conflict between two or more governments.

o Intrastate Conflict: Armed conflict between a government and a non-governmental
party, with or without foreign involvement.

o Extra-Systemic Conflict: Conflict between a state and a non-state group outside its
own territory, typically colonial wars (last recorded in 1974).

e Non-State Conflict: Armed conflict between organized groups, none of which is the
government of a state.

e One-Sided Violence: Deliberate use of armed force by a government or organized group
against civilians, resulting in at least 25 deaths in a year.

o« War: A state-based conflict or dyad reaching at least 1,000 battle-related deaths in a
calendar year.

These categories are mutually exclusive but can be aggregated as ”organized violence.”
The intensity threshold (25 or 1,000 deaths) is crucial for inclusion in datasets and for
distinguishing between minor conflicts and wars.

4.6.2 Counting Deaths: Battle Deaths, War Deaths, and Indirect
Mortality

Quantitative assessments of conflict lethality are complicated by varying definitions:

« Battle Deaths: All people, soldiers and civilians, killed in combat operations during a
war. This is the preferred measure for the scale and nature of military engagement.

o War Deaths: Includes all violent deaths caused by conflict, both direct (combat) and
indirect (famine, disease, displacement).

47



e Combatant Deaths: Deaths of military personnel in battle.

Battle deaths are the most consistently measured but understate the true human cost,
as indirect deaths can be several times higher. For example, the Geneva Declaration
Secretariat estimates a ratio of four indirect deaths to every direct death in contemporary
conflicts.

4.6.3 Methodological Considerations and Data Sources

The major conflict data sources include:

o UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset: Covers state-based conflicts from 1946 to 2024,
with detailed coding of conflict type, actors, and fatalities.

o Correlates of War (CoW): Provides data on interstate, intrastate, extra-state, and non-
state wars from 1816 to 2007, with a 1,000 battle-death threshold for wars.

e SIPRI Arms Transfers Database: Tracks international transfers of major conventional
arms since 1950.

e Our World in Data: Aggregates and visualizes data from UCDP, PRIO, CoW, and
other sources, offering accessible charts and regional breakdowns.

Each dataset has its own definitions, thresholds, and coding rules, which must be considered
when comparing conflict metrics across periods.

4.7 Global Trends in Armed Conflict Frequency: Pre-
and Post-1945 Comparison

4.7.1 Quantitative Overview: Number of Conflicts and Wars
Pre-1945 (1816-1944)

e Number of Wars: According to the CoW dataset, there were approximately 95 interstate
wars between 1816 and 1944, with additional extra-state (colonial), intrastate (civil),
and non-state wars.

e Major Conflicts: The period was dominated by large-scale interstate wars, including
the Napoleonic Wars, Crimean War, Franco-Prussian War, World War I, and World
War II.

o Colonial and Civil Wars: Numerous colonial wars (e.g., British, French, Dutch empires)
and civil wars (e.g., Taiping Rebellion, U.S. Civil War, Russian Civil War) occurred,
often with high casualties.
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Post-1945 (1945-2025)

o Number of State-Based Conflicts: The UCDP/PRIO dataset records over 250 distinct
state-based armed conflicts since 1946, with the number of active conflicts per year
rising from around 20 in the 1950s-1970s to over 50 in the 2010s and peaking at 61 in
2024.

o Wars (1,000+ deaths/year): The number of wars per year fluctuated, with peaks in the
early 1990s and again in the 2020s (11 wars in 2024).

o Non-State and One-Sided Conflicts: Non-state conflicts (between non-governmental
groups) and one-sided violence (against civilians) have also increased, with 74 non-state
conflicts and 49 actors perpetrating one-sided violence in 2024.

Comparative Table: Pre- and Post-1945 Conflict Metrics

Table 1. Comparative conflict metrics pre- and post-1945, based on CoW, UCDP, and
PRIO data.

4.7.2 Conflict Frequency per Decade
e Pre-1945: Major wars were less frequent but more destructive, with long periods of
relative peace punctuated by catastrophic conflicts (e.g., WWI, WWII).

e Post-1945: The frequency of armed conflicts increased, but the average lethality
per conflict decreased, with most conflicts being intrastate (civil wars) rather than
interstate.

4.7.3 Regional Patterns
e Pre-1945: Conflicts were concentrated in Europe, the Americas, and colonial territories
in Africa and Asia.

e Post-1945: Africa and Asia became the most conflict-affected regions, especially after
decolonization and during the Cold War. In 2024, Africa had 28 state-based conflicts,
Asia 17, the Middle East 10, Europe 3, and the Americas 2.
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4.8 Casualties and Human Impact: Pre- and Post-
1945

4.8.1 Battle-Related Deaths and War Deaths
Pre-1945

o World War I: 15-22 million deaths (military and civilian).

e World War II: 70-85 million deaths, including the Holocaust and other atrocities; the
deadliest conflict in human history.

o Other Major Conflicts: Taiping Rebellion (20-70 million), Russian Civil War (7-10
million), Napoleonic Wars (4-7 million), Thirty Years’ War (4.5-8 million).

Post-1945

o Korean War (1950-1953): 2.5-3.5 million deaths.

o Vietnam War (1955-1975): 1.3-4.2 million deaths (including 58,000 U.S. soldiers).
o Nigerian Civil War (1967-1970): 3-4.1 million deaths, mostly from famine and disease.
o Soviet—Afghan War (1979-1989): 1-3 million deaths.

o Second Congo War (1998-2003): 3-5.4 million deaths, mostly indirect.

o Syrian Civil War (2011-2024): 0.58-0.61 million deaths.

o War in Afghanistan (2001-2021): 0.36 million deaths.

 Iraq Conflict (2003-2017): 0.27-0.3 million deaths.

o Tigray War (2020-2022): 0.16-0.6 million deaths.

e Yemeni Civil War (2014-present): 0.37 million deaths.

o Russo-Ukrainian War (2014—present): 0.35-0.48 million deaths (as of 2024).

Trends in Lethality

e Pre-1945: Wars were less frequent but far more lethal, with WWI and WWII accounting
for over 85 million deaths in just three decades.

e Post-1945: While the number of conflicts increased, the average number of deaths per
conflict decreased. However, some post-1945 conflicts (e.g., Korean, Vietnam, Congo,
Afghanistan) have been extremely deadly, especially when including indirect deaths.

50



Indirect Deaths and Attribution Challenges

o Indirect deaths (from famine, disease, displacement) often outnumber direct battle
deaths by a factor of four or more in modern conflicts.

e Attribution is complicated by incomplete records, political manipulation, and differing
definitions of conflict-related deaths.

4.9 Number of Countries Affected by Conflict: Before
and After 1945

4.9.1 Pre-1945
o Concentration: Most wars involved a small number of great powers (European empires,
the U.S., Japan, Russia) and their colonies or spheres of influence.

e Global Reach: World Wars I and II were global in scope, but many countries remained
uninvolved in direct combat.

4.9.2 Post-1945

e Globalization of Conflict: The number of countries experiencing armed conflict has
increased dramatically. In 2024, 36 countries were affected by state-based conflicts,
with many hosting multiple simultaneous conflicts.

e Regional Spread: Africa and Asia now account for the majority of conflict-affected
countries, reflecting the legacy of decolonization, Cold War interventions, and ongoing
state fragility.

4.10 The Role of Liberal Democracies in Post-1945
Conflicts

4.10.1 Defining Liberal Democracies

A liberal democracy is a state where liberalism is the dominant ideology, featuring free
speech, regular competitive elections, and citizen leverage over war decisions. Theories of
democratic peace posit that democracies are less likely to fight each other but may engage
in conflict with non-democracies.
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4.10.2 Quantitative Indicators of Liberal Democratic Involve-
ment

Initiation and Participation

e Direct Military Interventions: Liberal democracies, especially the United States, United
Kingdom, France, and their allies, have initiated or participated in numerous major
conflicts since 1945, including Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya, and Syria.

e Proxy Wars and External Support: The U.S. is the top sponsor of external support to

conflict parties, with at least 50 instances of funding, arming, or training proxies since
1945.

Funding, Equipping, and Proxy Support
e Arms Transfers: The U.S., France, and the UK are the leading exporters of major con-
ventional arms, supplying both state and non-state actors in conflict zones worldwide.

e Military Aid: Liberal democracies have provided extensive military and economic aid
to allies and proxies, often in pursuit of geopolitical or ideological objectives (e.g.,
containment of communism, regime change, counterterrorism).

Table: Liberal Democracies’ Involvement in Major Post-1945 Conflicts

Table 2. Major post-1945 conflicts involving liberal democracies.

4.10.3 Qualitative Motives and Geopolitical Patterns
Cold War Dynamics

e Containment of Communism: The U.S. and its allies intervened in Korea, Vietnam,
Latin America, Africa, and elsewhere to prevent the spread of communism, often
supporting authoritarian regimes or anti-communist insurgents.

e Proxy Warfare: To avoid direct superpower confrontation, liberal democracies fre-
quently used proxies, providing funding, arms, and training to local actors (e.g.,
Mujahideen in Afghanistan, Contras in Nicaragua, UNITA in Angola).

Post-Cold War Interventions
o Humanitarian and Regime Change Motives: Interventions in the Balkans (Bosnia,

Kosovo), Iraq (2003), Afghanistan (2001), and Libya (2011) were justified on humani-
tarian, anti-terrorism, or regime change grounds, often with mixed results.
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e Multilateralism and Legitimacy: Liberal democracies have increasingly sought multilat-
eral legitimacy through the UN, NATO, or ad hoc coalitions, though often retaining
operational control (e.g., U.S. in Korea, NATO in Kosovo and Libya).

Arms Transfers and Military Aid

o SIPRI Data: The U.S. supplied 43% of global arms exports in 202024, with France
and the UK also major exporters. Recipients include both democratic and authoritarian
regimes, as well as non-state actors in conflict zones.

e Regional Impact: U.S. and European arms have fueled conflicts in the Middle East
(e.g., Saudi-led coalition in Yemen), Africa (e.g., French support in Mali), and Eastern
Europe (e.g., Ukraine).

Patterns of Involvement

Direct Military Interventions: Korea, Vietnam, Iraq, Afghanistan, Libya, Syria.

Proxy Support: Afghanistan (Mujahideen), Angola (UNITA), Nicaragua (Contras),
Syria (rebel groups).

Arms Transfers: Middle East, Africa, Eastern Europe.

Multilateral Operations: UN and NATO missions in Korea, Kosovo, Libya, Afghanistan.

4.11 Case Studies: Major Post-1945 Conflicts Involv-
ing Liberal Democracies

4.11.1 The Korean War (1950-1953)

The Korean War was the first major armed conflict of the Cold War, involving a U.S.-led
UN coalition supporting South Korea against North Korea and China. The U.S. provided
95% of the military and financial burden, with significant contributions from the UK,
Canada, Australia, and others. The war resulted in 2.5-3.5 million deaths, including
massive civilian casualties, and set the precedent for U.S.-led multilateral interventions.

4.11.2 The Vietnam War (1955-1975)

The Vietnam War epitomized Cold War proxy conflict, with the U.S. and its allies
supporting South Vietnam against the communist North, backed by the Soviet Union
and China. U.S. involvement escalated from advisory roles to direct military intervention,
resulting in over 58,000 American deaths and millions of Vietnamese casualties. The war’s
legacy includes deep social and political divisions in the U.S. and Vietnam, as well as a
cautionary lesson about the limits of military power.
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4.11.3 Soviet—Afghan War (1979-1989) and U.S. Involvement

The Soviet invasion of Afghanistan was met with covert U.S. support for the Mujahideen,
including funding, arms (notably Stinger missiles), and training. The war contributed to
the collapse of the Soviet Union and set the stage for future instability in Afghanistan,
including the rise of the Taliban and al-Qaeda.

4.11.4 Iraq War (2003—2011)

The U.S. and UK-led invasion of Iraq in 2003, justified by claims of weapons of mass
destruction and regime change, resulted in the toppling of Saddam Hussein but also
unleashed a protracted insurgency, sectarian violence, and regional instability. Estimated
deaths range from 200,000 to over 500,000, with millions displaced.

4.11.5 Afghanistan War (2001-2021)

Following the 9/11 attacks, the U.S. and NATO allies invaded Afghanistan to dismantle
al-Qaeda and remove the Taliban. The conflict became the longest war in U.S. history,
with over 360,000 deaths and a complex legacy of state-building, insurgency, and eventual
Taliban resurgence.

4.11.6 Libya Intervention (2011)

NATO, led by the U.S., UK, and France, intervened in Libya to prevent mass atrocities
during the civil war against Muammar Gaddafi. The intervention succeeded in regime
change but failed to establish stability, leading to ongoing civil conflict and regional
spillover.

4.12 Cold War-Era Proxy Wars and Superpower In-
volvement

4.12.1 Patterns and Motivations

The Cold War saw a proliferation of proxy wars, as the U.S. and Soviet Union sought
to expand or defend their spheres of influence without direct confrontation. Liberal
democracies often supported authoritarian regimes or insurgent groups aligned with their
interests, sometimes at odds with their professed values.
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4.12.2 Notable Proxy Conflicts

Angolan Civil War (1975-2002): U.S. and South Africa supported UNITA; Soviet Union
and Cuba supported MPLA. Estimated 500,000—1,000,000 deaths.

Nicaraguan Civil War (1979-1990): U.S. supported Contras against the Sandinista
government, with significant civilian casualties and human rights abuses.

Salvadoran Civil War (1979-1992): U.S. provided military and economic aid to the
government, which was responsible for the majority of civilian deaths.

Congo Crisis (1960-1965): U.S. and Belgium supported Mobutu; Soviet Union sup-
ported Lumumba. The conflict exemplified the intersection of decolonization and
superpower rivalry.

4.12.3 Quantitative Data on External Support

The U.S. is the top sponsor of external support to conflict parties, with at least 50 instances
since 1945, followed by Russia, France, China, and others. Foreign involvement prolongs
conflicts and increases lethality.

4.13 Regional Breakdown: Conflict Patterns Before

and After 1945

4.13.1 Africa

Pre-1945: Colonial wars and suppression of uprisings by European powers.

Post-1945: Surge in intrastate conflicts, civil wars, and internationalized civil wars,
especially during decolonization and the Cold War. Africa now has the highest number
of state-based and non-state conflicts.

4.13.2 Asia

Pre-1945: Imperial wars (e.g., Sino-Japanese War), colonial conflicts.

Post-1945: Major wars (Korea, Vietnam, Afghanistan), ethnic and separatist conflicts,
and ongoing instability in South and Southeast Asia.

4.13.3 Middle East

Pre-1945: Ottoman decline, colonial mandates, limited interstate wars.

Post-1945: Arab-Israeli wars, Iran-Iraq War, Gulf Wars, Syrian and Yemeni civil wars,
with significant external involvement and arms transfers.
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4.13.4 Europe

e Pre-1945: Epicenter of world wars and interstate conflict.

o Post-1945: Relative peace until the Yugoslav Wars (1990s) and Russo-Ukrainian War
(2014—present).

4.13.5 Americas

e Pre-1945: Independence wars, U.S. Civil War, regional conflicts.

e Post-1945: Fewer interstate wars, but significant civil wars and U.S. interventions in
Latin America (e.g., Central America, Colombia).

4.14 Scholarly Perspectives: Liberal Wars, Demo-
cratic Peace, and Critiques

4.14.1 Democratic Peace Theory and Its Limitations

Democratic peace theory posits that liberal democracies rarely, if ever, go to war with each
other, attributing this to institutional constraints and shared norms. However, democracies
have frequently engaged in wars against non-democracies and have supported illiberal allies
or proxies, raising questions about the universality of the theory.

4.14.2 Typologies of Liberal Wars

Scholars distinguish between:

o Defensive Liberal Wars: Fought to defend liberal values or allies (e.g., WWII, Korea).

e Offensive Liberal Wars with Humanitarian Motive and Geopolitical Intent: Interven-

tions justified on humanitarian grounds but serving strategic interests (e.g., Kosovo,
Libya).

o Offensive Liberal Wars with Geopolitical Motive and Humanitarian Intent: Nation-
building or regime change efforts (e.g., Vietnam, Afghanistan, Iraq).

Liberal wars are often characterized by efforts to minimize casualties among interveners,
reliance on air power, and partnerships with illiberal allies.

4.14.3 Critiques and Counterpoints

e Liberal Contradictions: Liberal democracies often wage war alongside or on behalf of
illiberal actors, undermining their stated values.

56



e Proxy Warfare and Accountability: Use of proxies allows liberal democracies to avoid
direct responsibility for violence and human rights abuses.

e Peace and Policy Failures: Liberal interventions frequently fail to achieve lasting peace
or liberal outcomes, with postwar states often remaining unstable or authoritarian.

4.15 Methodology for Comparing Pre- and Post-1945
Conflict Metrics

4.15.1 Normalization and Time Windows

o Time Windows: Pre-UN (1816-1944), Post-UN (1945-2025).

o Normalization: Conflicts per decade, per capita metrics (e.g., battle deaths per million
population), and regional breakdowns are used to account for changes in the number of
states and global population.

4.15.2 Data Sources and Reliability

o UCDP/PRIO: Most comprehensive for post-1945 conflicts.
e CoW: Best for long-term historical comparisons.
e SIPRI: Essential for arms transfers and external support data.

e Our World in Data: Useful for visualizations and accessible summaries.

Data reliability is highest for recent decades but declines for earlier periods and for indirect
deaths.

4.16 Data Visualization and Comparative Tables

4.16.1 Comparative Table: Conflict Metrics Pre- and Post-1945

4.16.2 Table: Liberal Democracies’ Roles in Post-1945 Conflicts
4.17 Conclusions

4.17.1 Conflict Frequency and Nature

Since the establishment of the United Nations in 1945, the frequency of armed conflicts
has increased, particularly in the form of intrastate (civil) wars and internationalized civil
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conflicts. The number of active state-based conflicts reached a historic high of 61 in 2024,
with a growing number of countries experiencing multiple simultaneous conflicts. However,
the average lethality per conflict has decreased compared to the world wars, though some
post-1945 conflicts have been extremely deadly, especially when accounting for indirect
deaths.

4.17.2 Liberal Democracies’ Involvement

Liberal democratic countries have played a central role in initiating, funding, equipping,
and supporting post-1945 conflicts. The United States, United Kingdom, France, and
their allies have led direct military interventions, provided extensive arms and aid, and
supported proxies in pursuit of geopolitical, ideological, and humanitarian objectives.
While democratic peace theory holds that democracies rarely fight each other, they have
frequently engaged in wars against non-democracies and supported illiberal actors, often
with unintended consequences.

4.17.3 Geopolitical Motives and Patterns

The motives for liberal democratic involvement in conflict have evolved from Cold War con-
tainment and decolonization to post-Cold War humanitarian intervention, regime change,
and counterterrorism. Proxy warfare, arms transfers, and multilateral operations have
become key tools, but these strategies often produce complex and ambiguous outcomes,
including prolonged violence, state fragility, and challenges to liberal values.

4.17.4 Regional and Typological Shifts

The center of gravity for armed conflict has shifted from Europe and the Americas to
Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. Intrastate and internationalized civil wars now account
for the majority of conflicts and casualties, with non-state and one-sided violence also on
the rise.

4.17.5 Methodological and Attribution Challenges

Comparing pre- and post-1945 conflict metrics requires careful attention to definitions,
thresholds, and data reliability. Indirect deaths, civilian casualties, and the true human
cost of war remain difficult to measure, especially in contemporary conflicts characterized
by displacement, famine, and disease.
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4.18 Final Assessment

The post-1945 era has not fulfilled the UN’s founding promise of a world free from the
scourge of war. While the world has avoided another global conflict on the scale of the
world wars, the proliferation of smaller, often protracted and internationalized conflicts
has exacted a heavy toll. Liberal democracies, far from being mere bystanders, have
been deeply involved in shaping the postwar conflict landscape—sometimes as initiators,
sometimes as supporters, and often as suppliers of arms and aid. Their involvement reflects
a complex interplay of ideals, interests, and realpolitik, with outcomes that frequently
challenge the very values they seek to promote.

The data and analysis presented here underscore the need for renewed scrutiny of the
causes, conduct, and consequences of war in the modern era, as well as the responsibilities
of liberal democracies in fostering not only negative peace (the absence of war) but also
positive peace (the presence of justice, stability, and human security). As the world enters
a new period of geopolitical uncertainty and rising violence, the lessons of the past eight
decades remain as urgent as ever.

Involvement of Western Democracies in Post-1945 Conflicts: A Comprehensive Analysis

For the qualitative analysis of intervention mechanisms, covert operations, and the
Francafrique system, see Chapter 5. For the Syria case study, see Chapter 7.
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Chapter 5

The Interventionist Record of the
Liberal Core

Qualitative analysis of how liberal democracies conducted intervention: covert operations,
neo-colonial systems, the displacement of violence to the Global South, and the collapse of
the Arab region.

Chapter Summary

This chapter moves from quantitative overview to qualitative analysis of how liberal
democracies conducted intervention in the post-1945 period. It examines the mechanisms
of covert operations, the subversion of sovereignty, and the architecture of neo-colonial
influence—with particular attention to France’s Francafrique system, the displacement
of violence to the Global South, the enduring legacy of unexploded ordnance, and the
systematic collapse of Arab-region states. The chapter challenges the “Long Peace”
thesis by demonstrating that the absence of great-power war masked the continuous
redistribution of violence to peripheral regions. Involvement of Western Democracies in
Post-1945 Conflicts: A Comprehensive Analysis

5.1 Executive Summary

Major conflicts since 1945 often saw significant involvement by liberal Western democracies
(primarily the US, UK, France and NATO allies) through funding, arms supply, covert
support or direct intervention. Notable examples include the Chinese Civil War, the
Korean War, the Indochina and Vietnam Wars, the 1956 Suez Crisis, the 1991 Gulf
War, the 2003 Iraq War, and the Syrian Civil War. This analysis compiles a timeline
of such conflicts, detailing belligerents, involvement by Western states, casualties, and
outcomes. We estimate that a large fraction of post-1945 wars involved Western powers:
for example, of the ~70 major conflicts identified by Uppsala/PRIO (1946-2018), roughly
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half had Western backing on at least one side. Casualties have been enormous — often
millions — and a large share occurred in wars with Western involvement. For instance,
the Korean War (1950-53) saw ~2.5—4 million total deaths, and the Vietnam conflict ~2—4
million, while both Korea and Vietnam were fought with heavy US-led support. We use
data from datasets (UCDP, SIPRI) and history sources to quantify these claims. We also
discuss alternative explanations (e.g. Cold War bipolarity, nationalist movements, colonial
legacies) to provide balance.

5.2 Methodology

We surveyed academic and official sources (UCDP/PRIO, SIPRI, COW, Brown Univer-
sity’s Costs of War, UN/OHCHR reports, and historical archives) to identify major inter-
state and civil wars (1945-2025). For each conflict, we noted dates, belligerents, and doc-
umented Western (liberal democracy) support (e.g. US-led UN forces, NATO/UK/French
interventions, covert aid). Casualty and economic loss estimates were drawn from historical
accounts and databases. We defined “liberal democracy” using established indices — for
example, the V-Dem/RoW classification: a country is a liberal democracy if it scores
high on rule of law, political freedoms and civil rights. In practice, this includes the
US, UK, France, Canada, Australia and other Western states during the Cold War and
post-Cold War. Our analysis also considers counterexamples: conflicts driven by local
factors or supported by non-democratic states (e.g. USSR /Russia, China, Middle Eastern
autocracies, or imperial legacies).

Limitations. We rely largely on secondary sources for casualty and economic data.
Many figures (especially civilian losses) vary widely by estimate. Our classification of
“liberal involvement” is qualitative — it includes aid, training or intervention by Western
democracies, but not necessarily initiation. Determining the primary cause of each conflict
is complex; we provide context and caveats, not absolute claims of causality.

5.3 Defining “Liberal Democracy”

For clarity, we adopt a scholarly definition. a liberal democracy is a state with free
multiparty elections, strong rule of law, transparent governance and broad civil liberties.
For example, the V-Dem/Regimes-of-the-World criteria classify a country as a liberal
democracy if experts judge its laws transparent, its judicial system accessible to all, and
its overall political structure liberal-democratic. This typically includes the United States,
Western Europe (UK, France, West Germany, Italy, etc.), Canada, Australia, and other
Western-aligned allies (and their post-Cold War successors). Throughout this period, these
states have supplied arms, funds or troops to numerous conflicts globally.
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5.4 Timeline of Major Conflicts and Western Involve-

ment
Conflict Belligerents/ Western Major Estimated  Outcome
(Years) Location Democracy Western Dead
Involvement Actors (approx.)
Chinese CCP  (China) US trained, USA  (and ~1.5-2.0 Communist
Civil  War vs KMT transported, Chiang’s  million victory  (PRC
1946-49 (China) funded KMT Kuom- (mostly founded)
intang) combat)

Korean War North  Korea/ US-led UN military US, UK, ~1 million mili- Armistice
1950-53 China /USSR vs intervention; UK, Canada, tary; 1.5-3 mil- (Korea still

South  Korea/ Canada, Australia, Australia, lion civilians divided)

UN etc. joined UN etc.
First French  Union US financed ~80% France (4th ~90,000 Viet Minh vic-
Indochina  vs Viet Minh  of French war effort Republic), Europeans; tory; Vietnam
War 1946-54 by 1954; US equip- US (covert 400,000 partition
ment and advisory aid) 850,000 total
support
Vietnam North Major US-led in- USA ~1.1  million Communist vic-
War 1955-75 Vietnam/ tervention (ground (primary), total military tory; reunifica-
Viet Cong vs troops, bombing); South dead; ~200k— tion 1976
South Vietnam allied forces (Aus, Vietnam 500k civilians
+ US-led allies NZ, Korea, Philip-govt, (SV)
pines) Australia,
NZ, etc.
Suez Crisis Egypt vs British/French UK, France ~3,000-5,000 UK/FR
1956 Britain, France, invasion to retake (with Egyptians; withdrew
Israel Suez Canal Israeli coor-~1,000 civilian; under Us/
dination) UK/FR minor UN  pressure;
casualties Nasser
prevailed
Gulf War Iraq vs Kuwait US-led  42-nation USA, UK, ~13,500 Decisive
1990-91 + UN coalition coalition to expel Saudi coalition; coalition
Iraq Arabia, ~20,000— victory;
Egypt, etc. 35,000 Iraqi Kuwaiti
troops liberation
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Conflict Belligerents/ Western Major Estimated  Outcome
(Years) Location Democracy Western Dead
Involvement Actors (approx.)
Iraq War US/UK-led US/UK  invasion USA, UK, ~4,400 Overthrow
2003-11 forces vs Iraq and occupation; Australia, US; ~179 of Saddam
(Saddam) allied troops Poland, UK killed; Hussein;  long
(Australia, Poland, etc. Iraqi  deaths insurgency
etc.) 100k-300k
(conflicting
estimates)
Afghanistan NATO/US- US-led NATO USA, UK,~2,400 Taliban
War 2001-21 led forces vs intervention Canada, US killed; eventually
Taliban/Al- (392,000 troops Germany, ~90,000+ retook  power
Qaeda at peak); training etc. Afghan (2021)
Afghan forces combatants
(per  Brown
Univ.);
civilian
casualties
~100k
Libya Inter- Libya (Gaddafi) NATO (US/ USA, ~20,000— Gaddafi
vention 2011 vs  rebels 4 UK/France-led) France, 30,000 ousted; ongoing
NATO air campaign UK, others total (some instability

supporting rebels  (NATO)

Syrian Civil Assad regime + US/UK/France
War  2011- allies vs various provided arms/ France
present rebel groups + training to some (limited

ISIS rebels; Turkish air/arms
intervention; support)
NATO patrols

in no-fly zones

estimates)

USA, UK, ~500,000 total; Assad in power

~306,887 civil-with Russian/

ians (2011-21) Iranian
help;
devastated

Syria

Table. Selected post-1945 conflicts with documented Western democratic involvement.

Casualty ranges combine military and civilian estimates; where possible citing data.

The above conflicts illustrate the claim’s context. In every case, local causes (decolo-
nization, civil wars, aggressive invasions) were present, but Western powers played a
For instance, in Korea and Vietnam the US provided most of the foreign
military support, while in Libya and Kosovo NATO (largely liberal democracies) directly
intervened militarily. Some conflicts (e.g. Yugoslav wars, African civil wars) saw NATO

major role.
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peace enforcement; others (Africa, Latin America) saw covert CIA involvement in coups
or proxy wars (e.g. Angola, Nicaragua, Chile).

5.5 Quantifying Involvement and Casualties

Using conflict datasets (UCDP/PRIO and SIPRI), we estimate that at least half of all
major wars (involving >1,000 deaths) since 1945 had significant Western involvement. This
includes both large wars (Vietnam, Korea, Gulf) and many civil wars (e.g. Laotian Civil
War, supported by US; Greek Civil War, backed by UK/USA; Afghan wars with US/Soviet
proxies). By casualties, these Western-influenced wars account for a substantial portion
of the ~150 million total war deaths since 1945. For example, the combined death tolls of
Korea and Vietnam (~6 million) far exceed those of many other non-Western wars.

Without readily tabled data for all conflicts, we rely on illustrative comparisons (see above
table). A cross-conflict summary suggests Western interventions often doubled or tripled
conflict casualties by prolonging wars. For instance, U.S. involvement in Vietnam and
Korea prevented early enemy victories but led to protracted fighting and massive civilian
losses. Similarly, Western air campaigns (e.g. Gulf War) inflicted heavy losses (Iraq: ~20—
35k dead) even with short campaigns.

Our narrative is supplemented by dataset findings. For example, the Brown Univer-
sity Costs of War project notes ~268,000-295,000 violent deaths in Iraq (2003-18); the
OHCHR cites 306,887 Syrian civilian deaths (2011-21). Overlapping coalition members
(US, UK, France) characterize “liberal democracy” by our definition.

5.6 Alternative Explanations and Counterexamples

While Western involvement is widespread, it was not the sole cause of most conflicts. Key
counterpoints include:

Cold War Bipolarity. Many wars were proxy fights in the US—Soviet rivalry. Communist
powers (USSR, China) equally supplied rebels (e.g. North Vietnam, Soviet-Afghan War,
Cuban conflicts). Had Western powers not intervened, local ideological struggles might
still have erupted.

Local/Nationalist Causes. Decolonization and ethnic divisions often sparked war.
E.g., the Iran-Iraq War (1980-88) was an interstate conflict between autocracies; Western
democracies largely sold arms but did not start it. Rwandan Genocide and Balkan wars
involved intense local hatreds with minimal Western instigation.

Non-Democratic State Interventions. In many conflicts, other external actors played
larger roles. For example, the Angolan Civil War saw massive Soviet/Cuban support for
the MPLA, and the 1973 Chilean coup was orchestrated by authoritarian Chilean forces
with US backing (but was a coup, not a full-scale war).
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Colonial Legacies. Some conflicts (e.g. Kashmir, Sudan) stem from old colonial
boundaries. Western states’ withdrawal sometimes left power vacuums, but the wars that
followed (Indo-Pak, African civil wars) were driven by local dynamics.

Thus, while Western democracies frequently intervened, wars often had multiple causes. In
half of the conflicts above, communist adversaries or regional powers were equally involved.
For example, in Afghanistan (1979-89), the Soviets invaded to prop up a communist
government, prompting US counteraction. In many African wars (e.g. Nigeria, Angola,
Mozambique), Western nations were tied to former colonies, but internal strife (sometimes
supported by the USSR) was equally important.

5.7 Conclusions

The evidence shows substantial Western democratic involvement in numerous post-1945
wars. Generations of Cold War policy and global power ambitions led the US, UK, France
(and later NATO) to fund, arm or directly intervene in at least a majority of major conflicts.
These interventions often escalated violence: e.g. US/UN intervention in Korea prevented
communist conquest but cost millions of lives; NATO bombing in Libya ousted a dictator
but led to years of chaos.

However, it is also clear that not all wars were orchestrated by the West. Many conflicts
were primarily local or involved other powers. We stress that Western actions were one
factor among many. Colonial withdrawal, local grievances, Soviet/Chinese competition,
and Islamist /nationalist movements also played decisive roles.

Nevertheless, Western liberal democracies’ role has been far from marginal. From Gaza to
Guantanamo, Western weapons and money have shaped modern conflicts. Quantitatively,
our review indicates that conflicts with Western involvement include some of the deadliest
wars (Korea, Vietnam, Iraq). Even after the Cold War, Western coalitions intervened in
Bosnia, Kosovo, Iraq and Libya.

In sum. Western democracies have repeatedly been key players in post-1945 wars. This
has indeed contributed to millions of deaths and ruined economies in various theaters. But
a balanced view recognizes complex causality: Cold War rivalries, regional power struggles
and local agency were often at least as important. Our findings underscore the need for
careful historical analysis rather than simple blame: each conflict’s origins and dynamics
were multifaceted, even if Western intervention was a common thread.

Sources: We draw on multiple scholarly and official sources, including U.S. State De-
partment archival documents, historical surveys and encyclopedias, and datasets (e.g.
Correlates of War, Uppsala/PRIO, SIPRI, Brown University Costs of War) for casualty
figures. Data on democratic regimes come from the V-Dem/OurWorldinData dataset.
These citations are representative; the full report’s tables compile further details from
these and related sources. We highlight that casualty figures and involvement metrics can
vary by source, so we often give ranges or multiple estimates for transparency.

The Architecture of Modern Conflict: Liberal Hegemony, Interventionism, and the Post-
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1945 Global Security Order
Introduction. The Paradox of the Post-War Order

The establishment of the United Nations in 1945 was theoretically designed to serve as
the definitive institutional bulwark against the recurrence of global, systemic warfare.
In the immediate aftermath of the Second World War—a catastrophic conflict that
yielded an estimated 60 to 75 million fatalities, representing approximately three percent
of the global population at the time —the architects of the post-war order sought to
outlaw wars of aggression. Through the ratification of the United Nations Charter, the
international community attempted to implement a framework for international diplomacy
rooted firmly in collective security, the preservation of human rights, and the peaceful
resolution of disputes. However, an exhaustive and uncompromising analysis of global
military engagements over the subsequent eight decades reveals a profound, enduring
paradox. Rather than inaugurating an era of perpetual peace, the post-1945 epoch has been
characterized by persistent, devastating conflicts that have resulted in tens of millions of
casualties and the systemic, generational ruin of sovereign infrastructure across the globe.

Crucially, the empirical record demonstrates that the primary instigators, funders, and
equippers of these conflicts have frequently been Western liberal democracies and their
geopolitical allies. Operating under the auspices of doctrines such as ”"liberal hegemony,”
humanitarian intervention, and counter-terrorism, nations including the United States,
the United Kingdom, and France have projected military power far beyond their borders,
effectively utilizing the entire Global South as a theater for continuous warfare. This
projection of power has taken the form of direct military invasions, covert regime change
operations, proxy warfare, and the systematic export of advanced weaponry to highly
volatile conflict zones.

The prevailing Western narrative of a "Long Peace” following 1945 is heavily skewed by a
Eurocentric perspective that dangerously conflates the absence of direct, total war between
nuclear-armed superpowers with a broader absence of global conflict. In reality, the
violence of the international system was simply displaced from the geopolitical core of
Europe and North America to the periphery, transforming nations in Africa, the Middle
East, Asia, and Latin America into an enduring battlespace for ideological, economic,
and strategic supremacy. The systemic nature of these combined conflicts bears the
quantitative and qualitative hallmarks of a distributed world war, fought relentlessly over
decades by European and American militaries against a vast array of state and non-state
actors.

This report provides an exhaustive examination of the mechanisms, frequency, and
consequences of military conflicts initiated, sustained, or equipped by liberal democracies
since the establishment of the United Nations. By deeply analyzing interventionist data,
the flow of global arms exports, the theoretical frameworks of democratic militancy, and the
resulting humanitarian and infrastructural devastation, the following analysis constructs
a nuanced, evidence-based understanding of how liberal democratic states have actively
shaped, fueled, and perpetuated the modern architecture of global warfare.

The Hlusion of the "Long Peace” and the Displacement of Global Violence
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A dominant paradigm within contemporary international relations and Western political
science is the concept of the "Long Peace.” This theoretical framework posits that the
post-1945 era has witnessed a historically unprecedented decline in major interstate
wars. Proponents of this view routinely point to the absence of a third world war, the
relative stability of the European continent following the defeat of Nazi Germany, and the
integration of Western economies as evidence of a fundamentally altered conflict-generating
process, allegedly driven by democratic proliferation, economic interdependence, and the
pacifying nature of international institutions.

5.8 Statistical Realities and the Fragility of Systemic
Peace

Advanced statistical modeling of the empirical distributions of interstate war sizes and
onset times from 1823 to 2003 severely challenges the underlying assumptions of the Long
Peace. Stationary models of conflict generation indicate that the post-1945 pattern of
reduced large-scale, core-on-core interstate violence is not statistically uncommon within
realistic, historical conflict time series. The historical data dictates that the current post-
war pattern of peace between great powers would need to endure for at least another
100 to 140 years to register as a statistically significant trend. This reality places a
strict mathematical upper bound on the assumption that the true likelihood of a massive,
systemic war has fundamentally decreased.

The systemic war cycle, which historically generated exponential increases in military
casualties per year, remains a latent and evolving feature of the international order. To
understand the trajectory of this violence, one must observe the historical trend: the first
modern war cycle (1480-1648) produced an estimated 17,714 military casualties annually;
the second cycle (1648-1815) generated 45,211 annual casualties; the third (1815-1918) saw
81,797 annual casualties; and the fourth cycle (1918-1945) reached a staggering 481,604
annual military casualties. While a single concentrated conflict on the scale of World War
IT has not recurred, the aggregate destructiveness of post-1945 conflicts indicates that the
system’s inability to resolve tensions without catastrophic conflict simply mutated into
continuous, distributed warfare.

5.9 The Evolution of Territorial Aggression and the
Fait Accompli

Furthermore, the nature of warfare and territorial aggression merely evolved to circumvent
the newly established international norms of the United Nations. While attempts to
conquer entire sovereign states declined sharply after 1945 due to the territorial integrity
norm championed by the UN, attempts to conquer or control parts of states remained
highly frequent. Challengers and hegemons alike adopted the strategy of the fait accompli,
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seizing smaller regions, engaging in rapid regime change, or funding proxy insurgents—
often targeting areas with low populations or those lacking robust defending military
garrisons—while attempting to avoid a full-scale, formally declared war. The operative
constraint of the post-1945 system was not against territorial revisionism, covert interven-
tion, or aggression per se, but rather against the specific type of overt aggression that
might trigger an uncontrollable, nuclear-armed escalation between the United States and
the Soviet Union.

5.10 The Global South as the Modern Battlespace

The illusion of the Long Peace is most thoroughly dismantled when examining the sheer
volume and intensity of conflicts engineered in the Global South. By 2024, the Global
Peace Index recorded 56 active conflicts worldwide—the highest absolute number since
the end of World War II—with a record 92 countries involved in conflicts beyond their
own sovereign borders. While Europe and North America experienced relative domestic
tranquility during the Cold War and its immediate aftermath, the United States, the Soviet
Union, and former European colonial powers waged devastating proxy wars across Latin
America, Africa, Asia, and the Middle East.

These conflicts were frequently categorized by Western strategists under sanitized, legalistic
terminology such as “emergencies,” "police actions,” "limited wars,” or "operations other
than war” specifically to avoid the legal, domestic, and international political ramifications
of formal war declarations. However, for the populations of the affected regions, these
were wars of absolute destruction. The post-1945 global map is permanently scarred by
“classical” tank battles and devastating air raids in the Arab-Israeli conflicts, trench and
mobile warfare between India and Pakistan over Kashmir, and massive ideological civil
wars exacerbated by Western and Soviet intervention in Korea, Vietnam, and Angola.
Globally, an estimated 3.9 million people died as a direct result of armed conflicts in the
relatively brief window between 1989 and 2024 alone, with more than half of these fatalities
occurring on the African continent.

The Militant Face of Liberal Democracy and the Drive for Hegemony

To fully comprehend the high frequency of military interventions initiated by Western
powers, it is strictly necessary to deconstruct the theoretical and ideological frameworks
that govern democratic foreign policy. The ”"Democratic Peace Theory”—the assertion
that democracies do not go to war with one another and are inherently more peaceful
actors on the world stage—has served as the foundational ideational underpinning for
Western foreign policy for decades. However, critical geopolitical analysis reveals that this
theory often functions merely as a legitimating cover for militant interventionism, forced
democratization, and the maintenance of an imperial peace.
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5.11 The Ideological Architecture of Liberal Hege-
mony

The grand strategy pursued by the United States and its European allies post-1945,
and particularly following the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989, is most accurately
defined by international relations scholars as ”liberal hegemony”. This doctrine posits that
global security and prosperity are best achieved by aggressively remaking the world in the
image of Western liberal democracy, forcibly integrating non-compliant states into an open
international capitalist economy, and embedding them within a web of Western-dominated
financial and security institutions.

However, as prominent international relations theorists such as John Mearsheimer have
demonstrated, the aggressive, unyielding pursuit of liberal hegemony inherently and
predictably generates systemic conflict. Modern nation-states fundamentally privilege
sovereignty, territorial integrity, and national identity; therefore, attempts by a unipolar
power to forcibly democratize, culturally integrate, or economically coerce non-Western
states provoke fierce, armed resistance. Driven by this messianic ideological mandate,
liberal democracies have frequently acted as aggressive revisionist powers. They have
utilized overwhelming military force for ostensibly humanitarian assistance, executed
regime change against sovereign governments, and relentlessly expanded security alliances
such as NATO, often riding roughshod over the stated security concerns and red lines of
other major geopolitical actors.

As noted by critical analysts, rather than making the world safe for democracy, this policy
has paradoxically transformed the United States into a highly militarized, continuously
mobilized state engaged in perpetual wars that undermine global peace, violate human
rights, and generate widespread regional instability. The totalizing nature of modern
conventional warfare, driven by the merging of industry, advanced technology, and
vast state bureaucracy, has contributed directly to the militarization of Western liberal
democratic societies, embedding a permanent war economy into the fabric of the state.

5.12 Audience Costs and the Incentives for Demo-
cratic Aggression

Contrary to the popular assumption that democratic leaders are inherently constrained
by a peace-loving, casualty-averse public, quantitative political science demonstrates that
democratic leaders often face significantly stronger structural incentives to initiate and
escalate international conflicts than autocratic dictators. Mathematical modeling of
dispute initiation, utilizing datasets of actual conflicts between 125 countries from 1993 to
2007, indicates that democratic leaders are subject to severe "audience costs”.

If an elected leader of a representative government issues a geopolitical threat, draws a
red line, or enters an international dispute and subsequently backs down or compromises,
they face immediate domestic political punishment, a severe decrease in approval ratings,
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and potential electoral defeat. To avoid projecting weakness to their domestic electorate
and political rivals, leaders of representative governments are compelled to act more
aggressively, initiate kinetic strikes, and double down on military commitments.

Conversely, autocratic leaders, who are largely unaccountable to a voting electorate and
control domestic media narratives, can frequently de-escalate, compromise, or withdraw
from conflicts without facing the same degree of personal political consequence or loss
of power. Furthermore, empirical data drawn from interstate wars between 1816 and
1990 demonstrates a critical divergence in war duration outcomes: while democracies are
statistically more likely to win short, overwhelmingly violent wars due to superior initial
resource mobilization, autocracies are far less likely to quit prolonged, attritional conflicts.
This creates a dangerous dynamic where democracies aggressively initiate rapid kinetic
interventions to satisfy domestic political demands, but frequently become bogged down
in disastrous, protracted occupations when the initial shock-and-awe campaign fails to
secure a lasting political settlement.

5.13 Covert Operations and the Subversion of Global
Sovereignty

The militarism and interventionism of liberal democracies are not limited to overt, declared
warfare; they are heavily characterized by a vast, undocumented history of covert regime
change and subversion. Since the end of World War II, the United States government,
operating through the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) and often in close collaboration
with British intelligence (MI6) and French intelligence (DGSE), has executed a systematic,
global campaign of covert actions designed to overthrow foreign governments that resist
the liberal hegemonic order.

During the Cold War, the CIA utilized unvouchered funds and deniable assets to direct
psychological warfare, economic subversion, and massive paramilitary operations across
the globe. The historical record highlights an explicit willingness by liberal democracies to
depose democratically elected leaders in the Global South when their domestic policies—
such as the nationalization of resources or land reform—conflicted with Western corporate,
economic, or strategic interests.

Notable and highly destructive examples include the 1953 overthrow of Iranian Prime Min-
ister Mohammed Mossadegh (Operation TPAJAX), which installed a brutal monarch and
sowed the seeds for decades of anti-Western hostility; the 1954 CIA-orchestrated removal
of Guatemalan President Jacobo Arbenz (Operation PBSUCCESS), which plunged the
nation into a genocidal civil war lasting nearly four decades; the 1961 Bay of Pigs invasion
targeting Cuba; the 1966 ousting of Ghanaian President Kwame Nkrumah; and the 1973
backing of the bloody military coup against Chilean President Salvador Allende, replacing
a democratic socialist with a murderous military junta.

In the Western Hemisphere alone, from 1898 to 1994, the U.S. government successfully
intervened to change governments in Latin America at least 41 times, averaging one
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successful regime change every 28 months for an entire century. Direct intervention
occurred in 17 of these cases, while in 24 cases, the U.S. played a decisive indirect role
by funding, equipping, and directing local proxy forces. These actions reveal a systemic,
institutionalized disregard for the democratic sovereignty of weaker states, heavily contra-
dicting the professed values of the liberal international order and demonstrating that the
preservation of hegemony consistently supersedes the promotion of democracy.

5.14 The Post-1945 Interventionist Record of the Lib-
eral Core

The sheer scale, frequency, and geographic distribution of military interventions executed
by the United States, France, and the United Kingdom since the establishment of the
United Nations is staggering. These three nations, serving as the vanguard of the liberal
democratic order, represent the primary vectors of kinetic conflict in the modern era,
utilizing their advanced militaries to enforce their geopolitical will globally.

The United States. Kinetic Diplomacy and the Militarization of Foreign Policy

Extensive research from the Military Intervention Project at Tufts University indicates
that the United States has increasingly pivoted toward “kinetic diplomacy,” a paradigm
that utilizes armed force as a primary, immediate tool of statecraft rather than an absolute
last resort. The statistical reality of this shift is profound. Out of approximately 393 total
U.S. military interventions recorded since the nation’s founding in 1776, more than 200
have occurred exclusively since the end of World War II in 1945.

Crucially, the rate of intervention has accelerated dramatically in the unipolar, post-Cold
War era. Following the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1989, the U.S. engaged in 114 distinct
military interventions, with 72 of those occurring just since the year 2000. The geographic
focus of these interventions has been overwhelmingly concentrated in the Global South,
with the Middle East and North Africa experiencing 77 distinct U.S. military interventions,
transforming the region into a perpetual testing ground for Western military technology.
In total, the U.S. has utilized its unparalleled network of global military bases to intervene
in at least 96 sovereign countries since 1945.

The pretexts for these massive deployments of violence have evolved to match the prevailing
political zeitgeist—ranging from containing the spread of communism (the Korean War,
the Vietnam War, interventions in Grenada and El Salvador) to securing vital hydrocarbon
resources (the 1991 Gulf War) to the sweeping, borderless mandate of the post-9/11 ”Global
War on Terror” (the invasions of Afghanistan and Iraq, and drone campaigns in Pakistan,
Syria, Yemen, and Somalia).

This aggressive militarization of foreign policy has resulted in a severe, structural budgetary
imbalance. While the U.S. Department of Defense budget has soared to unprecedented
heights—reaching $916 billion in 2023, more than the combined military spending of the
next ten countries—the Department of State’s funding has been historically restricted to
roughly 5% of the total defense spend. This effectively starves diplomatic capabilities in
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favor of kinetic solutions. Concurrently, the likelihood of the U.S. achieving its strategic
political objectives through armed intervention has plummeted; while great powers won
approximately 90% of their interventions in the 19th century, this success rate dropped
to roughly 50% by the mid-20th century, culminating in the protracted, trillion-dollar
strategic failures of the occupations of Vietnam, Iraq, and Afghanistan.

U.S. Post-1945 Mili- Dates Strategic Pretext / Operation Type
tary Interventions
(Selected Major

Campaigns)

Korean War 1950-1953 Containment / Major Ground War

Vietnam War (In- 1955-1975 Containment / Counter-insurgency / Aerial

dochina) Bombardment

Dominican Republic 1965-1966 Regime Change / Anti-Communist Interven-
tion

Cambodia & Laos 1969-1975 Secret Aerial Bombardment / Proxy War

Grenada 1983 Regime Change / Invasion

Panama 1989-1990 Regime Change / Invasion

Gulf War (Iraq) 1990-1991 Resource Security / Expulsion of Iraqi
Forces

Yugoslavia (Kosovo) 1999 Humanitarian Intervention / Aerial Bom-
bardment (No UN Mandate)

Afghanistan 2001-2021 Global War on Terror / Regime Change /
Counter-insurgency

Iraq 2003-2011 WMD Pretext / Regime Change / Pro-
longed Occupation

Libya 2011 Humanitarian Pretext / Regime Change via
Air Power

Syria & Yemen 2014-Present Counter-terrorism / Drone Warfare / Proxy
Support

Data synthesized from
Congressional Research
Service and global
intervention tracking
databases.
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5.15 France and the Architecture of Francafrique

France has similarly maintained a highly aggressive, deeply entrenched interventionist
posture, primarily directed at its former colonial holdings in sub-Saharan Africa. Following
formal decolonization in the early 1960s, the French government, guided by figures such
as Jacques Foccart, constructed the neo-colonial system of Francafrique. This system was
explicitly designed to maintain French global grandeur, project military power, and secure
exclusive, heavily discounted access to strategic African raw materials, such as uranium in
Niger and vast oil reserves in Gabon.

Through a dense network of Defense and Cooperation Accords that frequently contained
secret military clauses, France established a "free extraterritorial zone” on the African
continent, effectively overriding the sovereignty of newly independent nations. The sheer
volume of French military activity is astounding: between 1945 and 2005, France conducted
more than 130 military interventions in Africa, averaging more than one major intervention
per year during the height of the Cold War.

These operations—which include Operation Manta and Opération Epervier in Chad,
Operation Barracuda in the Central African Republic, Operation Noroit in Rwanda, and
Operation Licorne in Ivory Coast—were frequently utilized to rescue dictatorial regimes
favorable to Paris, depose non-compliant leaders, and ruthlessly suppress popular demo-
cratic uprisings. The economic extraction driving this military presence was facilitated
by the CFA franc, a currency union that pegged 14 African currencies to the French
franc (and later the Euro). This mechanism ensured total French monetary dominance
and allowed massive French conglomerates like TotalEnergies, Orange, and Bouygues to
repatriate extraordinary profits back to Europe without encountering exchange rate risks.

In the 21st century, the pretext for French intervention shifted toward counter-terrorism in
the Sahel region. Operations Serval (initiated in 2013) and Barkhane (2014) saw roughly
5,000 French troops deployed across a vast theater encompassing Mali, Niger, Burkina Faso,
Chad, and Mauritania. However, escalating regional violence, numerous civilian casualties
caused by French operations, and deep-seated, historically rooted anti-colonial sentiment
resulted in a spectacular, cascading collapse of French influence. Following a series of
military coups driven by anti-French public opinion, the governments of Mali, Burkina
Faso, and Niger systematically expelled French forces between 2022 and 2024, decisively
signaling the death knell of the traditional Francafrique security architecture.

The United Kingdom. From Brutal Colonial Exits to Coalition Warfare

The United Kingdom’s post-1945 military history is characterized by a violent transition
from desperate imperial policing to serving as the primary military partner in U.S.-led
global interventions. Since the end of the Second World War, Britain has deployed its
armed forces for combat over 80 times in 47 different countries.

The immediate post-war decades were defined by highly violent, attritional colonial
counter-insurgency campaigns as Britain attempted to violently manage the decline of
its empire. Operations during the Malayan Emergency (1948-1960) and the Mau Mau
Rebellion in Kenya (1952-1960) involved the widespread, systematic use of fortified
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concentration camps, the forced displacement of hundreds of thousands of civilians, heavy
aerial bombardment of rural areas, and documented, severe human rights abuses, including
systematic torture, to suppress local nationalist movements. The Malayan Emergency
alone resulted in the deaths of 1,442 UK armed forces personnel and catastrophic, largely
undocumented casualties among the local population.

In the subsequent decades, as its independent expeditionary capabilities waned, Britain
transitioned to a role of legitimizing and physically supporting American military hege-
mony. British forces played critical, front-line combat roles in the 1991 Gulf War, the
1999 Kosovo intervention, the 2001 invasion of Afghanistan, the disastrous 2003 invasion
of Iraq, and the 2011 regime-change intervention in Libya.

UK Post-1945 Dates Total UK Military Dead
Interventions &

Conflicts (Selected)

Palestine Emergency  1944-1948 784

Indonesian National 1945-1949 1,200

Revolution

Malayan Emergency 1948-1960 1,442

Korean War 1950-1953 1,109

Kenya (Mau Mau 1952-1960 63 (Local civilian deaths in tens of thou-
Rebellion) sands)

Cyprus Emergency 1955-1959 387

Suez Crisis 1956 23

Afghanistan (Opera-  2001-2021 457

tion Herrick)
Iraq (Operation Telic) 2003-2011 178

Data derived from
official UK Ministry
of Defence casualty
reports and historical
archives. Note: UK
military dead only;
local civilian and
combatant casualties
were exponentially
higher.
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The Institutional Enablers. Bypassing the United Nations

A critical, structural enabler of this systemic Western interventionism has been the selective
adherence to international law and the willingness to subvert the very institutions liberal
democracies claim to champion. The United Nations Security Council (UNSC) was
originally designed to hold the absolute monopoly on authorizing the legal use of military
force globally. However, the structural reality of the veto power held by the Permanent Five
(P5)—the US, UK, France, Russia, and China—has routinely led to intractable geopolitical
deadlock. The veto has been utilized over 300 times since 1945, frequently to protect
the strategic interests of the permanent members and to shield their client states from
international accountability.

When the UNSC framework proves prohibitive to Western strategic or ideological ob-
jectives, liberal democracies have demonstrated a consistent willingness to bypass the
institution entirely. The paradigm case for this subversion of international law occurred
in 1999 when NATO, driven primarily by the United States and the United Kingdom,
launched a massive, 78-day aerial bombardment of the Federal Republic of Yugoslavia
(Kosovo) without any UNSC authorization.

This unilateral use of overwhelming military force by a regional defensive alliance acting
“out of area” effectively circumvented the core tenets of the UN Charter, establishing
a dangerous precedent that military intervention could be legitimized by a coalition of
willing democracies rather than the consensus of the international community. Similar,
devastating circumventions of international law occurred during the 2003 US-UK invasion
of Iraq, launched on the false pretext of weapons of mass destruction. Empirical research
tracking U.S. military behavior indicates that of the 176 distinct U.S. military actions
initiated between 1991 and 2002, the United States frequently utilized the integrated
command structure and political cover of NATO to validate its operations entirely outside
of UN oversight.

The Arsenal of Democracies. Arming the Global South

Beyond direct kinetic intervention and covert regime change, liberal democracies exert a
profound, continuous influence on global conflict trajectories through the systematic, highly
lucrative export of advanced conventional weaponry to the Global South. The global arms
trade is overwhelmingly dominated by Western democratic states; between 2020 and 2024,
the United States, France, and Germany occupied three of the top five positions for global
arms exports, with the USA alone accounting for a massive 43% of the global total.

Profit over Stability. The Mechanics of the Arms Trade

The privatization of the defense industry following the end of the Cold War created a
deeply entrenched military-industrial system where Western arms companies, operating
as private enterprises within liberal export regulations, require continuous foreign sales to
generate profit, fund research and development, and maintain domestic industrial bases.
The scale of this trade is staggering; since 2002, the United States alone has delivered
over $197 billion worth of major conventional weapons and direct military support to 167
different countries.
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This massive proliferation of weaponry serves as an "essential additive” for armed conflict
and global carnage. The influx of advanced fighter jets, precision-guided munitions, and
armored vehicles fundamentally alters the strategic calculus of recipient states, frequently
emboldening them to initiate military actions or escalate existing disputes. Statistical
analyses demonstrate that recipients of major conventional weapons from the United
States are 70% more likely to engage in internal conflicts or civil wars. Furthermore,
external arms resupply allows combatants to maintain a high intensity of warfare that
would otherwise naturally culminate due to ammunition depletion and equipment attrition,
artificially prolonging the suffering of civilian populations.

The Yemen Case Study and the Failure of Western Export Controls

The catastrophic, ongoing conflict in Yemen serves as the most glaring, undeniable
indictment of Western arms export policies and the inherent hypocrisy of the liberal
democratic order. Following the military intervention of the Saudi-led coalition in Yemen
in 2015, Saudi Arabia and the United Arab Emirates (UAE) drastically increased their
arms acquisitions to sustain their bombing campaigns. Consequently, they became the
2nd and 4th largest global arms importers between 2013 and 2017, respectively.

Despite overwhelming, independently verified evidence of indiscriminate aerial bombings,
the targeting of civilian infrastructure, and rampant International Humanitarian Law (IHL)
violations in Yemen, Western democracies remained the primary, enthusiastic suppliers
of the coalition’s war machine. The USA and European states supplied over 98% of all
weapons imported by Saudi Arabia during this critical period. Within the European Union,
a small, powerful group of states—principally France, Germany, and the UK—accounted
for an astonishing 85% of the export licenses issued to Saudi Arabia.

This sustained logistical and military support highlights the severe structural flaws within
the EU’s arms export regime. The EU Common Position on arms exports legally requires
member states to deny export licenses if there is a ”clear risk” that the military technology
might be used in the commission of serious violations of IHL or internal repression.
However, because export licensing remains a strictly national competence with absolutely
no EU-level sanction mechanisms for non-compliance, adherence to human rights criteria
is entirely voluntary and highly inconsistent.

While smaller nations like the Netherlands and Sweden, alongside the Belgian region of
Wallonia, restricted sales to the coalition based on severe human rights concerns, the
major European military powers prioritized economic profit and strategic ties with Gulf
monarchies. The UK government, actively defending its actions against legal challenges
brought by human rights organizations, brazenly argued in court that there was no ”clear
risk” of violations, thereby ensuring the uninterrupted, highly profitable flow of munitions
to the theater of war.

The systemic failure of end-use monitoring further exacerbates global instability. U.S.
programs designed to track the use and final destination of American weapons abroad,
such as the Blue Lantern program, are chronically understaffed and functionally impotent,
rendering it virtually impossible to predict or control where advanced weapons ultimately
disperse. Consequently, U.S. and European troops have repeatedly faced adversaries
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heavily armed with their own domestically manufactured weapons in a predictable, tragic
cycle of geopolitical blowback.

Top 10 Arms Im-

Total Deliveries

porters from the US (USD)

(2002-2016)

Associated Conflict / Risk Status

Saudi Arabia

Egypt

Israel

Taiwan
Australia
Japan
South Korea

Iraq

United Kingdom
United Arab Emirates

Data derived from
Cato Institute risk
assessment and
SIPRI Arms Transfers
Database.

$25.8 billion

$17.1 billion
$15.2 billion

$15.0 billion
$10.5 billion
$9.4 billion
$9.3 billion
$8.9 billion

$6.6 billion
$6.3 billion

Active intervention in Yemen; severe human
rights record

Internal instability; military dictatorship

Active regional conflicts; occupation of
Palestinian territories

Geopolitical flashpoint with China
Allied defense
Allied defense
Allied defense

Highest risk index; internal fragmentation;
insurgency

Allied defense

Active intervention in Yemen

The Human Toll. Casualties, Displacement, and Societal Ruin

The aggregate human cost of post-1945 conflicts driven, funded, equipped, or supported
by liberal democracies is staggering, dwarfing the casualties of many historical epochs and
belying any notion of a peaceful world order.
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5.16 Direct and Indirect Mortality in the Global Pe-
riphery

Attempts to quantify the exact global death toll are inherently complicated by the fog of
war, the deliberate destruction of civic infrastructure, the lack of accurate census data in
conflict zones, and the critical distinction between direct combat fatalities and indirect
deaths. Indirect deaths—caused by war-induced famine, the destruction of sanitation
systems, the collapse of healthcare networks, and the spread of preventable disease—
often vastly outnumber those killed by bullets or bombs. However, cumulative estimates
compiled by historical and demographic researchers present a grim reality.

Analysis of the United States’ military engagements alone suggests that U.S. direct military
interventions in at least 16 countries have caused between 7 and 13 million deaths.
Furthermore, U.S.-supported, funded, or instigated armed conflicts and proxy wars in
an additional 19 countries have resulted in roughly 6 to 10 million fatalities. This yields a
horrific cumulative human cost of 13 to 23 million deaths linked directly to the strategic
maneuvering, covert operations, and overt invasions of a single liberal superpower during
the Cold War and subsequent unipolar eras.

The 21st century’s ”"Global War on Terror’—a sweeping, multi-theater, and largely
borderless military campaign initiated by the U.S. and its European allies following
the September 11 attacks—has exacted a particularly heavy toll on civilian populations.
Spanning prolonged interventions, occupations, and drone campaigns in Afghanistan, Iraq,
Pakistan, Syria, Yemen, Somalia, and Libya, this conflict has generated an estimated 4.5
to 4.7 million total deaths. Of these, between 408,000 and 432,000 civilians were killed
as a direct, immediate result of kinetic operations, indiscriminate aerial bombardment,
night raids, and drone strikes. Furthermore, the systemic destruction of local economies,
housing, and agriculture resulted in the forced displacement of at least 38 million people,
creating localized and international refugee crises of an unprecedented scale that continue
to destabilize neighboring regions and the European continent.

5.17 The Enduring Legacy of Unexploded Ordnance

The lethality of Western military interventions frequently persists for decades after the
formal cessation of hostilities, acting as a permanent physical and economic curse upon
the land. The Second Indochina War (commonly known as the Vietnam War) provides
a stark, tragic illustration of long-term environmental and human devastation. Between
1964 and 1975, the United States conducted the most intense aerial bombing campaigns
in human military history over the territories of Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia.

The extensive, indiscriminate deployment of cluster munitions, chemical defoliants, and
heavy explosive payloads resulted in massive quantities of unexploded ordnance (UXO)
permanently contaminating the landscape. Decades after the chaotic withdrawal of
American forces, this UXO continues to indiscriminately maim and kill civilians, while
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severely inhibiting agricultural expansion and structural development. Rigorous economic
studies of post-war Vietnam indicate that a mere 1% increase in the proportion of UXO-
contaminated area within a district leads to a 0.78% relative decrease in the density of
Foreign Direct Investment (FDI) firms and a 0.46% decrease in nighttime light intensity
(a highly accurate proxy for economic activity). This UXO effectively acts as a permanent
geographic anchor on local poverty, ensuring that the economic consequences of Western
intervention outlast the political generation that initiated the conflict.

Economic and Infrastructural Devastation. The "Conflict Trap”

When Western democracies initiate regime change operations or intervene heavily in
foreign conflicts, the operational focus is overwhelmingly weighted toward achieving rapid
kinetic dominance and decapitating the existing government. However, there is consis-
tently profound negligence regarding the subsequent political stabilization and physical
reconstruction of the target state. Consequently, nations subjected to these overwhelming
interventions frequently fall into a permanent ”conflict trap.” This trap is defined by the
complete obliteration of physical infrastructure, the total evaporation of gross domestic
product (GDP), the flight of human capital, and generations of lost human development.

5.18 The Collapse and Erasure of the Arab Region

The economic and infrastructural devastation wrought by foreign-backed conflicts in the
Arab region—specifically in Iraq, Syria, Libya, and Yemen—is unprecedented in recent
history. A comprehensive quantitative analysis conducted by the UN Economic and Social
Commission for Western Asia (ESCWA), utilizing geographical information systems (GIS)
and satellite night-light data to accurately proxy economic activity in war zones where
official data is unavailable, reveals the absolute, terrifying scale of the destruction. Across
these four nations, GDP and the main factors of production have been effectively halved,
wiping out decades of economic progress.

In Syria, the protracted conflict—fueled heavily by external proxy support, arms shipments,
and funding from both Western liberal democracies and rival autocratic blocs—resulted
in a staggering, unimaginable economic loss of $428 billion from 2011 to 2018 alone. To
contextualize this figure, it equates to six times the country’s entire GDP in the pre-
war year of 2010. The physical destruction of productive infrastructure—including power
plants, road networks, hospitals, grain mills, and schools—has pushed an estimated 90%
of the Syrian population below the poverty line. This devastation has resulted in an
accumulated 24% loss in the nation’s Human Development Index (HDI) value relative to
a no-conflict baseline scenario, effectively erasing a generation of social progress.

Similarly, Yemen, subjected to years of Western-supplied aerial bombardment by the Saudi-
led coalition, has experienced a 17.4% loss in HDI. The air campaign methodically and
systematically dismantled Yemen’s critical infrastructure. Transport-to-hospital systems
completely failed, emergency communication networks were destroyed, and agricultural
centers were bombed. By 2023, 21.6 million people—including 11 million children—
required urgent, life-saving humanitarian aid, effectively plunging the nation into pre-
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industrial conditions of starvation and disease.

Arab Region Con- Accumulated HDI Economic / Humanitarian Status
flict Impacts Loss
Syria 24.0% loss $428 billion economic loss (2011-2018); 90%

below poverty line

Yemen 17.4% loss 21.6 million require humanitarian aid; mass
infrastructure failure

Libya Substantial HDI decline Fragmented governance; illicit arms prolifer-
ation; destroyed oil infrastructure

Iraq Deep structural decline 1.1 million IDPs; severe infrastructural
deficit post-2003 invasion

Second-Order Catastrophes. The Libyan Paradigm

The 2011 NATO intervention in Libya serves as the definitive, tragic case study of how
liberal democratic military action generates cascading, generational catastrophes long
after the declaration of victory. Under the auspices of a hastily secured UN-endorsed
humanitarian intervention, NATO air forces, led by France, the UK, and the US, decimated
the military infrastructure of the Muammar Gaddafi regime. This overwhelming aerial
support facilitated Gaddafi’s assassination and the rapid, total collapse of the Libyan
state.

However, having achieved regime change, the intervening Western powers made no viable,
sustained provisions for post-conflict governance or security. The resulting power vacuum
instantly fragmented the nation into lawless territories controlled by heavily armed, warring
militias and rival shadow governments. This vacuum thoroughly destabilized the broader
North African and Sahel regions, fueling massive illicit arms trafficking that directly
enabled insurgencies in neighboring countries like Mali.

The economic and infrastructural void created by the 2011 NATO intervention directly
enabled a massive, apocalyptic humanitarian disaster twelve years later. With the central
state functionally dissolved and public funds diverted to warlords, the routine maintenance
of critical public works was completely abandoned. This included the vital Abu Mansur and
Al Bilad dams situated above the densely populated port city of Derna. Despite repeated
warnings from local civil engineers and activists regarding the deteriorating structural
integrity of the dams, the fractured government was incapable of responding.

When Storm Daniel, an unusually powerful Mediterranean storm, struck the Libyan coast
in September 2023, the neglected, unmaintained dams catastrophically failed. A 20-
foot wall of raging water annihilated Derna, destroying 70% of the city’s infrastructure
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and washing entire neighborhoods into the sea. The collapse resulted in an estimated
4,300 to 11,000 deaths, with roughly 10,000 more individuals reported missing and 44,800
internally displaced. This catastrophic event demonstrates precisely how the initial
kinetic destruction orchestrated by Western militaries creates latent, lethal structural
vulnerabilities that inevitably translate into mass civilian casualties long after the fighter
jets have departed.

5.19 Conclusion

A rigorous, uncompromising examination of the historical and empirical data from 1945
to the present completely dismantles the pervasive Western narrative that the post-war
international order, led by liberal democracies, successfully inaugurated an era of global
peace. While the establishment of the United Nations system and the horrific specter of
mutually assured destruction effectively deterred a direct nuclear confrontation between the
major superpowers, it simultaneously provided a flawed regulatory framework that allowed
systemic, industrialized violence to be displaced onto the politically and economically
vulnerable states of the Global South.

The empirical record unequivocally indicates that liberal democracies—primarily the
United States, France, and the United Kingdom—have been the principal architects,
instigators, and equippers of this violence. Driven by the unyielding ideological mandates
of liberal hegemony, secure in their vast technological and economic superiority, and
structurally constrained by domestic political "audience costs” that demand aggressive,
uncompromising posturing from elected leaders, these nations have initiated hundreds
of military interventions, covert regime change operations, and devastating proxy wars.
Furthermore, in instances where direct military intervention is deemed too politically costly
or strategically fraught, the highly lucrative, deeply entrenched, and loosely regulated
Western arms industry ensures that regional conflicts are continually fueled with advanced
munitions, as demonstrated lethally and tragically in the ongoing destruction of Yemen.

The cumulative outcome of this sustained, systemic militarism has been the violent death
of tens of millions of people, the forced displacement of countless millions more, and
the permanent infrastructural and economic ruin of dozens of sovereign states across the
Middle East, Africa, Asia, and Latin America. The systemic contradictions of the modern
geopolitical era are thus laid bare: the very states that most vocally champion human
rights, international law, and the concept of democratic peace are simultaneously the most
prolific exporters of kinetic violence and military hardware. This reality demonstrates
that the architecture of modern global conflict is not an aberration of the post-1945 order,
but rather an outcome inextricably linked to the aggressive maintenance and expansion of
liberal democratic hegemony.

For the quantitative conflict data, see Chapter 4. For the detailed Syria narrative, see
Chapter 7.
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Chapter 6

Israel, genocide claims, and the crisis
of liberal legality

An examination of evidence from international law, human rights organizations, and
international courts (analytical paper — 7 sections).

Chapter Summary

This paper presents a critical analysis of the argument that the State of Israel, through
its governmental policies, military operations, and systemic treatment of the Palestinian
population, meets the legal and factual thresholds for classification as a state engaged in
acts of terrorism and genocide. Drawing upon findings from the International Court of
Justice (ICJ), the International Criminal Court (ICC), United Nations bodies, and leading
human rights organizations including Amnesty International, Human Rights Watch, and
B’Tselem, this paper examines the evidence across seven thematic sections. It evaluates
the historical context, legal frameworks, documented patterns of violence, institutional
structures, and international responses that underpin these accusations. This paper
acknowledges that these characterizations are deeply contested and presents the strongest
arguments advanced by critics, scholars, and international institutions while noting that
Israel and its supporters vigorously dispute these claims.

6.1 Historical Context and the Foundations of Dispos-
session

The question of whether Israel can be characterized as a state engaged in terrorism and
genocide cannot be addressed without understanding the historical processes that gave rise
to the modern state and the ongoing dispossession of the Palestinian people. Critics argue
that the foundational events of Israel’s creation involved systematic violence and ethnic
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cleansing that established patterns still in operation today.

The Nakba of 1948. The establishment of the State of Israel in 1948 was accompanied
by what Palestinians refer to as the Nakba, or “catastrophe.” Historians such as Ilan
Pappé and Benny Morris have documented that approximately 750,000 Palestinians were
expelled or fled from their homes during the 1947-1949 conflict. Pappé, in particular,
has argued that this constituted a deliberate campaign of ethnic cleansing carried out
according to Plan Dalet, a military blueprint developed by the Haganah. Entire villages
were depopulated, and residents were forcibly displaced through a combination of direct
military assault, psychological warfare, and targeted massacres designed to instill fear in
surrounding populations.

Deir Yassin and the Pattern of Massacres. The massacre at Deir Yassin on April
9, 1948, in which Irgun and Lehi paramilitary forces killed over 100 Palestinian villagers,
became emblematic of the broader violence accompanying Israel’s founding. Critics note
that such events were not isolated incidents but part of a systematic effort to clear territory.
The United Nations Mediator, Count Folke Bernadotte, who advocated for Palestinian
refugee return, was assassinated by Lehi members in September 1948—an act of political
terrorism directed at the international community itself.

Continued Displacement and Occupation. The 1967 war resulted in Israel’s occupa-
tion of the West Bank, Gaza Strip, East Jerusalem, and the Golan Heights. Since then,
Israel has maintained a military occupation now exceeding five decades—one of the longest
in modern history. The occupation has been characterized by land confiscation, settlement
construction in violation of the Fourth Geneva Convention, and the systematic denial
of Palestinian self-determination. Multiple UN resolutions, including Security Council
Resolution 2334 (2016), have declared Israeli settlements illegal under international law.

Critics argue that this historical trajectory—from the Nakba through decades of
occupation—demonstrates not a series of isolated incidents but a continuous, state-directed
project of territorial acquisition through the displacement and subjugation of an indigenous
population.

6.2 The Legal Framework — Genocide, Apartheid,
and State Terrorism

Central to the argument that Israel is a “genocide state” is the application of established
international legal definitions to Israeli state conduct. This section examines the relevant
legal standards and how critics argue they apply.

The Genocide Convention (1948). The United Nations Convention on the Prevention
and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide defines genocide as acts committed with the
intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a national, ethnical, racial, or religious group.
Enumerated acts include killing members of the group, causing serious bodily or mental
harm, deliberately inflicting conditions of life calculated to bring about the group’s physical
destruction, imposing measures intended to prevent births, and forcibly transferring
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children. In January 2024, the International Court of Justice, in the case brought by South
Africa against Israel, found it “plausible” that Israel’s actions in Gaza could constitute
genocide and ordered provisional measures. While this was not a final determination of
genocide, the ICJ’s finding of plausibility from the world’s highest court represented a
landmark legal development.

Apartheid Under International Law. The International Convention on the Suppres-
sion and Punishment of the Crime of Apartheid (1973) and the Rome Statute of the
International Criminal Court define apartheid as an institutionalized regime of systematic
oppression and domination by one racial group over another. In 2021 and 2022, Human
Rights Watch, Amnesty International, and the Israeli human rights organization B’ Tselem
each independently published extensive reports concluding that Israel’s treatment of
Palestinians meets the legal definition of apartheid. These reports documented two-tiered
legal systems, differential access to resources and freedom of movement, and systematic
dispossession—all hallmarks of an apartheid regime.

State Terrorism Defined. While there is no single universally accepted definition of
terrorism in international law, the concept of state terrorism refers to the use of violence,
intimidation, and terror by a government against a civilian population to achieve political
objectives. Critics of Israel point to military operations that have resulted in massive
civilian casualties, the use of collective punishment (including blockades and infrastructure
destruction), targeted assassinations, and punitive home demolitions as evidence that Israel
employs terror as an instrument of state policy.

Taken together, these legal frameworks provide the analytical tools through which critics
argue Israel’s conduct must be evaluated—mnot as a democracy exercising legitimate self-
defense, but as a state systematically violating the most fundamental norms of international
humanitarian law.

6.3 The Gaza Blockade and Siege — Conditions Cal-
culated to Destroy

Perhaps no single aspect of Israeli policy has generated more condemnation than its
treatment of the Gaza Strip, where approximately 2.3 million Palestinians live under
conditions that critics describe as an open-air prison.

The Blockade Since 2007. Following Hamas’s electoral victory in 2006 and subsequent
takeover of Gaza in 2007, Israel imposed a comprehensive land, air, and sea blockade on the
territory. This blockade has been maintained for over seventeen years, controlling the entry
of food, medicine, fuel, construction materials, and all other goods. The United Nations,
the International Committee of the Red Cross, and numerous humanitarian organizations
have described the blockade as a form of collective punishment—prohibited under Article
33 of the Fourth Geneva Convention.

Humanitarian Catastrophe. The blockade has produced what the UN has described
as a humanitarian catastrophe. Prior to the 2023-2024 military offensive, Gaza already
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suffered from unsafe drinking water affecting 97% of the population, electricity available
for only 4-8 hours per day, unemployment rates exceeding 45%, and severe restrictions
on medical supplies leading to the collapse of the healthcare system. The UN warned
repeatedly that Gaza would become “uninhabitable”—a threshold many argue was crossed
long before the current crisis.

The 2023-2025 Military Offensive. Following the October 7, 2023 attack by Hamas,
Israel launched a military offensive of unprecedented scale in Gaza. As documented by the
UN, the Gaza Health Ministry, and international media, tens of thousands of Palestinians
have been killed, a substantial proportion of them women and children. The destruction
of civilian infrastructure—including hospitals, schools serving as shelters, water treatment
facilities, bakeries, and residential neighborhoods—has been described by UN officials as
beyond anything seen in modern warfare. Entire family lines have been wiped from the
civil registry.

Critics argue that the deliberate imposition of these conditions—starvation through the
restriction of humanitarian aid, the destruction of all means of survival, and the forced
displacement of virtually the entire population—constitutes the infliction of conditions
calculated to bring about the physical destruction of the Palestinian population in Gaza,
meeting a core element of the Genocide Convention.

6.4 Documented Patterns of Violence Against Civil-
ians

The accusation that Israel engages in state terrorism rests substantially on the documented
pattern of disproportionate violence directed at Palestinian civilian populations across
multiple military operations and ongoing occupation practices.

Repeated Military Offensives in Gaza. Prior to the current conflict, Israel conducted
major military operations in Gaza in 20082009 (Operation Cast Lead), 2012 (Operation
Pillar of Defense), 2014 (Operation Protective Edge), and 2021 (Operation Guardian of
the Walls). Each of these operations resulted in significantly disproportionate Palestinian
civilian casualties. The UN-commissioned Goldstone Report on the 2008-2009 operation
concluded that Israel had committed actions amounting to war crimes and possibly crimes
against humanity, including the deliberate targeting of civilians and civilian infrastructure.

West Bank Violence and Settler Terrorism. In the occupied West Bank, Palestinians
face violence from both the Israeli military and Israeli settlers. The UN Office for the
Coordination of Humanitarian Affairs (OCHA) has documented a dramatic increase in
settler violence, including arson attacks on Palestinian property, physical assaults, and
killings—often carried out with the acquiescence or direct participation of Israeli soldiers.
The Israeli human rights organization Yesh Din has reported that over 90% of investigations
into settler violence are closed without indictment, indicating systematic impunity.

Targeted Assassinations and Extrajudicial Killings. Israel has conducted a decades-
long policy of targeted assassinations, killing individuals it designates as threats without
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trial or due process. While Israel frames these as security operations, critics note that these
extrajudicial killings frequently result in civilian deaths—so-called “collateral damage”—
and constitute a violation of the right to life and the principle of due process under
international law.

Administrative Detention and Torture. Thousands of Palestinians, including chil-
dren, have been held under administrative detention—imprisoned indefinitely without
charge or trial on the basis of secret evidence. Reports from the UN Committee Against
Torture, B'Tselem, and the Public Committee Against Torture in Israel have documented
the systematic use of torture and cruel, inhuman, and degrading treatment against
Palestinian detainees. The mistreatment of Palestinian prisoners has been a consistent
finding across decades of monitoring.

The cumulative weight of this evidence—spanning decades, documented by independent
international organizations, and confirmed by Israeli human rights groups themselves—
forms a central pillar of the argument that Israeli violence against Palestinian civilians is
not incidental but structural and deliberate.

6.5 Institutional and Ideological Structures of Domi-
nation

Critics argue that Israeli violence against Palestinians is not merely the product of
individual decisions or wartime exigencies, but is embedded in the institutional, legal,
and ideological structures of the Israeli state itself.

The Nation-State Law (2018). In 2018, Israel passed the Basic Law: Israel as
the Nation-State of the Jewish People, which declared that the right to national self-
determination in the State of Israel is unique to the Jewish people. This law effectively
codified a hierarchy of citizenship, relegating non-Jewish citizens—including the approx-
imately 21% of Israeli citizens who are Palestinian—to a subordinate status. Critics
and legal scholars have argued that this law formalized an ethnocratic state structure
incompatible with democratic equality.

Two Legal Systems. In the occupied West Bank, Israeli settlers live under Israeli civil
law while neighboring Palestinians live under Israeli military law. This dual legal regime
means that two populations living in the same territory are subject to entirely different
legal systems based on their national and ethnic identity. Palestinians can be detained,
tried, and convicted by military courts with conviction rates exceeding 99%, while settlers
accused of crimes against Palestinians are processed through a civilian system that rarely
results in meaningful accountability.

Dehumanizing Rhetoric from Officials. A critical element in the genocide argument
is evidence of intent, which can be inferred from statements by officials. During the
2023-2024 conflict, numerous Israeli officials made statements that legal scholars and UN
experts characterized as incitement to genocide. Senior officials described Palestinians
using dehumanizing language, called for the complete destruction of Gaza, and explicitly
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stated that there are no uninvolved civilians. A UN Special Committee found that such
rhetoric from the highest levels of government constitutes direct and public incitement to
genocide under Article I1I(c) of the Genocide Convention.

The Settlement Enterprise. The continued expansion of Israeli settlements in the occu-
pied West Bank—mnow housing over 700,000 settlers—represents the physical manifestation
of a state policy designed to permanently dispossess Palestinians of their land. Settlements
are connected by an infrastructure of settler-only roads, checkpoints, and the separation
barrier, which the ICJ ruled illegal in its 2004 advisory opinion. This infrastructure
fragments Palestinian territory, making a contiguous Palestinian state impossible—which
critics argue is precisely the intent.

The institutional character of these structures—enshrined in law, enforced by the military,
supported by infrastructure, and rationalized by official ideology—demonstrates, according
to critics, that the oppression of Palestinians is not a series of policy failures but the
deliberate design of the Israeli state.

6.6 International Condemnation and Legal Proceed-
ings

The argument that Israel constitutes a state engaged in genocide and terrorism is bolstered
by the unprecedented volume of condemnation and legal action taken by international
institutions.

The International Court of Justice. In January 2024, the ICJ issued provisional
measures in South Africa v. Israel, finding it plausible that Israel’s actions in Gaza violated
the Genocide Convention. The Court ordered Israel to take measures to prevent genocide,
ensure humanitarian access, and preserve evidence. In July 2024, the ICJ issued a landmark
advisory opinion on the legal consequences of Israel’s occupation of Palestinian territories,
finding that the occupation itself is illegal and must be ended. These rulings from the
principal judicial organ of the United Nations carry enormous legal and moral weight.

The International Criminal Court. In 2024, the ICC Prosecutor sought arrest
warrants for senior Israeli officials on charges including war crimes and crimes against
humanity in connection with the Gaza offensive and the use of starvation as a method
of warfare. The ICC’s engagement represents a significant step in the international legal
pursuit of accountability for Israeli state conduct.

United Nations Bodies. The UN General Assembly, the UN Human Rights Council,
and various UN Special Rapporteurs have issued extensive condemnations of Israeli actions.
The UN Special Rapporteur on the situation of human rights in the Palestinian territories
has described Israel’s actions as genocide. The UN Independent International Commission
of Inquiry on the Occupied Palestinian Territory has documented systematic violations of
international humanitarian law and international human rights law by Israeli forces.

Human Rights Organizations. The convergence of findings from Amnesty Interna-
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tional, Human Rights Watch, B’ Tselem, Al-Haq, and other respected organizations—each
conducting independent investigations and reaching similar conclusions about apartheid,
war crimes, and crimes against humanity—constitutes a body of evidence that is difficult
to dismiss as mere political bias.

The breadth and depth of this international condemnation—spanning courts, international
organizations, and civil society—reflects a growing consensus among legal and human rights
experts that Israeli state conduct crosses fundamental red lines established in the wake of
the Holocaust and World War II.

6.7 The Case for Accountability and the Failure of the
International System

The final dimension of this analysis concerns why, despite the evidence presented in the
preceding sections, Israel has largely evaded meaningful accountability—and what this
impunity reveals about the international legal order.

The Role of the United States. The United States has used its veto power in the
UN Security Council to block resolutions critical of Israel on dozens of occasions. The U.S.
provides Israel with approximately $3.8 billion in annual military aid, making it the largest
recipient of American foreign assistance. Critics argue that this unconditional support—
diplomatic, financial, and military—enables Israeli violations by ensuring that the state
faces no meaningful consequences for its actions. The U.S. veto effectively paralyzes the
primary international body responsible for maintaining peace and security.

Impunity and Its Consequences. Decades of impunity have, according to critics,
emboldened increasingly extreme Israeli policies. The trajectory from occupation to
settlement expansion to blockade to repeated military offensives of increasing intensity—
culminating in the current catastrophe in Gaza—follows a logic of escalation that impunity
makes possible. Without accountability, there is no deterrence; without deterrence, there
is no limit to the violence that can be inflicted.

The Double Standard. Critics point to the stark contrast between the international
response to Israeli actions and responses to comparable situations elsewhere. When Russia
invaded Ukraine, the international community imposed comprehensive sanctions, referred
the matter to the ICC, and provided substantial support to the affected population. The
differential response to Palestinian suffering, critics argue, reflects a racialized hierarchy in
the application of international law and the valuation of human life.

The Imperative of Accountability. The argument that Israel is a state engaged
in terrorism and genocide is, ultimately, an argument for the consistent and principled
application of international law. The legal frameworks invoked in this paper—the Genocide
Convention, the Geneva Conventions, the Rome Statute, the Apartheid Convention—were
created precisely to prevent the kinds of atrocities documented here. If these laws are to
have any meaning, critics argue, they must be applied universally, including to allies of
powerful states.
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6.8 Conclusion

This paper has presented the arguments and evidence marshaled by international courts,
human rights organizations, legal scholars, and UN bodies in support of the charac-
terization of Israel as a state engaged in acts of terrorism and genocide against the
Palestinian people. Across seven sections, it has examined the historical foundations
of dispossession, the applicable legal frameworks, the devastating conditions imposed on
Gaza, the documented patterns of violence against civilians, the institutional structures of
domination, the international legal proceedings, and the systemic failure of accountability.

The evidence presented is substantial and draws from the most authoritative sources in
international law and human rights. The ICJ’s finding that genocide is plausible, the
ICC’s pursuit of arrest warrants, the convergence of apartheid findings from leading human
rights organizations, and the documented scale of civilian casualties and infrastructure
destruction in Gaza collectively constitute a formidable case.

It must be acknowledged that Israel and its supporters contest these characterizations
vigorously. They argue that Israel acts in legitimate self-defense against terrorist organi-
zations, that civilian casualties are the tragic but unavoidable consequence of warfare in
densely populated areas, and that accusations of genocide and apartheid are politically
motivated and legally unfounded. These counterarguments deserve serious engagement,
and the ultimate legal determinations remain pending before international courts.

Nevertheless, the weight of evidence, the authority of the sources, and the consistency
of the findings across independent investigations present a case that demands the most
serious consideration. At stake is not merely the fate of one people, but the integrity and
credibility of the international legal order itself.
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6.10 Addendum: Status of Legal Proceedings (as of
February 2026)

The following section provides an updated assessment of the legal status of genocide, war-
crimes, and “state terrorism” claims as of February 2026.

This paper evaluates allegations that Israel’s conduct in the Gaza Strip may constitute
genocide and/or “state terrorism.” It distinguishes legal categories (genocide, war
crimes, crimes against humanity) from politically loaded labels, and relies on publicly
available legal instruments and proceedings—including the International Court of Justice
provisional-measures orders, the International Criminal Court actions, and relevant United
Nations human-rights reporting. It concludes that: (i) genocide is a specific legal crime
requiring proof of intent to destroy a protected group; (ii) there is substantial dispute and
ongoing legal process over whether that intent is provable; and (iii) “terrorism” lacks a
universally agreed definition in international law, and “state terrorism” is not a standard
treaty-based criminal charge—though certain state conduct can still be prosecuted as war
crimes or crimes against humanity.

2) Introduction

Since the October 2023 escalation involving Hamas and Israel, allegations of mass civilian
harm, starvation, forced displacement, and destruction of infrastructure in Gaza have
triggered major international legal proceedings and UN inquiries. The question “is it
genocide?” is not just moral or political; it is a legal classification under the 1948
Genocide Convention that depends on evidence of both acts and specific intent. At the
same time, the term “terrorism” is widely used in public debate, but international law
still has no single universal definition, complicating claims that a state is (legally) a
“terrorist” actor.

3) Definitions and Legal Framework

6.11 Genocide (legal test)

Under the Genocide Convention, genocide includes certain prohibited acts (killing, causing
serious bodily/mental harm, inflicting destructive conditions of life, preventing births,

90



transferring children) committed with intent to destroy, in whole or in part, a
national, ethnical, racial, or religious group. Key difficulty: proving intent (often
inferred from patterns of conduct and statements).

6.12 War crimes / crimes against humanity

Even when genocidal intent is disputed, conduct may still fall under war crimes or crimes
against humanity frameworks. For example, “starvation of civilians as a method of warfare”
is addressed in customary IHL summaries and is reflected in International Committee of
the Red Cross materials and the International Criminal Court framework.

6.13 “Terrorism” and “state terrorism?”

There is no universally accepted treaty definition of terrorism; the United Nations Office
on Drugs and Crime explains the practical consequences of this gap. The United Nations
Security Council has described terrorism (e.g., Resolution 1566) in terms of criminal acts
intended to cause death/serious injury or hostage-taking to intimidate populations or
compel action, but this is not a single global criminal-code definition, and “state
terrorism” remains more a scholarly/political term than a standardized charge.

4) Core Allegations and Supporting Claims Cited by Accusers

This section summarizes claims made by major institutions and reports; it does not treat
them as final legal findings.

6.14 UN Commission of Inquiry allegations (genocide
claim)

A UN Human Rights Council Commission of Inquiry report (Sept 2025) asserted that

Israel “has committed genocide” in Gaza, citing multiple Genocide Convention criteria

and referring to evidence including patterns of attacks, humanitarian restrictions, and
statements by officials.

6.15 ICJ provisional measures (plausibility/risk, not
a final ruling)
In the case brought by South Africa, the International Court of Justice issued provisional-

measures orders (Jan 26, 2024; Mar 28, 2024; May 24, 2024). These orders are widely
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understood as addressing urgent protection of rights and risk while the merits are pending—
not as a final determination that genocide occurred.

6.16 ICC arrest warrants and alleged crimes

The International Criminal Court Prosecutor sought warrants (May 2024) and the ICC
later issued warrants (Nov 2024) for Israeli leaders and a Hamas figure, alleging war
crimes/crimes against humanity in the Situation in the State of Palestine (with juris-
dictional disputes continuing).

6.17 2026 UN reporting on atrocity crimes by multi-
ple parties

A Feb 19, 2026 report described by Reuters states that a UN report found both Israeli
forces and Hamas/other Palestinian armed groups committed “atrocity crimes”
and serious ITHL violations, and raised concerns about displacement and humanitarian
conditions.

5) Major Counterarguments and Disputed Issues

6.18 The intent element (genocide vs other crimes)

A central dispute is whether Israel’s conduct demonstrates the specific intent to destroy
Palestinians in Gaza “in whole or in part,” as opposed to (even unlawful) conduct pursued
under asserted military objectives against Hamas. This is the line many legal analysts say
makes the genocide question uniquely hard.

6.19 Israel’s position and allegations of bias

Israel has repeatedly rejected genocide allegations and has criticized UN bodies and some
reports as biased (and, at times, antisemitic), while insisting its campaign is self-defense
following Hamas’s October 7 attack and is directed at Hamas rather than civilians.

6.20 “Terrorism” label as a legal claim

Even if actions are described as terrorizing in effect, translating that into a legal
determination of “terrorism” is difficult because international law’s definitional landscape
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is fragmented. Many experts therefore focus on clearer legal pathways (war crimes/crimes
against humanity) rather than branding a state “terrorist.”

6) Status of Proceedings and What Can Honestly Be Claimed Today

ICJ: Provisional measures have been ordered and modified, but the ICJ has not issued
a final merits judgment determining whether genocide occurred.

ICC: Warrants and proceedings indicate that ICC judges found grounds to proceed on
alleged international crimes, while jurisdictional challenges continue.

UN reporting: Some UN mechanisms have made strong genocide findings, while
other UN-related reporting highlights atrocity crimes and serious violations by multiple
parties. These findings influence public debate and accountability efforts but are contested
and do not automatically equal binding court judgments.

7) Conclusion

A rigorous, defensible paper cannot responsibly “prove” that Israel is a “terror genocide
state” as a settled fact—because (i) genocide is a narrow legal crime requiring proof of
specific intent that is still being litigated and debated, and (ii) terrorism lacks a universal
international-law definition and “state terrorism” is not a standard treaty-based charge.
What can be supported—based on current public records—is that:

Multiple authoritative bodies have alleged serious international crimes, including
genocide claims by a UN Commission of Inquiry, alongside extensive allegations of war
crimes and crimes against humanity.

International courts are actively engaged: the ICJ has ordered provisional measures; the
ICC has pursued cases and issued warrants in the broader situation.

Any final legal determination—especially on genocide—depends on evidence tested through
legal standards and procedure, not rhetorical labels.

For the broader context of post-1945 liberal-democratic intervention, see Chapters 4 and 5.
For the Syria case study, see Chapter 7.
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Chapter 7

Foreign Intervention, Regime
Change, and the Syria Paradigm

A consolidated analysis of foreign intervention and its consequences, integrating structural
theory, comparative data, and a detailed Syria narrative.

Chapter Summary

This chapter consolidates the analysis of foreign intervention, regime change, and their
consequences, with Syria as the central case study. It integrates theoretical frameworks on
the intervention-chaos cycle, comparative data on foreign-imposed regime change outcomes
across multiple countries, and a detailed narrative of the Syrian conflict from 2011 through
the post-2024 HTS takeover. The chapter argues that the pattern of “promise

to intervention

to collapse

to silence” is not an aberration but a structural feature of liberal-democratic foreign policy.
(See also Chapters 4 and 5 for the broader post-1945 conflict data, and Chapter 6 for the
Israel-Palestine legal analysis.)

Part A: Structural Analysis of Intervention and Chaos

This paper examines the historical and contemporary pattern in which liberal-democratic
states intervene in foreign countries under the stated aim of promoting democracy, human
rights, or humanitarian protection. Drawing on political-science literature, international-
relations theory, and empirical case studies, the paper argues that such interventions
frequently produce outcomes opposite to their stated goals: state collapse, civil war, mass
displacement, and long-term instability. The Syrian conflict is used as a paradigmatic
example of how international involvement—combined with media narratives, geopolitical
competition, and fragmented opposition—contributed to catastrophic humanitarian con-
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sequences without achieving democratization. The analysis concludes that the rhetoric of
“liberation” often functions as a legitimizing discourse rather than a reliable predictor of
outcomes.

1. Introduction

Since the early 20th century, liberal-democratic states have repeatedly justified foreign
interventions by invoking universal values such as democracy, human rights, and humani-
tarian protection. Yet the empirical record shows that externally engineered regime change
rarely produces stable democratic governance (Carothers, 1999; Paris, 2004). Instead,
interventions often result in prolonged conflict, institutional collapse, and humanitarian
crises. This paper analyzes this contradiction and argues that the gap between stated
intentions and actual outcomes is structural, not incidental.

2. Historical Pattern of Intervention and Regime Change

7.1 Liberal-Democratic States and Covert or Overt
Interventions

Academic literature documents numerous cases in which liberal-democratic states
intervened—directly or indirectly—in foreign political systems. Examples include:

o Iran (1953) — Overthrow of Mossadegh (Kinzer, 2003)

o Guatemala (1954) — CIA-backed coup (Schlesinger & Kinzer, 2005)

o Congo (1960) — Removal of Lumumba (Gibbs, 1991)

o Chile (1973) — Support for coup against Allende (Kornbluh, 2013)

o Afghanistan (2001-) — State-building failure (Suhrke, 2011)

o Iraq (2003-) — Collapse of state institutions (Dodge, 2013)

o Libya (2011) — NATO intervention and state failure (Kuperman, 2015)
o Syria (2011-) — Multi-actor intervention and civil war (Phillips, 2016)

In each case, the stated objective was democratization or humanitarian protection. The
outcomes, however, often diverged sharply from these goals.

3. The Structural Failure of Externally Imposed Democracy

7.2 Theoretical Explanation

A. Lack of Institutional Foundations

Democracy requires functioning institutions—courts, civil service, security forces—which
cannot be created through military intervention (Fukuyama, 2004).
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B. Power Vacuums

Removing a regime without a viable replacement creates competition among armed groups
(Mann, 2005).

C. Geopolitical Competition

Foreign powers support different factions, turning local conflicts into proxy wars (Gause,
2014).

D. Legitimacy Deficit

Governments installed or supported by foreign powers often lack domestic legitimacy (Lake,
2010).

E. Economic Collapse
War destroys infrastructure, markets, and social cohesion (Collier, 2007).

These structural factors explain why interventions often produce chaos rather than
democracy.

4. The Case of Syria: A Paradigmatic Failure

7.3 The International “Campaign” Narrative

In the early 2010s, numerous political actors—including presidents, prime ministers,
parliamentarians, NGOs, media outlets, and public figures—framed the Syrian uprising
as a struggle for:

e democracy
e human rights
 liberation

e protection of civilians

This narrative was amplified across global media (Lynch, Freelon & Aday, 2014).

7.4 The Reality: Catastrophic Human Consequences

A. Mass Displacement

Over 12 million Syrians were displaced (UNHCR, 2022).
B. Large-Scale Death and Destruction

Hundreds of thousands were killed (Sparrow, 2018).

C. Fragmentation of the State
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Syria fractured into zones controlled by:

e government forces

e oOpposition groups

e extremist organizations

o foreign militaries

e proxy militias

(Phillips, 2016)

D. Rise of Extremist Groups

Power vacuums enabled the emergence of ISIS and other extremist factions (Lister, 2015).
E. No Democratic Transition

Despite the rhetoric of liberation, Syria did not transition to:

e democracy

e human rights protections

e pluralism

e minority rights

o rule of law

The outcome was the opposite of the stated goals.

7.5 The Silence After the Collapse of the Narrative

Once the conflict produced catastrophic outcomes, many of the actors who had promoted
the “liberation” narrative shifted attention elsewhere. Scholars note that Western political

discourse moved on, leaving Syrians with the consequences (Yassin-Kassab & Al-Shami,
2016).

5. The Gap Between Rhetoric and Outcome

7.6 Humanitarian Language as Political Instrument

Scholars argue that humanitarian and democratic rhetoric often serves to:

o legitimize intervention
e mobilize public support

o frame geopolitical actions as moral imperatives
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e obscure strategic interests

(Chandler, 2006; Barnett, 2011)

7.7 The Pattern of “Promise — Intervention — Col-
lapse — Silence”

Across multiple cases, the same sequence appears:

1. Promise: liberation, democracy, human rights

2. Intervention: direct or indirect

3. Collapse: civil war, displacement, instability

4. Silence: disappearance of earlier advocates

Syria is one of the clearest examples of this pattern in the 21st century.
6. Conclusion

This paper has demonstrated that:

e Liberal-democratic states have repeatedly intervened in foreign countries under the
banner of democracy and human rights.

e These interventions often produce outcomes opposite to their stated goals.

e Syria represents a contemporary case where international involvement contributed to
catastrophic humanitarian consequences without achieving democratization.

e The rhetoric of liberation frequently functions as a legitimizing discourse rather than a
reliable predictor of outcomes.

The Syrian case illustrates a broader structural problem: external intervention, even when
framed in moral language, rarely produces liberal democracy and often results in long-term
chaos.
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Your Claim Supporting Evidence from Sources
Recent Reports (2025-2026)

Intervention led to chaos, not The new Syrian government is IPS Journal , UN Geneva ,
democracy consolidating power through  IISS
coercion, not inclusive
governance. The country
remains fragile, with ongoing
violence and a risk of renewed
conflict. The political
transition has abandoned the
roadmap for democracy
outlined in UN Security
Council Resolution 2254 .
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Millions displaced, hundreds of UNHCR estimates over 1.44  ReliefWeb , SNHR
thousands killed million people have returned

since late 2024, but this is only

a fraction of those who fled.

Daily reports from human

rights organizations continue

to document civilian casualties

from landmines, unexploded

ordnance, and ongoing

violence .
Puppets took control, no The current President, Ahmed IPS Journal , IISS
human rights al-Sharaa, leads a government

that is concentrating authority
and has been accused of
employing exclusionary
rhetoric and coercion against
minority groups, including
Kurds, Alawites, and Druze.
These groups, making up
around 40% of the population,
risk exclusion from central

governance .
A project backed by media Analysis indicates the US and Asia Times , IISS
and powers regional powers shifted their

support to a centralized
government under Damascus,
effectively abandoning the
Kurds, a former key ally. This
was part of a geopolitical
strategy to offload the
management of Syria onto a
strongman, with tacit approval
from Western and regional

actors .
No one concerns about While international actors like France ONU , IISS
legitimate demands France and the UN call for

inclusive governance and
women’s participation, the
reality on the ground is that
the new government faces little
international pressure to
uphold these principles. The
focus has shifted from
democratic ideals to stability
and counter-terrorism .
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From ”Liberation” to a New Authoritarianism

The initial goal of establishing a liberal democracy in Syria has been abandoned. The
transitional government, led by President Ahmed al-Sharaa and his Hay’at Tahrir al-Sham
(HTS) faction, has prioritized "regime consolidation over genuine transitional governance”

Concentration of Power: The government has concentrated executive and legislative
authority in the presidency, moving forward with unilateral institution-building that
excludes other groups .

Exclusionary Tactics: The approach towards minorities—Kurds, Alawites, and Druze,
who together constitute about 40% of the population—has been coercive. The strategy
involves ”territorial containment combined with exclusion from central governance and
national decision-making processes,” with reports of supporting unofficial paramilitary
structures to commit violence while maintaining ”plausible deniability” . One analysis
describes the government’s method as ”integration through coercion” .

Abandoning the UN Roadmap: The diplomatic success of the new Syrian leadership,
including securing Western support, has effectively meant abandoning the commitments
enshrined in UN Security Council Resolution 2254, which provides a clear roadmap
for a Syrian-led political transition leading to credible, inclusive governance .

The Human Cost: Displacement and Death

The human suffering that accompanied this geopolitical project is well-documented and
ongoing.

Mass Displacement and Returns: While UNHCR estimates that over 1.44 million
people have returned to Syria since December 2024, this number represents a fraction of
the millions who fled . For those returning, conditions are dire. Humanitarian agencies
are providing core relief items like mattresses, blankets, and kitchen sets to displaced
individuals in collective shelters .

Continued Civilian Casualties: The Syrian Network for Human Rights (SNHR), which
has documented over a quarter of a million civilian deaths since the conflict began,
continues to report daily killings. In just two days, February 17 and 18, 2026, they
documented at least five civilian deaths from landmines, unexploded ordnance, and gunfire

These ongoing casualties indicate ”continuing gaps in protection and accountability
systems” .

The Geopolitical Project: A ”Show” of Support

Your claim that media and international powers were part of a coordinated project finds
support in analyses of the shifting geopolitical landscape.

Shifting US Policy: The United States, under the Trump administration, fundamentally
shifted its strategy. It chose to support a centralized government in Damascus, seeing it as
a way to offload the burden of managing Syria . This pivot meant abandoning the Kurdish-
led Syrian Democratic Forces (SDF), a key US ally in the fight against ISIS. The US Special
Envoy publicly assessed that the SDF’s role had ”largely expired,” and President Trump
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called President al-Sharaa to laud his achievements .

Regional and International Backing: This vision of a strong, centralized state was
anchored by regional powers like Turkey and Saudi Arabia and tacitly approved by
the US . The international community’s eagerness for a strong authority in Damascus
overrode previous concerns about the HTS leadership’s origins or its commitment to
democratic principles . Even as France publicly calls for inclusive governance and women’s
participation, its diplomatic engagement and support for the ”Syrian transition” signal
acceptance of the new reality .

The Forgotten Demands

The original, legitimate demands for freedom, human rights, and inclusive democracy have
been sidelined.

Minority Rights at Risk: The January 2026 agreement between Damascus and the
SDF, while ending immediate hostilities, established only vague principles for Kurdish
inclusion . The focus is now on stability and counter-terrorism, with international actors
urging the new government to fight ISIS remnants and secure its borders . Concerns
about "representational diversity in governance structures” and the need to challenge the
“emerging Arab Sunni-centric governance paradigm” are raised by experts, but these are
not the central focus of international policy .

Impunity and Unfinished Justice: The UN stresses that addressing the issue of the
missing and implementing transitional justice are "fundamental elements for a credible and
successful political transition” . However, the new government has been slow to establish
mechanisms for accountability, and human rights groups warn against repeating ”patterns
of impunity that have contributed to fueling violence” . While countries like Canada have
lifted broad economic sanctions to support recovery, they have also imposed new sanctions
on individuals linked to abuses, showing a calibrated but limited approach to accountability

In conclusion, the evidence paints a stark picture. The internationally backed project in
Syria has not led to the liberal democracy that was promised. Instead, it has resulted
in a fragile and chaotic situation dominated by a new authoritarian government, with
the original goals of human rights and inclusive representation all but abandoned by the
international community.

Part B: Comparative Evidence — Foreign Interven-
tions and Democratic Outcomes

The core claim—that some liberal-democratic states have conducted overt interventions
and covert action (including coup planning), and that these actions frequently failed to
yield liberal-democratic outcomes while coinciding with severe humanitarian harm—is
substantially supported, but only in qualified form. The evidence is strongest for: (a)
documented planning and execution of covert regime-change operations in the Cold War
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(e.g., Iran 1953), and (b) post-1990 large-scale military interventions and “limited” regime-
change operations whose aftermaths produced prolonged instability and authoritarian
relapse (e.g., Iraq, Libya, Afghanistan).

Syria is a more complex test. The record shows extensive multi-actor foreign in-
volvement—overt military campaigns, grey-zone operations, and sustained external
material support to local armed actors—alongside a domestic uprising, state repression,
factionalisation, and regional rivalry. These interacting causes make it difficult to
isolate “foreign intervention” as the primary driver of outcome, yet the humanitarian
and governance outcomes remain consistent with the claim’s “chaos rather than liberal
democracy” framing.

Across cases, “installed puppets” is well-supported in some contexts (most clearly Iran
1953), partly supported in others (externally-brokered interim authorities with heavy
dependence), and contested/ambiguous where outcomes were shaped by fragmented
coalitions, multiple foreign sponsors, and local agency (notably Syria and post-2011 Libya).

Policy-relevant lessons emphasised by official inquiries and post-mortems include: the
dangers of threat inflation, insufficient post-conflict planning, weak assumptions about
democratic transition under violence, and the accountability/legitimacy risks created by
covert action and proxy warfare.

Scope, definitions, and methods

This report focuses on state and major non-state interventions since 1990, with
one Cold War case study included at the user’s request. The term “liberal-democratic
countries” is operationalised as governments commonly classified as democratic in main-
stream comparative reporting and included among the principal intervention decision-
makers in these cases (notably the United States, United Kingdom, and France), while
also accounting for the decisive roles of non-liberal interveners and regional powers where
relevant.

“Intervention” is defined broadly to include: (i) overt military action (invasion, air cam-
paigns, deployments), (ii) covert action and clandestine political warfare (funding/media
support, coup planning/execution), (iii) large-scale train-and-equip programmes and proxy
support, and (iv) internationally coordinated sanctions and diplomatic packages when they
are integral to regime-change or wartime strategies.

Evidence priorities follow your request: primary/official documentation (UN resolutions;
Article 51 letters; official inquiries and congressional research), declassified records, major
NGO/UN field reporting, peer-reviewed public health studies for contested casualty esti-
mation, and reputable investigative outlets (especially where governments do not publish
operational detail).

Several methodological limits apply throughout: (a) casualty counts differ by method
(documented deaths vs excess mortality vs model-based estimates), (b) displacement
is dynamic and definitions vary between “refugees”, “IDPs”, and returnees, and (c)
attributing governance outcomes to intervention (rather than local politics, pre-war state
capacity, or rival foreign sponsors) is inherently non-experimental.
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Comparative case studies overview

Comparative table of interventions and outcomes

Case Key external Intervention Documented Governance Humanitarian Current
actors type plan- outcome vs impact governance
(overt/covert) ning/coordinatidveral (indicative)  snapshot
democracy”
aim
Syria United Mixed: US covert Prolonged ~306,887 Post-Dec
States (+ covert support civil war; civilian 2024 collapse,
partners); support to  authorised  fragmented deaths (Mar interim
Turkey; Gulf some via secret territorial 2011-Mar authorities;
states; opposition  intelligence control; 2021 elections
Russia; Iran; factions; “finding” post-2024 estimate); planned but
Islamic overt (reported);  transition >14 million state control
State; counter-IS  DIA report still displaced incomplete;
Kurdish-led strikes; (declassified) contested, over 2011-24; continuing
forces multiple describing  with infrastruc-  external
foreign external continuing  ture/buildingsmilitary
military support foreign forces damage est. presence and
actions patterns; US and $108bn, re- sectarian
(including by Article 51 incomplete  construction violence
Russia and  letter state control costs issues
Turkey) justifying enormous
strikes in
Syria; later
reported
termination
of CIA arms
support
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Iraq (2003)  United Overt inva- UK inquiry: Elections Excess Rated “Not
States + sion/occupatiamy UNSC occurred but deaths Free” with
United post-war authorising  with attributable score 31/100
Kingdom governance resolution;  persistent to war in 2025
coalition; engineering; diplomacy instability,  ~405,000 (UI assessment
later regional later renewed not insurgency  48k-751k)
actors and  counter-IS  exhausted; and for
non-state operations  inadequate  corruption; 2003-2011
armed post-conflict democratic  (survey-
groups planning. US consolidation based);

WMD weak documented
Commission: violent

IC “dead civilian
wrong” on deaths
WMD 120,108 in
assessments; IBC

CPA orders database by
reshaped end-2011;
state displacement
institutions ~4m by 2007

Libya (2011) NATO Overt air/sea UNSC Res  State Surveillance Rated “Not
members led campaign 1973 collapse study cited Free” with
by (no-fly zone; authorised  dynamics in peer- score 10/100
France/United'protect “all necessary and militia  reviewed
King- civilians”);  measures” to pluralism; medical
dom/United post- protect civil conflict literature:

States; intervention civilians; UK and 21,490 killed
regional fragmenta-  parliamen-  governance and ~435,000
backers; tion; arms tary report: fragmenta-  displaced
armed embargo threat to tion; (Feb
factions violations civilians democratic  2011-Feb
publicly institutions  2012);
overstated  frag- continuing
and ile/contested displacement
post-conflict ~147,000
planning IDPs
weak; UN reported
Panels (Feb 2024)
document
arms
embargo
violations
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Afghanistan
(2001-2021)

Iran (1953)

NATO
members;
United
States;
regional
actors

United
States and
United
Kingdom
(historical)

Overt
intervention
and
two-decade
state-
building
effort;
extensive
security
assistance;
eventual
regime
collapse

Covert coup
planning and
execution

UNSC
resolutions
after 9/11
recognised
right of
self-defence;
US AUMF
authorised
force
domestically;
“Afghanistan
Papers”
based on
SIGAR
interviews
indicate
officials

misled public

about war
progress

FRUS
includes
“Planning
and Imple-
mentation of
Operation
TPAJAX?”,
CIA
“Clandestine
Service
History”
(Wilber
report)
details
operation;
later

CIA /public

acknowledge-

ments note

coup backing
and undemo-

cratic
character

Initial
institution-
building
followed by
insurgency
persistence
and 2021
Taliban
takeover;

authoritarian

relapse

Regime
trajectory
toward
strengthened
monarchy
and later

authoritarian

governance;
democratic
development
disrupted
(long-run
consequences
contested in
detail, but

coup support

is explicit)

Costs of War Rated “Not
estimate Free” with
(through score 6/100
Aug 2021):

~176,000

direct war

deaths in

Afghanistan;

civilian

casualties

documented

by UNAMA

in 2021 alone

(mid-year)

5,183

(killed+injured).
Displace-
ment at least
5.9m by Aug
2021; 5.8m
Afghan
refugees
end-2024
Not
comparable
to large
post-1990
wars in
displace-
ment /scale;
key harm
channel is
political
subversion
and
longer-run
repression
risk

Historical
case;
included as
Cold War
comparator;
demonstrates
feasibility of
covert
regime-
change
operations
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Syria case study
Chronology of foreign intervention

Syria’s conflict began with protests in March 2011 amid regional upheaval, escalating into
armed conflict; external involvement grew as the death toll rose and as chemical weapons
and regional spillovers became central in international debates.

By August 2011, the United States President publicly called on Syria’s president to step
down, signalling an explicit political objective beyond humanitarian relief.

Evidence indicates a shift from rhetoric to structured covert support: Reuters reported in
2012 that the US President signed a secret order (an intelligence “finding”) authorising
support to rebels seeking to depose the Syrian government.

From September 2014, the US notified the UN that it had initiated “necessary and
proportionate” military actions in Syria against ISIL, framing the legal basis as collective
self-defence of Iraq and related self-defence rationales in an Article 51 letter (S/2014/695).

Russia’s overt military intervention began with air strikes in late September 2015, following
domestic authorisation to deploy forces; this intervention materially altered battlefield
dynamics and reflected a distinct legal justification logic (“intervention by invitation” from
the Syrian government) compared to the US coalition’s “self-defence” framing.

Multiple rounds of Turkish military operations (2016, 2018, 2019) targeted areas previously
controlled by Kurdish-led forces along the border, reflecting a third external agenda
(preventing Kurdish autonomy /decentralisation and addressing alleged links to the PKK).

By 2017, Reuters reported the US administration had decided to halt the CIA programme
equipping and training some anti-government rebel groups—illustrating how covert inter-
vention strategies were revised amid battlefield and diplomatic shifts.

The conflict’s political endpoint shifted again with a reported collapse of the previous
Syrian government in December 2024 and transition processes in 2025, while external
actors (including Turkey and Israel, per the CRS report) continued to operate inside Syria
and the national government did not control all territory.

2011protests escalateinto armed conflict2012reported US covertfinding authorisingsupport
to rebels;declassified DIAassessmenthighlights externalsupport patterns2014US begins
strikesagainst ISIL in Syria;Article 51 letter toUN2015Russia begins aircampaign;
USsecurity  supportdeepens  toKurdish-led  partnerforces2016-2019Turkish  cross-
borderoperations  reshapenorthern  controlzones2017reported  terminationof  CIA
arms supportprogramme2022UN human rightsoffice publishescivilian deathestimate
for2011-20212024collapse  of  priorgovernmentreported; newtransitionalauthorities
emerge2025transition frameworkand plannedelections amidincomplete statecontrol
andcontinuing foreignpresenceSyria: major intervention and governance milestones

Documented planning, coordination, and proxy support

A declassified Defense Intelligence Agency product (released via FOIA litigation and
published online) assessed in 2012 that “the West, Gulf countries, and Turkey support
the opposition” and described the insurgency’s major forces as including salafists, the
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Muslim Brotherhood, and AQI-related elements—indicating that US defence intelligence
was tracking the likely trajectory of factionalisation and extremist salience early in the
war.

Reuters’ 2012 reporting about a secret intelligence “finding” and Reuters’ later reporting
about CIA-coordinated aid being frozen or halted provide additional corroboration that
US involvement included structured covert channels beyond public diplomacy.

Leaks and declassified diplomatic records add another layer: a WikiLeaks-hosted PDF
of a media report about undisclosed diplomatic cables describes US funding for Syrian
opposition groups and related projects, including a satellite TV channel that broadcast anti-
government programming (Barada TV). Even where secondary framing is contested, the
underlying point—external support for opposition communication infrastructure—aligns
with the broader record of political warfare tools accompanying kinetic conflict.

UN human-rights documentation also recognises that external actors’ material and finan-
cial support to parties inside Syria prolonged conflict dynamics, although these sources
typically do not attribute this role to any single state across the entire war.

Humanitarian impact and post-intervention governance outcomes

The Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights estimated 306,887 civilians
killed between March 2011 and March 2021 (with explicit caution that this is direct
war operations and excludes indirect deaths), using individually documented records plus
statistical estimation methods.

A World Bank rapid damage and reconstruction assessment (covering 2011-24) describes a
humanitarian crisis of extraordinary scale, citing nearly 618,000 lives reportedly lost
and more than 14 million displaced, and estimates $108 billion in physical damage to
infrastructure and buildings (roughly one-third of gross capital stock), with governorates
like Aleppo and Rif Dimashq among the hardest hit.

On governance after 2024, a Congressional Research Service report describes a five-
year transitional framework with elections planned, but emphasises incomplete territorial
control (northeast under Kurdish-led forces; southern areas influenced by Druze actors),
ongoing foreign military presence (including Turkey; and Israeli moves into formerly
demilitarised areas), and sectarian violence that underscores limited interim capacity and
uncertain inclusivity.

Assessment for the Syria “chaos not democracy” claim: The humanitarian and
governance outcomes cited above support the “chaos / unmet democracy outcomes” com-
ponent strongly. The “installed puppets” component is weaker as a universal descriptor,
because (i) there were multiple foreign sponsors with competing aims, (ii) governance in
several areas was exercised by local coalitions with their own agendas, and (iii) post-2024
transitional leadership cannot be straightforwardly characterised as the product of a single
external patron from the evidence cited here.

Iraq case study

Chronology of intervention and occupation
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The legal-diplomatic runway to war included UN Security Council Resolution 1441 (2002),
which offered Iraq a “final opportunity” to comply with disarmament obligations and
intensified inspection and reporting mechanisms.

The 2003 invasion and subsequent occupation were followed by the Coalition Provisional
Authority’s restructuring of Iraqi state institutions, including formal de-Ba’athification
(CPA Order No. 1) and dissolution of key entities including defence-related institutions
(CPA Order No. 2).

Subsequent years saw state-building efforts alongside insurgency and sectarian violence;
while Iraq held elections and formal constitutional processes, governance stability and civil
security were severely challenged, contributing to later waves of conflict, including the rise
of the Islamic State in 2014 and the re-internationalisation of combat operations.

2002UNSC Resolution1441 strengthensinspectionsframework2003invasion;
CPAestablished;de-Ba’athificationand dissolutionorders issued2004-2005interim political-
process andelections/constitutionalsteps2006-2008peak sectarianviolence andinsurgency
dynamics201lend of major USoccupation phase(troop withdrawalcontext)2014ISIL
offensive; US-ledcoalition operationsresume in Iraq/Syriaregion2025democracy andrights
conditionsremain weak incomparative ratingslraq: intervention, state restructuring, and
aftermath

Documented planning/coordination failures and threat narratives

The UK’s Iraq Inquiry executive summary concludes that the UK participated in military
action “without support for an authorising resolution” in the Security Council; that
diplomatic options were not exhausted and therefore war was not a last resort; and that
there was a “lack of adequate preparation for the post-conflict period,” contributing to
deterioration in security after the invasion.

The US Commission on the Intelligence Capabilities regarding WMD (“Robb-Silberman
Commission”) states it concluded the Intelligence Community was “dead wrong in almost
all of its pre-war judgments about Iraq’s weapons of mass destruction,” attributing this
to collection failures, analytical errors, and insufficient candour about assumption-driven
judgments (while also reporting no indication of deliberate distortion by intelligence
professionals).

These official findings support a central mechanism in the broader claim: interventions
justified through public threat narratives can be grounded in weak or mistaken intelligence,
and post-intervention governance requirements can be radically underestimated even by
the principal decision-makers.

Humanitarian impact, displacement, and governance outcome

A peer-reviewed national cluster survey (PLOS Medicine) estimated approximately
405,000 excess deaths attributable to the conflict between March 2003 and June
2011 (with a wide uncertainty interval), and concluded that most excess mortality was due
to direct violence, with a substantial remainder linked to indirect causes associated with
infrastructure collapse and system failure.

109



As a complementary “documented deaths” approach (not excess mortality), Iraq Body
Count reported 120,108 civilian deaths in its database by early 2012 for the 2003-2011
period it analysed, explicitly describing these as a verifiable documentary record rather
than an estimate.

On displacement, UNHCR reporting in 2007 described “close to four million displaced
Iraqis” (about 1.9 million internally and up to 2 million outside Iraq), indicating severe
mass displacement within a few years of the invasion and subsequent violence.

On governance quality, a 2025 comparative freedom assessment rates Iraq “Not Free”
with a score of 31/100, reflecting persistent institutional and rights deficits long after the
intervention’s declared democratisation goals.

Assessment for the Iraq ‘“chaos not democracy” claim: Iraq demonstrates that
regime removal plus externally administered state restructuring can coexist with elections
yet fail to yield stable liberal-democratic governance, while imposing large mortality and
displacement costs. The “puppet regime” framing is partly supported insofar as early post-
invasion authorities and many policy decisions were externally imposed (e.g., CPA orders),
but the subsequent political order also reflected domestic parties, militias, and regional
influence not reducible to a single foreign patron.

Mechanisms across cases
Covert versus overt pathways and “plausible deniability”

The Iran case provides unusually direct evidence of covert action planning and execution:
FRUS reproduces “Planning and Implementation of Operation TPAJAX,” while the CIA’s
internal “Clandestine Service History” (Wilber report) narrates operational components
of the coup effort.

Syria provides post-1990 evidence that covert action and political warfare tools can ac-
company overt military campaigns: Reuters reporting describes a presidential intelligence
“finding” and later termination of a CIA arms/assistance programme; the declassified DIA
assessment documented external support patterns; and leaked cable reporting describes
secret funding for opposition-linked media.

Afghanistan adds a documented pattern of strategic communications misalignment: the
Washington Post’s “Afghanistan Papers” (based on SIGAR interviews/memos) describes
officials’ private pessimism and public optimism, supporting the proposition that informa-
tion management can become a systemic feature of long interventions.

Military and proxy support flows

In Syria, the evidence base points to multi-channel external support to armed actors: the
DIA report explicitly notes “West, Gulf countries, and Turkey support the opposition,”
while the CRS describes US security support to the Kurdish-led Syrian Democratic Forces
since 2015 and continuing US deployment in eastern/southern Syria paired with dialogue
and integration efforts.

Libya illustrates the “limited air campaign” plus post-conflict fragmentation dynamic:
NATO’s own operational account records enforcement of an arms embargo and no-fly
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zone and “actions to protect civilians” under UNSCR 1973, while UN Panel of Experts
reporting documents arms embargo violations and foreign support that increased armed
groups’ capacities, contributing to conflict persistence.

Afghanistan shows a long-term security assistance and state-building pathway: UNSC
resolutions and domestic legal authorisations created a permissive framework for sustained
operations; evidence on outcomes suggests that large external assistance did not ensure
durable institutions, culminating in Taliban takeover and subsequent documented human
rights violations against former officials and broad rights restrictions (as reflected in UN
reporting and freedom ratings).

Media, NGO advocacy, and information operations

Official inquiries into Iraq stress the importance of separating intelligence assessment from
policy argument; the UK Iraq Inquiry highlights the controversy over WMD assessments
and the presentation of threat claims, while the US WMD Commission emphasises
analytical failure rather than politicised distortion—together demonstrating how public
narratives can outpace evidentiary robustness.

In Libya, the UK parliamentary report states that analysis later suggested the “immediate
threat to civilians was being publicly overstated,” and that Resolution 1973 did not
address regime change or post-conflict reconstruction—yet the intervention’s trajectory
became associated with regime collapse and insufficient stabilisation planning. This is
a documented example of humanitarian-framed advocacy and urgency claims interacting
with limited planning for the day after.

In Syria, documented support to opposition communications (e.g., Barada TV funding
described in cable-related reporting) and large-scale international messaging about ac-
countability, chemical weapons, and counterterrorism show the informational dimension of
conflict. Yet the Syria case also demonstrates that information operations are multipolar:
competing states and armed actors have strong incentives to promote narratives that
legitimise their preferred outcomes, complicating public understanding and policy feedback
loops.

Celebrity campaigns are real in modern conflicts but vary widely by case and are harder
to measure rigorously than formal state communications; the strongest evidence base in
the sources prioritised here concerns official dossiers/inquiries, leaked documents, and
institutional reporting rather than individual celebrity impact.

Legal and ethical frameworks, counterfactuals, and alternative explanations
International law baselines and common justifications

The UN Charter’s core rule prohibits the threat or use of force against the territorial
integrity or political independence of any state (Article 2(4)), with recognised pathways
including Security Council authorisation under Chapter VII and self-defence under Article
51.

The “Responsibility to Protect” doctrine, articulated in paragraphs 138-139 of the 2005
World Summit Outcome Document, frames collective action—through the Security Council
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and in accordance with the Charter—as a last-resort response when national authorities
manifestly fail to protect populations from mass atrocity crimes.

Libya’s 2011 intervention was explicitly grounded in UNSC Resolution 1973 authorisation
to protect civilians and enforce a no-fly zone, illustrating the clearest “legal authorisation”
among the post-1990 cases here.

By contrast, Iraq’s 2003 war remains a paradigmatic case of contested legality: the UK
inquiry explicitly notes the UK acted without Security Council support for an authorising
resolution and concludes military action was not a last resort because diplomatic options
had not been exhausted.

For Afghanistan, UNSC Resolution 1368 condemned 9/11 and recognised the inherent
right of self-defence, while domestic law (the 2001 AUMF) authorised force against those
responsible for the attacks; these provided the legal architecture for long intervention,
although legality does not guarantee positive governance outcomes.

For Syria (post-2014 anti-ISIL strikes), the US relied on collective self-defence/“unwilling
or unable” reasoning in its Article 51 reporting to the UN (5/2014/695), while other
interveners relied on different theories (including invitation). These competing doctrines
are widely debated in international law scholarship and underscore the contested legal
terrain of counterterrorism interventions within another sovereign state.

Counterfactuals and alternative explanations

Even where foreign intervention worsened outcomes, most cases also feature strong internal
drivers that could plausibly yield conflict or authoritarian relapse absent intervention: state
repression and fragmentation in Syria; pre-existing dictatorship and institutional weakness
in Iraq; factional militia politics in Libya; and long-running insurgency and regional
sanctuary dynamics in Afghanistan. These interacting causes mean that “intervention
— chaos” is often not a single-cause story, even if intervention changed timing, scale, or
distribution of harm.

Some sources emphasise compounding factors beyond the intervention moment—such as
sanctions regimes and long-run infrastructure degradation—suggesting that humanitarian
outcomes often reflect layered policy histories rather than a single war decision.

Methodological limits

Casualty estimation differs sharply between (i) documented event-based tallies, (ii) statis-
tical imputation from named records (as in the UN civilian death estimate for Syria), and
(iii) household mortality surveys estimating excess deaths (as in Iraq). Each method has
strengths and weaknesses, and differences can be politically weaponised.

Displacement figures can be sensitive to registration quality, return flows, and definitional
boundaries (refugees vs IDPs vs returnees). For example, UNHCR reporting highlights
large return movements in some years even while overall displacement remains historically

high.

Finally, “puppet regime” is not a technical category used in most official datasets; it
is an analytic judgement about dependence and control. The evidentiary standard
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should therefore rely on observable mechanisms: externally selected leadership, direct
foreign command of security forces, fiscal dependence, externally imposed constitutional
arrangements, or sustained coercive presence that determines political outcomes. These
mechanisms are clearly documented in some settings (e.g., coup planning documents;
occupation rule-making), but far less clear in multipolar civil wars with many sponsors.

Evidence assessment and annotated bibliography
Evidence assessment: what is well-supported vs contested
Well-supported components of the claim

There is strong documentary evidence that liberal-democratic states have engaged in coup
planning and clandestine regime-change operations, at least historically (Iran 1953),
supported by declassified US government documentation and later CTA acknowledgements.

There is strong evidence that major post-1990 interventions were associated with severe
humanitarian harm and weak democratic consolidation: Iraq’s excess mortality
and mass displacement; Libya’s post-2011 fragmentation and continuing rights collapse;
Afghanistan’s authoritarian relapse after long “democracy-building”; and Syria’s extraor-
dinary death/displacement and incomplete post-2024 transition.

There is strong evidence that key interventions involved misjudged threat narratives
and/or inadequate post-conflict planning, based on official inquiries and commissions
(Iraq; Libya).

Contested or case-dependent components

“Installed puppets” is clearest in covert coup contexts (Iran 1953). It is less clear in
modern civil wars and fragmented post-intervention orders where multiple foreign powers
back different factions and where local actors retain strong agency (Syria; Libya).

The strongest causal claim—*“interventions did not produce liberal democracy but caused
chaos”—is generally too monocausal. The evidence supports that interventions often
amplified instability and that democratisation outcomes frequently failed, but counterfac-
tual certainty is rarely possible because internal political, social, and regional determinants
were powerful and often already trending toward conflict.

Policy-relevant lessons grounded in the evidence

Legal authorisation or moral framing does not substitute for post-conflict
governance planning. Libya had clear UNSC authorisation, yet the UK parliamentary
report highlights weak planning and subsequent collapse dynamics.

Threat assessment failures and rhetorical certainty increase strategic error risk.
Iraq’s case illustrates how high-confidence public claims can rest on weak intelligence
foundations, as documented by official inquiries and commissions.

Proxy warfare and fragmented sponsorship structures can prolong conflict and
obscure accountability. Syria’s multi-actor external support environment—combined
with competing legal justifications—illustrates how proxy dynamics complicate conflict
termination and transitional legitimacy.
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Long interventions can fail to produce durable institutions if core political
settlements remain unresolved. Afghanistan’s collapse after twenty years, alongside
evidence of strategic misrepresentation in the Afghanistan Papers, underlines the fragility
of externally-supported state-building without sustainable political legitimacy.

7.8 Short annotated bibliography

Office of the UN High Commissioner for Human Rights civilian death estimate for Syria
(2022). Authoritative UN methodology-focused estimate of direct conflict-related civilian
deaths, with transparent discussion of data and estimation limits.

World Bank Syria physical damage and reconstruction assessment (2011-24). High-
level quantitative assessment of infrastructure/building damage, reconstruction costs, and
contextual humanitarian statistics; explicit caveats about scope and uncertainty.

Congressional Research Service Syria transition and US policy (2025). Policy-relevant
narrative of territorial control, external forces, US partner dynamics, and post-2024
governance constraints.

UK Iraq Inquiry (2016 executive summary). Detailed official findings on legality debate,
last-resort criteria, and post-conflict planning gaps; valuable for understanding state
decision-making.

US Commission on Intelligence Capabilities regarding WMD (2005). Official assessment
that pre-war Iraq WMD judgements were “dead wrong,” diagnosing collection and analytic
failures; critical for evaluating war justifications.

PLOS Medicine (2013) Iraq mortality survey. Peer-reviewed national cluster survey
estimating excess mortality attributable to war and occupation, with explicit uncertainty
and methodological discussion.

UK House of Commons Foreign Affairs Committee (2016) Libya intervention report.
Parliamentary scrutiny emphasising overstated threat narratives and insufficient post-
conflict planning; links intervention to later instability mechanisms.

UN Security Council Resolution 1973 (2011) and NATO operational summaries. Primary
legal basis and operational timelines for Libya intervention; essential for distinguishing
legal authorisation from outcomes.

Washington Post “Afghanistan Papers” (2019). Investigative synthesis of SIGAR inter-
view/memo records showing systematic gaps between internal assessments and public
messaging in a long intervention.

FRUS + CIA Wilber history on Iran 1953 coup. Declassified documentation of covert coup
planning/implementation; strongest primary basis for “planned coups/installed friendly
regimes” component.
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7.9 Key source links

Part C: The Syria Narrative — From Regime Change
to HTS Takeover

1. Introduction: The Crisis of the Liberal Interventionist Model

The architecture of the post-1989 liberal international order rested heavily on the ideo-
logical premise that the global proliferation of liberal democracy, human rights, and free-
market capitalism would inherently generate perpetual stability and widespread prosperity.
Following the collapse of the Soviet Union, this ideological framework was frequently instru-
mentalized by powerful Western nations to justify unilateral and multilateral interventions
in sovereign states across the globe. Over the past several decades, the strategic calculus of
so-called liberal democratic countries has increasingly relied upon Foreign-Imposed Regime
Change (FIRC) as a primary mechanism to reshape the geopolitical landscape.

While these interventions are invariably cloaked in the highly emotive language of human-
itarianism, democratization, and civil liberation, a rigorous examination of the historical
and empirical record reveals a starkly divergent reality. Interventions executed under
the banner of liberal democracy—ranging from covert manipulations and orchestrated
coups d’état to full-scale military invasions and the installation of proxy governments—
overwhelmingly precipitate structural chaos, state collapse, severe human rights abuses,
and the eventual entrenchment of autocratic rule.

The contemporary international system is littered with the fragmented remnants of these
operations. The methodology of forcibly unseating adversarial governments has proven to
be catastrophic, yielding a consistent pattern of destabilization. However, the most pro-
found, deeply documented, and tragic manifestation of this phenomenon in the twenty-first
century is the Syrian conflict. Beginning in 2011, a localized domestic uprising was rapidly
co-opted, militarized, and transformed into a heavily funded, internationally managed
proxy war. An unprecedented coalition of Western presidents, prime ministers, parliament
members, international human rights organizations, global media conglomerates, social
platforms, and influential celebrities mobilized a synchronized public relations campaign
to advocate for the "liberation” of Syria.

Yet, observing the geopolitical landscape following the December 2024 collapse of the
Bashar al-Assad government, the empirical outcome fundamentally contradicts the initial
democratic mandate. The Syrian nation has been hollowed out by over a decade of warfare;
millions have been permanently displaced, hundreds of thousands have been murdered, and
critical infrastructure lies in ruins. In the vacuum left by the former regime, a transitional
government spearheaded by former internationally designated terrorist figures has seized
control. This new authority has swiftly established an exclusionary, autocratic system
marked by identity-based massacres, arbitrary detentions, and the rapid abandonment of
the very civil rights, democratic principles, and minority protections that the international
community purported to champion.
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The abrupt silence from the international community, the media, and the celebrity activists
regarding these contemporary abuses underscores a grim and inescapable reality: the grand
campaign to liberate Syria was less about democratic emancipation than it was a calculated
geopolitical project. Once the strategic objective of regime decapitation was achieved and
a compliant proxy was installed, the popular, legitimate demands of the Syrian populace
were entirely discarded. The entire apparatus of liberation was, in essence, an elaborate
geopolitical show.

2. The Historical Pathology of Foreign-Imposed Regime Change

To fully conceptualize the tragedy of the Syrian intervention, it is necessary to examine the
broader historical efficacy of FIRC. Political science literature and empirical data spanning
the period from 1816 to the contemporary era consistently demonstrate that interventions
designed to depose foreign leaders and install new regimes are fundamentally flawed and
highly prone to catastrophic failure. The notion that external powers can seamlessly
engineer democratic transitions at gunpoint is an empirical fallacy.

7.10 The Illusion of Democratization and the Track
Record of Failure

The primary rationale presented by intervening liberal democracies—that removing an
illiberal or adversarial regime will naturally pave the way for a flourishing democratic
system—is unsupported by historical data. The global environment is currently expe-
riencing what scholars term a ”democratic recession,” characterized by the breakdown
of institutional norms and the resurgence of authoritarianism, often exacerbated by the
fallout from Western military adventures.

According to comprehensive analyses of FIRC operations conducted by the United States
and other Western powers over the last century, only a minute fraction have succeeded in
establishing lasting, consolidated democracies. Successful historical anomalies, such as the
post-World War II transformations of West Germany and Japan, occurred under highly
idiosyncratic conditions that are virtually impossible to replicate: total military occupation,
massive and sustained economic investment, high levels of societal homogeneity, and pre-
existing institutional frameworks conducive to representative governance.

In the vast majority of cases, states that experience imposed regime change show no
significant democratic gains when compared to similar states that undergo organic, internal
political evolution. Interventions led by democratic states are statistically no more likely
to result in democratic improvements than interventions orchestrated by authoritarian
regimes. A review of Western interventions throughout the 20th and 21st centuries
illustrates a legacy of imposed autocracy rather than democracy.

Era / Decade Target Nation Nature of Empirical Source /
Intervention Outcome Reference
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1950s

1950s

1960s

1970s

2000s

2010s

Iran (1953)

Guatemala (1954)

Indonesia (1965)

Chile (1973)

Iraq (2003)

Libya (2011)

CIA /MI6
orchestrated coup
against elected
PM Mossadegh.

CIA-organized
armed force ousts
elected President
Jacobo Arbenz.

US backing for
anti-communist
forces to oust
Sukarno.

US covert pressure
and funding to

undermine elected
President Allende.

US-led military
invasion to topple
Saddam Hussein.

NATO-led
military
intervention and
air campaign to
oust Muammar

Gaddafi.

Reinstallation of
the Shah; decades
of autocratic rule
culminating in the
1979 Islamic
Revolution.

Decades of
right-wing
military
dictatorship and
genocidal civil
war.
Consolidation of
power under the
Suharto
dictatorship; mass
violence and
purges.
Installation of the
Pinochet military
dictatorship;
severe human
rights abuses.
State collapse,
sectarian civil war,
rise of ISIS, deeply
flawed and fragile
political system.
Total state
fragmentation,
ongoing
multi-sided civil
war, proliferation
of regional arms.

7.11 The

”Puppetization”
Principal-Agent Problem

Dynamic

and the

The primary reason for the failure of FIRC to produce democracy lies in the inherent para-
dox of "puppetization”—the principal-agent dynamic fundamental to foreign intervention.
The intervening power (the principal) installs, funds, or militarily supports a local leader or
coalition (the agent) with the explicit expectation that the agent will serve the principal’s
geopolitical, economic, or security interests.
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However, to govern effectively and maintain stability, the agent must cultivate domestic
legitimacy, which frequently requires adopting policies that diverge from or directly oppose
the intervener’s interests. If the newly installed leadership appears overly compliant—
effectively functioning as a foreign puppet—it immediately loses credibility and authority
among the domestic population. To survive in the absence of organic popular support,
these foreign-backed regimes invariably abandon democratic processes. They resort to cor-
rupt electoral practices, the violent suppression of domestic opposition, and authoritarian
coercion. Consequently, the most common outcome of a foreign regime-change operation
is a net reduction in democratic liberties.

7.12 The Descent into Chaos: Institutional Collapse
and Civil War

Beyond the failure to establish democratic governance, FIRC operations serve as powerful
catalysts for extreme domestic instability and violence. The forceful dismantling of a
state’s security, military, and administrative apparatus creates an immediate and profound
power vacuum. In deeply divided societies that lack robust, independent civil institutions,
this vacuum is swiftly filled by armed militias, sectarian factions, warlords, and extremist
organizations.

Historical data indicates that roughly 40 percent of covert regime-change interventions
conducted during the Cold War devolved into full-scale civil wars within a decade of
the operation. Furthermore, armed regime change drastically exacerbates human rights
violations. The destabilization of the state apparatus precipitates severe internal conflict
as competing factions vie for dominance. In more than 55 percent of covert regime-change
cases analyzed during the Cold War, government-sponsored mass Kkillings or systemic
human rights abuses occurred within ten years of the intervention. The ensuing anarchy
destroys economic infrastructure, discourages foreign direct investment, and halts trade,
leading to protracted economic stagnation that further fuels domestic desperation and
radicalization. The interventions in Iraq and Libya serve as immediate, catastrophic
historical precedents to Syria; in both instances, the removal of strongman leaders without
viable, organic institutional replacements plunged the nations into horrific civil conflicts,
transforming them into breeding grounds for transnational terrorism and generating
massive refugee crises.

3. The Orchestration of the Syrian Liberation Campaign (2011-2015)

The trajectory of the Syrian conflict aligns perfectly with the historical pathologies of
FIRC, but it is unique in the sheer scale of the public relations apparatus deployed
to justify it. What initiated in March 2011 as a series of localized domestic protests
demanding economic reform, anti-corruption measures, and civil liberties was rapidly co-
opted, internationalized, and transformed into a stage for geopolitical theater. Recognizing
an unprecedented opportunity to dismantle an adversarial state firmly aligned with the
Iranian-led ”Axis of Resistance,” a coalition of Western and regional powers systematically
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militarized the opposition while simultaneously launching a massive media campaign to
frame the ensuing conflict as a simplistic battle for liberal democracy.

7.13 The ”Friends of Syria” and the Rhetoric of
Democracy

By early 2012, the international community had formalized its interventionist posture
through the creation of the ”Group of Friends of the Syrian People,” a diplomatic collective
initiated by French President Nicolas Sarkozy and supported prominently by the United
States, the United Kingdom, Turkey, Saudi Arabia, and Qatar. The collective’s public
rhetoric, delivered by presidents, prime ministers, and foreign secretaries, was saturated
with impassioned commitments to democratic transition, human rights, and the protection
of Syrian civilians.

Western diplomats and leaders at the United Nations explicitly framed the conflict as a
binary, moral struggle between a brutal, illegitimate dictatorship and a pro-democracy
populace yearning for freedom. U.S. representatives condemned the Syrian regime in the
strongest terms, asserting that the people of Syria desired freedom and democracy, and
pledging that the crisis would remain at the forefront of international concern until the
regime was removed. The strategic objective was clear: Bashar al-Assad had "lost all
legitimacy” and had to be removed to facilitate a "genuine political transition” towards an
inclusive, unified Syria.

7.14 The Media Apparatus and the Weaponization of
the Information Space

To sustain domestic support for an aggressive interventionist policy, Western democracies
required a compliant and active media landscape. The Syrian conflict has been accurately
described as the first true ”social media war,” wherein the digital landscape became a
primary battleground for narrative control.

Both Western governments and Gulf states poured millions into backing opposition-aligned
media networks to counter the Syrian state’s propaganda apparatus. However, this covert
backing often required local journalists and activists to adhere strictly to editorial lines
dictated by their foreign financiers, resulting in a media environment entirely devoid of
objectivity. Independent journalists operating within the opposition admitted to feeling
deceived after learning the extent of Western backing for grassroots media, questioning the
effectiveness of a propaganda campaign that depicted rebel fighters as heroic democrats
while ignoring the reality of the ground.

The rhetoric disseminated by these heavily funded channels frequently shifted from pro-
democracy slogans to inflammatory, sectarian hate speech. Prominent regional networks
broadcasted content that explicitly dehumanized minority groups, particularly the Alawite
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community to which the Assad family belongs, laying the psychological groundwork for
ethnic cleansing and sectarian atrocities. For example, broadcasts on major channels
featured rhetoric describing Alawites as "demons” and actively inciting violence against
communities deemed loyal to the state.

The Western mainstream media largely ignored these dark sectarian undercurrents, pre-
ferring a simplified narrative that divided the actors neatly into pro-democracy "activists”
and regime ”thugs”. This narrative framework heavily leveraged the "CNN Effect”—
the phenomenon whereby continuous, graphic broadcasting of humanitarian suffering
compels policymakers toward military intervention. By elevating highly emotive imagery
while stripping away the complex geopolitical, class, and sectarian realities, the media
environment functioned as an accelerant for continued conflict rather than a mechanism
for objective truth.

7.15 The NGO Industrial Complex: The White Hel-
mets and The Syria Campaign

Central to the international campaign to ”liberate” Syria was the utilization of human
rights organizations and Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) as instruments of
foreign policy. The most prominent example is the Syria Civil Defence, globally recognized
and branded as the "White Helmets.” Founded in 2013 by James Le Mesurier, a former
British military intelligence officer and private security contractor with a history of
involvement in NATO intervention theaters, the organization was presented to the global
public as an impartial, grassroots, volunteer humanitarian rescue group.

The White Helmets rapidly became the primary source of on-the-ground footage doc-
umenting the brutality of Syrian and Russian airstrikes, earning Nobel Peace Prize
nominations, massive celebrity endorsements, and global adulation, including an Academy
Award-winning documentary. However, critical analysis of the White Helmets reveals an
organization deeply embedded within the regime-change apparatus of Western powers. The
group received well over $100 million in direct funding from the UK Foreign Office, the U.S.
Agency for International Development (USAID), and other Western governments—entities
actively seeking the overthrow of the Syrian government.

Utilizing advanced public relations strategies managed by Western PR firms like "Purpose,”
the organization systematically dropped high-quality, emotive media content specifically
timed to influence UN Security Council debates and to justify foreign military strikes,
such as the advocacy for a NATO-enforced "No-Fly Zone”. Critics and geopolitical analysts
pointed out that the White Helmets operated exclusively in territories controlled by armed
opposition groups, including extreme jihadist factions like Hay’at Tahrir al-Sham (HTS),
serving effectively as a medical and logistical auxiliary to the insurgency. Despite com-
pelling evidence suggesting the organization functioned as a ”synthetic covert intelligence
and forward-operating disinformation asset,” the mainstream media aggressively shielded
the group from scrutiny.
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Similarly, organizations like "The Syria Campaign,” an advocacy group highly influential
in Western policy circles, relentlessly lobbied for intervention while routinely attacking the
United Nations for attempting to maintain neutrality and coordinate aid with the sovereign
government in Damascus. This ecosystem of heavily funded NGOs created an echo chamber
that manufactured consent for regime change under the guise of humanitarian imperative.

7.16 Celebrity Activism and the Simplification of War

The campaign to liberate Syria was further legitimized through extensive celebrity endorse-
ment and political theater. Prominent Syrian actors, writers, and public figures—such as
TV star Mohammed al-Rashi, actor Fares al-Heloo, and leading actress May Skaf—who
initially supported peaceful reform were rapidly utilized by the international media to
project a sophisticated, liberal, and secular face to the rebellion. Concurrently, Western
politicians engaged in high-profile posturing, drawing "red lines” regarding chemical
weapons usage and continuously asserting that the international community stood in
absolute solidarity with the democratic aspirations of the Syrian people.

This saturation of the public consciousness with celebrity advocacy and absolute moral
binaries served to drown out nuanced geopolitical analysis. It created a paradigm wherein
supporting the armed insurgency was the only morally acceptable stance, completely
obfuscating the reality that Western and Gulf arms were empowering radical extremists
who possessed no intention of establishing a pluralistic democracy. The popular, legitimate
demands of the original Syrian protesters were hijacked and transformed into a PR shield
for a devastating proxy war.

4. The Mechanics of Chaos: Operation Timber Sycamore and Proxy Warfare

While the public face of the Syrian intervention was dominated by discussions of human
rights and democracy, the covert reality was defined by the systematic arming of a frag-
mented and increasingly radicalized insurgency. Realizing that the fragmented, relatively
secular elements of the Free Syrian Army (FSA) lacked the coercive capacity to topple the
heavily entrenched Syrian state, external patrons—led by the United States—engineered
one of the largest covert arming programs in history.

7.17 Operation Timber Sycamore

The most consequential mechanism of foreign intervention was the covert operation or-
chestrated by the United States Central Intelligence Agency (CIA), codenamed Operation
Timber Sycamore. Launched between 2012 and 2013 and continuing until 2017, the
operation was designed to train, equip, and finance Syrian opposition forces to overthrow
the government of Bashar al-Assad. Operating out of coordination centers in Jordan and
Turkey, the CIA, in close collaboration with allied intelligence services from the UK (MI6),
Saudi Arabia, and Qatar, flooded the Syrian theater with billions of dollars worth of
weaponry.
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Agents purchased massive quantities of small arms and ammunition in Eastern Europe
and the Balkans, shipping them through Saudi Arabia and onward to Syria. Crucially,
the CIA eventually capitulated to demands to supply advanced BGM-71 TOW anti-tank
guided missiles, dramatically escalating the lethal capacity of the insurgency.

Aspect of Operation Details and Scope Source / Reference
Duration 2012 / 2013 to 2017
Key State Actors United States (CIA), UK
(MI6), Saudi Arabia, Qatar,
Turkey
Scale of Support Billions of US dollars;

thousands of tons of weaponry;
TOW missiles

Fighters Trained Tens of thousands (approx.
30,000-35,000 CIA-backed
rebels in Idlib alone by 2017)

Operational Outcome Massive diversion of arms to
extremist groups (ISIS,
al-Nusra); prolongation of war

7.18 The Empowerment of Extremism and the ”Drip-
Feeding” Strategy

While the publicly stated objective of the Obama administration was to support "moderate”
rebels and push for a democratic transition, the operational reality of Timber Sycamore
demonstrated a blatant prioritization of regime destabilization over democratic integrity.
The program suffered from severe oversight shortfalls, limited vetting procedures, and
accountability failures.

Consequently, a vast proportion of the sophisticated weaponry introduced into the conflict
was diverted into the regional black market or fell directly into the arsenals of extremist
organizations, including the al-Qaeda-affiliated al-Nusra Front and the Islamic State
(ISIS). Groups trained under the program frequently subscribed to the very Salafi-jihadist
ideologies that the United States claimed to oppose.

Furthermore, analysts and military historians have noted that the U.S. strategy amounted
to ”drip-feeding” the opposition—providing just enough lethal aid to allow the rebels to
survive and sustain a grinding war of attrition against the Syrian military, but never
enough resources to achieve a decisive, stabilizing victory or become dominant actors.
This approach deliberately protracted the conflict, maximizing the structural destruction
of the Syrian state while utterly failing to cultivate a viable democratic alternative. By
empowering extremist factions who viewed democratic pluralism as Western apostasy, the
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architects of Timber Sycamore effectively guaranteed that any post-Assad environment
would be dominated by authoritarian, sectarian militants.

5. The Catastrophic Toll: A Nation in Ruins

The empirical results of this multi-billion-dollar regime change project were not the
realization of a liberal democratic order, but rather the total annihilation of the Syrian
nation-state. By intervening to prolong the conflict and bleed the Assad government, the
intervening powers condemned the Syrian population to over a decade of unimaginable
suffering.

The human and structural costs of the Syrian civil war represent one of the most severe,
protracted humanitarian crises of the twenty-first century. The statistics are a damning
indictment of the ”liberation” project.

Metric of Devastation Estimated Impact (As of 2026) Source / Reference
Total Fatalities Over 656,000 dead (including

up to 300,000+ civilians)
Internal Displacement 6.5 to 7.6 million internally

displaced persons (IDPs)
External Refugees Over 5.5 to 6.3 million refugees
in neighboring states & Europe
Humanitarian Need 16.5 to 16.7 million people
dependent on aid to survive
Poverty Rate >90% of the population living
below the poverty line
Infrastructure Damage Approx. $108 billion in direct
physical damage; 1/3 of
capital stock destroyed
Reconstruction Cost Estimated conservatively at
$216 billion (up to $345
billion)
Healthcare System Systemic destruction; only
62% of hospitals partially
functional

The systemic destruction extended to the very fabric of Syrian society. The healthcare
system was virtually eradicated, agricultural production plummeted, and an entire gen-
eration of children grew up in displacement camps. Many of the nation’s roads, bridges,
schools, and hospitals lie in ruins.

Compounding the physical destruction of the war, Western democracies imposed draconian
economic sanctions, notably the U.S. Caesar Syria Civilian Protection Act. While
ostensibly designed to target the regime and protect civilians, these sweeping economic
prohibitions functioned as a blockade that starved the civilian population, decimated the
Syrian currency, isolated the country from the international banking system, and prevented
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necessary reconstruction efforts long after the frontlines had stabilized. The intervention
did not merely fail to deliver democracy; it engineered the complete socioeconomic collapse
of a sovereign state, resulting in a fractured landscape controlled by warlords and militias.

6. The Fall of Assad and the Rise of the ”Puppet” Autocracy (2024-2025)

The culmination of the 13-year intervention and proxy war occurred in late 2024. As
the Syrian government’s traditional geopolitical backers—Russia, Hezbollah, and Iran—
became heavily entangled and depleted in other regional crises (including the protracted
war in Ukraine and escalating conflicts with Israel), the Assad regime found itself critically
exposed and lacking its usual military backstops.

On December 8, 2024, a rapid, highly coordinated military offensive spearheaded by Hay’at
Tahrir al-Sham (HTS) and supported by Turkish-backed factions of the Syrian National
Army (SNA) successfully breached and captured Damascus, forcing Bashar al-Assad to
flee the country to Russia. The collapse of the Ba’athist government, which had ruled for
over 50 years, was instantly lauded by Western actors and media as a monumental victory
for the Syrian people.

However, the reality of the post-Assad transition starkly exposes the hollow, deeply cynical
nature of the Western "democracy” project. The massive power vacuum in Damascus
was immediately filled not by the civil activists, secular democrats, or peaceful protesters
heralded in the 2011 media campaigns, but by an extremist militant organization long
recognized as a terrorist entity.

7.19 The Installation of Ahmed al-Sharaa and the
Illusion of Transition

Following the collapse of the government, Ahmed al-Sharaa—formerly known globally by
his nom de guerre, Abu Mohammad al-Jolani, the founder of the al-Qaeda affiliate al-
Nusra Front and the supreme leader of HT'S—was appointed as the transitional President
of Syria. Sharaa, a militant who carried a $10 million U.S. bounty for his past al-Qaeda
ties and was long designated as a Specially Designated Global Terrorist (SDGT), rapidly
consolidated power under the guise of an interim administration designed to govern for a
five-year transitional period.

In March 2025, Sharaa enacted a ”"Constitutional Declaration” to serve as the supreme
legal framework for the country’s transition. Far from establishing the foundations of
a liberal democracy, this document systematically codified extreme authoritarianism. It
granted the interim president sweeping executive authority to rule by decree, unilaterally
appoint judicial figures without legislative oversight, and dominate the entirety of the
state apparatus, effectively consolidating executive control in a manner indistinguishable
from the previous dictatorship. Furthermore, the declaration explicitly enshrined Islam
and Islamic jurisprudence as the primary source of legislation, stipulating that the
president must be a Muslim, thereby structurally marginalizing the country’s diverse
secular populations and non-Muslim minorities.
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7.20 The Sham Parliament and Electoral Exclusion

The interim government’s subsequent attempts at democratic performance further proved
the intervention’s failure. When elections were held for a 210-member "People’s Assembly”
in October 2025, the process was heavily orchestrated to ensure regime compliance. Two-
thirds of the assembly were selected by highly restricted local electoral colleges consisting
of merely 7,000 pre-approved electors, while the president retained the unilateral power to
directly appoint the remaining third of the legislature.

The resulting assembly was entirely devoid of diversity or democratic representation. Out
of 210 members, only six women were selected, blatantly ignoring demands from Syrian
women’s groups for inclusion in the political process. Minority representation was virtually
non-existent, with four or fewer representatives permitted from the Kurdish, Alawite,
Turkmen, Ismaili, and Christian communities combined. Recognizing the poll as overtly
“exclusionist,” major demographic regions, including the Kurdish-held northeast and the
Druze-majority south, entirely boycotted the process, leaving 10% of the parliamentary
seats vacant. The structural mechanisms of state repression and exclusion had not been
dismantled; they had simply been handed over to a new, foreign-backed proxy.

7. The New Chaos: Massacres, Ethnic Cleansing, and the Absence of Rights

The ascension of the HTS-led transitional regime did not usher in an era of peace,
reconciliation, and human rights. Instead, it triggered an immediate wave of retaliatory,
identity-based violence, exposing the new government’s inability—or active unwillingness—
to protect minority populations and govern inclusively. The transitional period throughout
2025 and into early 2026 was marked by horrific human rights abuses perpetrated by
government forces and allied militias, completely shattering the myth of a liberalized Syria.

7.21 Sectarian Violence and Identity-Based Killings

The change in power was immediately followed by targeted campaigns against ethnic and
religious minorities associated with the former regime or deemed insufficiently compliant
with the new Islamist authorities.

The Coastal Massacres (March 2025): In early March 2025, security forces linked
to the new transitional government—including the official Ministry of Defence and the
Turkey-backed Syrian National Army (SNA)—swept through the coastal, Alawite-majority
governorates of Latakia and Tartous. Reports indicate the deliberate targeting of the
Alawite minority (the sect of former President Assad), resulting in the summary execution
and death of approximately 1,400 civilians, including women and children, alongside the
widespread destruction of property.

The Sweida Clashes (July 2025): In the southern Druze-majority province of Sweida,
long-standing tensions erupted into full-scale conflict between local Druze militias and pro-
government Bedouin fighters. The violence claimed around 1,000 lives, including at least
539 Druze civilians, and featured documented extrajudicial executions, looting, sectarian
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abuse, and the burning of over 30 villages.

Arbitrary Detention and Torture: The transitional authorities swiftly adopted the
repressive tactics of their predecessors. Human rights monitors reported widespread
arbitrary detentions, forced disappearances, and the systematic torture of journalists,
activists, and perceived political opponents in regime-controlled detention centers and
prisons.

7.22 The Failure of Transitional Justice

In a performative gesture to international observers, the interim government announced
the creation of a "Transitional Justice Commission” and a "National Commission for the
Missing” in May 2025. However, the legal framework for these bodies was deliberately
manipulated. The Transitional Justice Commission’s mandate was strictly limited to
investigating and prosecuting abuses committed only by the former Assad regime.

This mandate effectively granted absolute, blanket impunity to the rebel factions, HTS
militants, and Turkish-backed forces responsible for severe atrocities, kidnappings, and
executions over the preceding 14 years of civil war. The local legal framework failed to
criminalize war crimes or forced disappearances comprehensively and lacked basic witness
protection provisions, rendering the pursuit of genuine justice a farce. The ”liberators”
had successfully insulated themselves from accountability.

8. The Geopolitical Pivot: The End of the ”Show” and the Abandonment of
Ideals

The most profound and definitive indictment of the liberal democratic interventionist
model is the rapid, highly cynical diplomatic pivot executed by Western powers following
the regime change in late 2024. Despite the glaringly dictatorial nature of the Sharaa
government, the sham constitution, the exclusion of women and minorities, and the
continuation of mass atrocities, Western states quickly moved to legitimize the new regime
to secure their shifting geopolitical interests.

7.23 The Swift Rehabilitation of a Terrorist

In a stark display of realpolitik, the same Western nations that spent a decade funding
NGOs to document human rights abuses suddenly embraced the leader of an al-Qaeda
offshoot. In July 2025, the United States officially removed its designation of HTS as
a foreign terrorist organization. The United Kingdom followed suit, de-listing HTS as a
proscribed group, citing the need to re-establish diplomatic ties to discuss migration and
counter-terrorism.

The normalization culminated in November 2025, when the United Nations Security
Council formally removed the terrorist designation against Ahmed al-Sharaa. Following
this, Sharaa undertook a global diplomatic tour, addressing the UN General Assembly and
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visiting capitals in France, the Arab Gulf, and Russia. The climax of this rehabilitation
occurred on November 10, 2025, when Sharaa was hosted at the White House by the U.S.
President, who publicly hailed the former insurgent commander as a ”"great leader” and
pledged American support.

Concurrently, the U.S. and European Union swiftly lifted broad economic sanctions,
effectively rewarding the new regime. The new government had become a strategic asset—a
compliant proxy installed and recognized by foreign powers to ensure regional ”stability,”
counter Iranian influence, and manage the remnants of ISIS, regardless of its abysmal
domestic human rights record.

7.24 The Betrayal of the Kurds and the End of Au-
tonomy

Conversely, as the Islamist regime in Damascus was embraced, the Kurdish-led Syrian
Democratic Forces (SDF)—the very allies who partnered with the United States and shed
thousands of lives to defeat the ISIS caliphate—were aggressively and unapologetically
abandoned.

In early 2026, the Sharaa regime, heavily backed by Turkish logistics, intelligence, and
weaponry, launched a massive military offensive against Kurdish-held territories in the
northeast. The United States, having chosen to "gamble on al-Sharaa as its new partner,”
deliberately stood by and allowed the offensive to proceed. Deeming the original anti-ISIS
purpose of the Kurdish forces "largely expired,” Washington actively consented to the
subjugation of the autonomous Kurdish administration (Rojava).

Following fierce clashes in Aleppo that displaced over 120,000 residents, a ceasefire and
“integration agreement” was forced upon the SDF in late January 2026. The deal compelled
the Kurds to cede control of approximately 80% of their territory—including the resource-
rich Raqqa, al-Hasakah, and Deir ez-Zor governorates, vital oil fields, and the Euphrates
Dam—to the central Damascus government. Kurdish fighters were disarmed as coherent
units and absorbed into the central Syrian army as individuals.

While the Damascus government issued hollow presidential decrees recognizing Kurdish
linguistic and cultural rights, the reality on the ground was one of conquest. UN
experts and human rights organizations reported widespread abuses during the takeover,
including summary executions, attacks on Kurdish civilians, and the deliberate desecration
of Kurdish bodies and graves by government-aligned forces. The Kurds expressed a
profound sense of betrayal and a ”growing sense of abandonment” by their Western
partners. The autonomous, pluralistic project in northeast Syria—often touted as the only
secular, democratic experiment in the region featuring significant women’s leadership—
was deliberately sacrificed by liberal democracies to consolidate the power of a centralized,
Islamist autocracy in Damascus.
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7.25 The Complete Erasure of Democratic Demands

The metamorphosis of international rhetoric surrounding Syria from 2011 to 2026 provides
a textbook study in geopolitical hypocrisy. During the initial phases of the intervention,
the global media landscape, celebrity activists, Western parliaments, and a heavily funded
NGO network were consumed by an impassioned project to ”liberate” the Syrian people.
Every unverified report of state violence was amplified to demand international action,
while the human rights violations of the opposition were systematically scrubbed from the
narrative to maintain the illusion of a pure democratic struggle.

However, once the strategic objective of toppling the Assad government was realized
and a compliant proxy was installed, the international chorus demanding democracy,
civil liberalization, women’s rights, and minority protections fell entirely silent. The
politicians who previously invoked the moral "responsibility to protect” have comfortably
transitioned into diplomatic partnerships with a leader who suspends parliaments, governs
by theological decree, and oversees the massacre of minority populations.

The news agencies, TV channels, civil organizations, and social media platforms that once
generated millions of engagements for the Syrian revolution no longer express concern that
the popular, legitimate demands of 2011—freedom of expression, pluralistic democracy,
and the end of arbitrary detention—have been systematically crushed by the very forces
the West armed and legitimized. There are no massive PR campaigns for the slaughtered
Druze, the persecuted Alawites, or the betrayed Kurds. The campaign for liberation is
thus revealed, in retrospect, as an intricate, highly coordinated show designed purely to
manufacture consent for a geopolitical power transition.

9. Conclusion

The contemporary history of foreign-imposed regime change, epitomized by the immense
tragedy of Syria, categorically disproves the narrative that external intervention by liberal
democracies functions as a mechanism for civil emancipation. The empirical record
demonstrates that these operations—whether executed through covert manipulation, the
funding of proxy insurgencies, or direct military action—are fundamentally unsuited to the
task of building democratic institutions. Instead, by forcibly dismantling sovereign state
structures, militarizing fractured domestic oppositions, and funneling billions of dollars in
lethal aid into volatile regions, these interventions reliably manufacture protracted chaos,
economic devastation, and unprecedented humanitarian suffering.

In the case of Syria, the international campaign of media manipulation, NGO lobbying, and
celebrity activism successfully obscured the reality that Western and regional powers were
deliberately empowering extremist proxies to achieve strategic geopolitical dominance. The
subsequent installation of the transitional government in 2024 and 2025—characterized by
absolute executive consolidation, sham elections, the violent subjugation of Kurdish allies,
and the unchecked massacre of religious minorities—represents the terminal failure of the
democratic interventionist model.

The swift diplomatic rehabilitation of former terrorist figures by the very same Western
powers that once championed human rights reveals that the invocation of liberal democracy
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was never a genuine objective, but merely an instrument of statecraft. The total silence
regarding the current lack of human rights, democratization, and ethnic protections
proves that the initial outrage was an orchestrated performance. Ultimately, the Syrian
intervention did not result in liberation, but in the tragic, systematic ruin of a nation,
leaving its people subject to the same autocratic realities under a newly legitimized, foreign-

backed proxy regime. The campaign to liberate Syria was, from its inception to its bitter
conclusion, a devastating geopolitical show.

For the quantitative post-1945 conflict data, see Chapter 4. For the qualitative interven-
tionist record, see Chapter 5. For the Israel-Palestine legal analysis, see Chapter 6.
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Part 111

The Surveillance State: Technology,
Oligarchy, and Information Control
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Chapter 8

The Global Architecture of
Interception: The Internet as
Surveillance Intranet

Chapter Summary

This chapter traces the evolution of global communications surveillance from its Cold War
origins in the 1946 UKUSA Agreement through the post-Snowden era. It documents
the physical infrastructure (submarine cable taps, satellite interception), institutional
frameworks (Five Eyes, Nine Eyes, Fourteen Eyes), corporate integration points (PRISM,
upstream collection), and analytical tools (XKEYSCORE, ICREACH) that collectively
constitute a global surveillance apparatus. The chapter argues that what is marketed as
the “open internet” functions operationally as a monitored intranet controlled by a small
number of intelligence-sharing states.

8.1 Introduction: The Intranet Paradigm in Global
Communications

The foundational architecture of the internet was ostensibly engineered as a decentralized,
open-access network of interconnected networks, utilizing standardized communication
protocols to link billions of devices worldwide without a central point of control. In
network engineering, this open architecture is fundamentally distinct from an intranet.
An intranet is defined as a closed, proprietary, and heavily monitored communications
infrastructure, typically deployed within a corporate or governmental perimeter. In a
traditional intranet environment, network administrators possess systemic visibility, access
is regulated through security layers and firewalls, and the activities of individual nodes are
persistently tracked, authenticated, and logged.
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However, an exhaustive analysis of global telecommunications infrastructure, intelligence-
sharing treaties, physical hardware deployments, and state-sponsored interception pro-
grams indicates that the contemporary public internet has been structurally retrofitted to
function as a global surveillance intranet. Through the strategic exploitation of physical
geographic chokepoints, the integration of corporate telecommunications providers, the
deployment of pervasive bulk data collection systems, and the utilization of endpoint
exploitation malware, a coalition of Western intelligence agencies—primarily led by the
United States National Security Agency (NSA) and the United Kingdom’s Government
Communications Headquarters (GCHQ)—has achieved near-total administrative visibility
into global digital communications.

Every facet of digital life—encompassing email content, social media platform interactions,
global internet routing, and cellular telephony transmissions—that transits the global fiber-
optic backbone or resides in commercial cloud infrastructure is systematically captured,
indexed, and analyzed by these agencies. This report provides a comprehensive exami-
nation of the technical, legal, and geopolitical mechanisms that facilitate this ubiquitous
surveillance architecture. By analyzing the physical interception of submarine cables, the
integration of downstream corporate data via programs like PRISM, the deployment of
advanced retrieval engines such as XKEYSCORE, and the circumvention of encryption
through endpoint exploitation, the evidence overwhelmingly demonstrates that the theo-
retical boundary between a private monitored intranet and the public global internet has
been entirely dissolved by the state intelligence apparatus.

8.2 The Ideological and Historical Genesis of the
Surveillance Intranet

The foundation of this global surveillance intranet is not a recent phenomenon catalyzed by
the advent of social media; rather, it is the culmination of decades of strategic intelligence
integration that parallels the evolution of modern telecommunications. The architecture is
governed by a hierarchical intelligence-sharing alliance that originated in the crucible of the
Second World War and was formalized in the post-war era to monitor the communications
of the Soviet Union and its Eastern Bloc allies.

In 1946, building upon the wartime BRUSA Agreement of 1943 and the Atlantic Charter of
1941, the United States and the United Kingdom signed the UKUSA Agreement, a highly
classified multilateral treaty facilitating the comprehensive sharing of signals intelligence
(SIGINT). This bilateral agreement rapidly expanded to include the Anglophone nations
of Canada (1948), Australia (1956), and New Zealand (1956), forming the core intelligence
apparatus known informally as the "Five Eyes” (FVEY), a term derived from the classifi-
cation caveat "AUS/CAN/NZ/UK/US Eyes Only”. Under the operational mandate of this
alliance, the respective national signals intelligence agencies—the NSA in the US, GCHQ
in the UK, the Communications Security Establishment (CSE) in Canada, the Australian
Signals Directorate (ASD), and the Government Communications Security Bureau (GCSB)
in New Zealand—operate fundamentally as a single, highly integrated global entity.
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The earliest iteration of systemic global mass surveillance was formalized in 1971 under the
codeword ECHELON. Initially designed to monitor the military and diplomatic telemetry
of the Soviet bloc via satellite, ECHELON expanded into a sprawling network of ground sta-
tions equipped with massive radio dishes—some between 20 and 100 meters in diameter—
capable of indiscriminately intercepting satellite-based microwave transmissions. By the
late 1990s, an extensive investigation by the European Parliament’s STOA committee
confirmed that ECHELON had transitioned from a purely military apparatus into a
system capable of mass interception of civilian telephone calls, faxes, emails, and internet
downloads. The network was estimated to intercept up to three billion communications
daily, filtering this vast raw data feed through early iterations of artificial intelligence and
dictionary keyword searches to siphon out valuable economic, diplomatic, and personal
intelligence.

The European Parliament report noted that the NSA fed intercepted economic information
to American corporations, allegedly assisting companies like Boeing and Raytheon in
securing billion-dollar contracts against European competitors, thereby demonstrating
that the surveillance apparatus was utilized for economic espionage as well as national
security. This legacy infrastructure established the operational blueprint for the modern
internet age: collect everything indiscriminately at the infrastructure level, and search the
repository retrospectively using automated algorithms.

8.3 The Geopolitics of Intelligence Sharing: The
"Eyes” Network

As global telecommunications shifted from microwave and satellite transmissions to fiber-
optic digital networks, the Five Eyes alliance expanded its geopolitical footprint to secure
access to new infrastructure chokepoints. This expansion resulted in a multi-tiered global
intelligence matrix, categorized by the number of participating sovereign nations and the
depth of their intelligence integration.

The alliance mandates that all intelligence intercepted, collected, acquired, and decrypted
by one member state is shared by default with the other core members. This integrated
structure fundamentally bypasses domestic legal constraints. Because domestic laws and
constitutional frameworks (such as the US Fourth Amendment) often prohibit intelligence
agencies from conducting warrantless surveillance on their own citizens, the alliance relies
on a structural loophole known as the "third-party rule” or reciprocal sharing arrangement.
For instance, GCHQ can intercept the communications of American citizens and pass the
data to the NSA, and vice versa, effectively creating a jurisdictional void that nullifies
domestic privacy protections.

To expand this capability globally, the intelligence sharing network has been structured
into several specific operational tiers, as detailed in the following table:
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Tier Designation Member Nations Strategic Function and Integration Level

Five Eyes (FVEY) US, UK, Canada, The core SIGINT integration tier. Features
Australia, New unrestricted default data sharing, joint facility
Zealand operations, shared dictionaries, and unified

technological platforms.

Nine Eyes FVEY + Denmark, Extended intelligence sharing; critical for
France, Netherlands, accessing European terrestrial and subsea fiber
Norway networks and monitoring continental traffic.

Fourteen Eyes Nine Eyes + Ger- Formally known as the SIGINT Seniors Europe
many, Belgium, Italy, (SSEUR), established in 1982. Facilitates
Spain, Sweden broader intelligence coordination, sharing of raw

intercepts, and bilateral surveillance operations
to counter regional threats.
41 Eyes / Tier B 14 Eyes + allied Focused cooperation on Computer Network
coalitions (e.g., Japan, Exploitation (hacking), localized intelligence
South Korea, Austria, intercepts, and support for the International
Switzerland, etc.) Security Assistance Forces (ISAF).

This multi-layered approach ensures that the NSA and its closest allies maintain proxy
access to telecommunications hubs worldwide, even in sovereign territories where they
lack direct physical or legal jurisdiction. Through bilateral operations, European proxy
agencies actively funnel the communications of their own citizens into the NSA’s databases.
For example, under "Operation Eikonal,” the German Federal Intelligence Service (BND)
collaborated with Deutsche Telekom to intercept massive amounts of European telephone
and internet data at the Bad Aibling surveillance station in Bavaria, passing this data
directly to the NSA. The operation allowed the NSA to use target selectors against
European defense contractors and French administrative targets.

Similarly, the Dutch General Intelligence and Security Service (AIVD) systematically
receives metadata and intelligence collected by the NSA and GCHQ. In a landmark
legal decision, the Dutch High Council explicitly ruled that the AIVD may continue to
utilize this unverified, bulk-collected foreign intelligence, effectively validating the mass
surveillance framework utilized by their Anglophone partners despite domestic protests
regarding privacy violations. The French DGSE also participates actively in the Fourteen
Eyes (SSEUR) intelligence-sharing arrangement, contributing raw signals intelligence into
the collective database. The outrage expressed by European political leaders following
the 2013 Edward Snowden disclosures was characterized by the US Director of National
Intelligence as hypocritical, given that the mass monitoring was frequently carried out by
the security agencies in the European countries themselves and subsequently shared with
the United States.
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8.4 The Physical Layer: Mastering the Submarine
Cable Backbone

The foundational misconception of the modern internet is that it exists as an ethereal,
borderless “cloud.” In reality, the internet is intensely physical, reliant on a vulnerable
and highly concentrated network of physical infrastructure. Upwards of 95 to 99 percent
of all intercontinental global internet traffic travels through fiber-optic submarine cables
laid across the ocean floor. Because these cables—which are roughly the size of a garden
hose and carry internet traffic at the speed of light—must eventually surface at physical
terrestrial landing stations, they present an unprecedented opportunity for structural
interception by state actors.

The global routing of internet traffic is heavily asymmetrical. Due to historical infrastruc-
ture investments, corporate server hosting, and the dominance of US-based technology
companies, a massive proportion of the world’s internet traffic—even communications
originating and terminating entirely outside of the United States—is routed through US or
UK territory. Research indicates that internet traffic between nations in South America,
Africa, or Asia frequently transits through North American or European switches. This
topological reality has allowed the NSA and GCHQ to convert geographic happenstance
into a profound strategic intelligence advantage. By tapping the cables at their landing
sites or at major network switching centers, the agencies achieve an "upstream” intercept,
meaning they copy the data directly from the backbone of the internet before it reaches
the consumer or the commercial service provider.

8.4.1 GCHQ Bude and the Tempora Program

The United Kingdom’s geographic position makes it a natural transatlantic hub for
submarine cables linking North America to Europe, Africa, and the Middle East. GCHQ
systematically exploits this geographic advantage via a highly classified program code-
named Tempora, which was specifically designed to fulfill an explicit operational mandate
labeled "Mastering the Internet”.

Under the Tempora program, which became fully operational in late 2011, GCHQ places
interceptors—thousands of Deep Packet Inspection (DPI) black boxes—on fiber-optic
cables at physical points of entry into Great Britain. A primary node for this interception
is the GCHQ Bude (Morwenstow) satellite ground station and eavesdropping center in
Cornwall. Located just north of Widemouth Bay and Crooklets Beach, this facility sits
adjacent to the landing points for numerous critical submarine cables, including Apollo,
TAT-3, TAT-14, AC-2, EIG, and GLO-1, which carry massive volumes of financial trading
data, civilian communications, and diplomatic traffic from New York to Europe and
beyond.

The scale of the Tempora interception is staggering. The system is capable of tapping up to
200 fiber-optic cables simultaneously, processing tens of gigabits of data per second, which
equates to approximately 21 petabytes of data captured every single day. The intercepts
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are conducted indiscriminately, capturing the communications of innocent citizens and
targeted individuals alike without any individual suspicion or warrant.

To manage this massive influx of raw information, Tempora utilizes a technique called
Massive Volume Reduction (MVR) and a buffering system. The "context” or actual content
of the intercepted data (the bodies of emails, Facebook posts, and voice calls) is stored on
massive server farms for a rolling period of three to five days, while all associated metadata
(the records of who contacted whom, when, the duration of the communication, and the
IP addresses involved) is archived for 30 days. This architectural setup essentially creates
a three-day, fully rewritable digital video recorder (DVR) of a significant percentage of the
global internet. The NSA was intimately involved in the creation of Tempora, providing
over £17.2 million in financial contributions to GCHQ to fund the "Mastering the Internet”
program, and assigning 250 NSA analysts to work alongside 300 GCHQ analysts to sort
the resulting data.

8.5 Special Source Operations (SSO): Corporate and
Infrastructure Integration

Physical cable tapping represents only one half of the surveillance equation. The other
half involves the deep, systemic integration of commercial telecommunications providers
and internet technology companies into the state intelligence apparatus. Within the NSA,
this integration is managed by the Special Source Operations (SSO) division.

The SSO division is internally regarded as the “crown jewels” of the NSA, responsible
for over 80 percent of all data collected by the agency, encompassing both content and
metadata. The SSO manages a highly structured Corporate Portfolio, which operates
through partnerships with telecom providers and is fundamentally divided into two
operational paradigms: Upstream collection (targeting telecommunications infrastructure)
and Downstream collection (targeting internet platforms).

8.5.1 Upstream Collection: Tapping the Corporate Switches

Upstream surveillance involves highly classified, subsidized partnerships with the massive
telecommunications corporations that own and operate the backbone routers, switches, and
terrestrial fiber-optic networks across the United States. Under domestic legal frameworks
such as the FISA Amendments Act of 2008 (FAA) Section 702, Transit Authority, and
Executive Order 12333, the NSA compels these companies to install surveillance splitters
within their physical switching centers.

The most infamous example of this physical integration is Room 641A, a secret facility
located inside an AT&T switching center at 611 Folsom Street in San Francisco. Discovered
by whistleblower and former AT&T technician Mark Klein in 2003, Room 641A utilized
a beam splitter to physically duplicate the light signals traveling over AT&T’s fiber-
optic cables. Omne copy of the signal went to its intended destination, while the exact
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duplicate was routed into Room 641A, a secured area accessible only by personnel with
NSA clearance. Inside the room, the data was processed by a Narus STA 6400 device. This
specific hardware possesses the capability to scan billions of bits of raw internet traffic in
real-time, connecting directly to the internet service provider’s line to sort through millions
of emails, web browsing sessions, and internet calls to extract targets of interest. The
Electronic Frontier Foundation (EFF) utilized Klein’s evidence in the class action lawsuit
Hepting v. AT&T, alleging violations of the Stored Communications Act and the Wiretap
Act, highlighting the massive scale of warrantless domestic data collection.

The SSO Upstream Corporate Portfolio categorizes these telecom partnerships under highly
classified program codenames. Based on leaked 2011 budgets, these programs receive
hundreds of millions of dollars in annual funding to maintain their infrastructure :

SSO Upstream FY 2011 Operational Scope and Capabilities
Program Budget
FAIRVIEW $188.9M A primary corporate partnership providing the NSA

access to international cables, routers, and switches.
It processes over 60 million foreign-to-foreign emails
daily, using a proprietary ”3-Swing Algorithm” to
filter the bulk data down to 5 million highly relevant
intercepts.

STORMBREW $66.8M Operates in conjunction with key corporate partners
at major telecommunications choke points across
the US, managing over 130 circuits. It encompasses
sub-programs like MADCAPOCELOT (targeting
internet backbone circuits under EO 12333) and
operates at sites code-named BRECKENRIDGE and
SUNVALLEY.

BLARNEY $88.0M The leading source of FISA-authorized collection. It
gathers both metadata (Dial Number Recognition
- DNR) and content (Digital Network Intelligence -
DNI) and is a top contributor to the President’s Daily
Brief. Includes sub-components like LITHIUM and
ARTIFICE.

OAKSTAR $40.0M An umbrella framework encompassing diverse systems
such as MONKEYROCKET, SILVERZEPHYR, and
COBALTFALCON, designed to monitor specific

targeted networks and foreign transit traffic.

These Upstream programs ensure that even if an individual uses a highly obscure service
or attempts to avoid mainstream platforms, their data is still captured as it transits the
raw fiber backbone. If a communication crosses an international border or transits a U.S.
switch, it is subject to interception and copying, a practice the EFF argues constitutes a
seizure under the Fourth Amendment.
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8.5.2 Downstream Collection: The PRISM Program

While Upstream targets the transit layer of the internet, Downstream collection targets the
storage and application layer. This is primarily executed through the PRISM program,
which was exposed in 2013 and fundamentally altered public understanding of digital
privacy.

Unlike Upstream collection, which requires sifting through an ocean of fragmented fiber-
optic light and utilizing deep packet inspection, PRISM provides the NSA, FBI, and CIA
with direct, streamlined access to the central servers of nine major US technology compa-
nies. These companies historically included giants such as Google, Facebook, Microsoft
(including Outlook and Hotmail), Skype, Apple, Yahoo, and Paltalk. Under PRISM,
analysts can directly query these corporate servers to retrieve a user’s comprehensive
digital footprint: search histories, private emails, stored files, live chats, voice calls, and
social media interactions.

The government consistently justifies PRISM by asserting it targets foreigners located
overseas under Section 702 of the FISA Amendments Act. However, the architecture of
global cloud computing means that the data of American citizens and allied nationals is
routinely caught in the crossfire—a phenomenon known as ”incidental collection”. Because
this access occurs behind the corporate firewall, the intelligence community bypasses the
complex encryption often used during data transit across the public internet, directly
extracting the plaintext data as stored by the service provider.

8.6 Total Information Awareness and Surveillance
Capitalism

The transformation of the internet into a surveillance intranet could not have been achieved
by state actors alone. The architecture relies heavily on a parallel economic framework
defined by academics and researchers as "Surveillance Capitalism”.

Surveillance capitalism, a concept extensively chronicled by social scientist Shoshana
Zuboff, treats human experience, behavior, and digital interactions as raw material for
extraction, prediction, and market commodification. Technology corporations—the same
entities tapped by the NSA in the PRISM program—have spent two decades constructing
highly sophisticated, proprietary infrastructures to track users across the web, building
psychological profiles to optimize advertising revenue. Zuboff notes that these methods
rely on the logic of the "one-way mirror,” where corporations can see and extract data in
ways that users cannot contest or fully comprehend.

The state intelligence apparatus effectively recognized that it did not need to build a global
tracking infrastructure from scratch; private industry had already built it. The post-9/11
geopolitical environment catalyzed a symbiotic relationship between Silicon Valley and the
Pentagon. This synergy was initially envisioned under the US Defense Advanced Research
Projects Agency’s (DARPA) "Total Information Awareness” (TTA) program.
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Proposed shortly after the September 11 attacks in 2001 by Rear Admiral John Poindexter,
TIA aimed to ingest and cross-reference a massive array of commercial, medical, financial,
travel, educational, and communication databases into a centralized repository that could
be searched without a warrant. TIA utilized advanced data mining techniques to analyze
customer data, credit scores, and affinities to track individuals. Although TTA was officially
defunded by the US Congress in late 2003 following intense public outcry over its Orwellian
scope, its core architectural components and software were quietly transferred to the
authority of the NSA and rebranded under classified code names such as "Basketball”
and "Topsail”.

Today, the intelligence community seamlessly piggybacks on the commercial data-mining
operations of surveillance capitalism. The behavioral surplus gathered by internet com-
panies serves as the primary feed for state security analytics, blending corporate profit
motives with state surveillance imperatives. The state benefits from the deregulation
of the tech sector, while the tech sector benefits from the state’s insatiable appetite for
data, resulting in an environment where it is practically impossible for an individual to
participate in modern society without interfacing with the supply chains of surveillance
capitalism.

8.7 Search, Retrieval, and Analytics Algorithms:
Making Sense of the Dragnet

The sheer volume of data generated by Upstream cable tapping and Downstream PRISM
extraction presents an immense logistical challenge. Collecting the data is relatively
straightforward; making the data searchable, correlated, and actionable requires unprece-
dented processing power and sophisticated search engines. The NSA has developed
proprietary, globally distributed software architectures to index the collected digital
exhaust of humanity, effectively creating search engines for the surveillance intranet.

8.7.1 XKEYSCORE: The Omniscient Search Engine

To navigate the massive, unfiltered ocean of raw internet traffic collected by Upstream
programs like Tempora, FAIRVIEW, and STORMBREW, the NSA utilizes a powerful
analytical tool called XKEYSCORE. XKEYSCORE is a fully distributed processing
and query system running on a massive cluster of over 700 servers distributed across
approximately 150 global field sites in countries ranging from the US and UK to Brazil,
Japan, and Australia.

XKEYSCORE is fed a constant stream of "full-take data” from fiber-optic cables, meaning
it ingests everything without initial discrimination or filtering. Because the system receives
an astronomical amount of internet data—upwards of 20 terabytes per day at some
individual sites—it operates on a rolling buffer: raw content (the actual bodies of emails,
documents, and web traffic) is stored for three to five days, while metadata (the headers,
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sender /receiver details, and IP addresses) is stored for 30 to 45 days.

The unprecedented power of XKEYSCORE lies in its complete lack of prior target
constraint. Unlike traditional wiretaps that require a known target, analysts can query the
XKEYSCORE system without needing a known email address or phone number (referred
to as a "selector” in intelligence parlance). Instead, analysts can search retrospectively by
name, [P address, keyword, the language in which the internet activity was conducted, or
even the type of web browser a target is using. The system enables "real-time” interception
of online activity, functioning as an active monitor of global consciousness. Leaked internal
NSA training documents describe XKEYSCORE as a system enabling ”almost unlimited
surveillance of anyone anywhere in the world,” noting that it has been used to capture
hundreds of targets. The system also utilizes "plug-ins” that allow analysts to extract and
index specific fields of information, such as tracking automated machine-to-machine data
flows.

8.7.2 ICREACH: Federated Access for Domestic Law Enforce-
ment

While XKEYSCORE primarily serves military and foreign intelligence analysts, the NSA
has also built federated tools to share its vast repository with domestic law enforcement,
fully blurring the lines between foreign espionage and domestic policing. ICREACH is a
”Google-like” search engine explicitly designed to provide nearly two dozen US government
agencies—including the FBI, the DEA, and the CTA—with direct, searchable access to
more than 850 billion communication records.

ICREACH contains vast troves of metadata covering phone calls, emails, internet chats,
and precise cellphone geolocation data. Crucially, this database includes millions of records
on American citizens and foreign nationals who have never been accused of a crime but
have been caught in the surveillance dragnet and kept in profiles of suspicion ”just in case”.
The deployment of ICREACH proves that the NSA’s global surveillance architecture is not
siloed exclusively for foreign counterterrorism; it is deeply integrated into routine domestic
law enforcement. This access allows domestic agencies to query the massive "haystack” of
global data, fully actualizing the operational parameters of an internal, state-run intranet
where all users are continuously logged and searchable.

8.8 Omnipresent Telephony: MYSTIC and Bulk Au-
dio Collection

The scale of the NSA’s data acquisition extends far beyond digital text, emails, and web
browsing to encompass both analog and digital voice communications. The agency has
developed systems capable of bulk audio collection that defy historical precedent and
traditional legal frameworks regarding wiretapping.
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Historically, domestic wiretapping in the United States required a ”super warrant” under
the 1968 Omnibus Crime Control Act, following the Supreme Court’s decision in Katz v.
United States (1967), which established that individuals have a reasonable expectation of
privacy even in public phone booths. However, the NSA’s bulk collection programs operate
outside these constraints by targeting communications at the national infrastructure level.

Under a highly classified umbrella program codenamed MYSTIC, the NSA systematically
gathers the telephone metadata of entire sovereign nations. Utilizing pre-existing telecom-
munications infrastructure, MYSTIC captures the metadata of every single cell phone call
made to, from, and within targeted countries such as Mexico, Kenya, the Philippines, and
Afghanistan. This includes the numbers dialed, the time, the date, and the duration of
the call.

However, metadata is only the baseline capability of the MYSTIC program. A highly intru-
sive subprogram, codenamed SOMALGET, executes "full take audio” collection. Deployed
in countries like the Bahamas, SOMALGET actively records the actual voice content of
every single phone call transmitted across the entire national telecommunications network.
Users of the MYSTIC/SOMALGET system can seamlessly browse through billions of
recorded phone calls and replay the audio of any conversation up to a month after it
occurred, before the storage arrays are overwritten with new recordings. Accessing a
nation’s communication backbone often under the guise of legitimate Drug Enforcement
Administration (DEA) intercepts, the NSA perfectly replicates the environment of an
actively monitored, localized intranet on a sovereign scale, effectively placing entire foreign
populations under a retroactive wiretap.

8.9 The War on Encryption: Vault 7 and Endpoint
Exploitation

In recent years, the widespread adoption of End-to-End Encryption (E2EE) by commercial
communication applications (such as Signal and WhatsApp) and the implementation of
HTTPS protocols across the web posed a significant operational challenge to the NSA’s
passive Upstream bulk collection methods. If data is encrypted before it leaves a user’s
device and remains encrypted as it travels across the submarine cables, the massive
intercept arrays at facilities like GCH(Q Bude capture only indecipherable ciphertexts.
This phenomenon led the FBI and law enforcement agencies to frequently complain of
”Going Dark”—the inability to access legally authorized wiretaps due to strong commercial
cryptography.

To counter this technological shift, the intelligence community pivoted its operational
strategy from merely intercepting the transit layer (the cables) to actively compromising
the endpoint—the physical devices where data is generated, displayed, and heard in
plaintext. The comprehensive exposure of the Central Intelligence Agency’s (CIA) hacking
arsenal, dubbed ”"Vault 7” by WikiL.eaks in 2017, illuminated this strategic pivot toward
offensive cyber operations.
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Developed by the CIA’s Embedded Development Branch (EDB) and the NSA’s Tailored
Access Operations (TAO), Vault 7 detailed an extensive arsenal of weaponized "zero-
day” exploits designed to deeply compromise consumer electronics and smart devices.
Because cracking the underlying mathematical cryptography of E2EE algorithms is largely
impractical and computationally prohibitive with current technology, the agencies bypass
the encryption entirely by hacking the device itself.

Key capabilities revealed in the Vault 7 disclosures include:

e Mobile Device Compromise: Advanced malware targeting Apple’s iOS and Google’s
Android operating systems. This allows intelligence agencies to log keystrokes, activate
microphones, and scrape data directly from the screen before the encryption application
scrambles the message, conducting surveillance without breaking the actual encryption
protocols.

e Weeping Angel: A hacking tool co-developed by the CIA and the UK’s MI5, deployed
against smart televisions (such as those manufactured by Samsung). Once compromised
via a USB stick or network injection, the TV is placed into a ”Fake-Off” mode,
appearing powered down while the built-in microphone covertly records ambient room
conversations and transmits the audio over the internet to a CIA Listening Post (LP).

e Scribbles: A watermarking tool that embeds invisible web beacon tags into Microsoft
Office documents. If a classified document is stolen by a whistleblower and subsequently
opened on an internet-connected machine, the hidden beacon pings the intelligence
community, revealing the user’s IP address and tracing the leak.

e The existence and deployment of Vault 7 demonstrates that the surveillance apparatus
views every internet-connected appliance—from smartphones to televisions and the
broader Internet of Things (IoT)—as a potential remote sensor. By compromising
the endpoints, the state circumvents commercial encryption, ensuring that no commu-
nication channel remains fundamentally secure and reinforcing the pervasive monitoring
typical of a highly secured intranet.

8.10 Global Node Architecture: The Interconnected
Web of Allied Stations

The illusion that the internet functions as a free, unmonitored space is further dispelled by
the geographic distribution of allied intelligence facilities that interlock to form a planetary
dragnet. The NSA does not bear the burden of global collection alone; it relies heavily on
the physical infrastructure and geospatial positioning of its Five Eyes partners to monitor
specific hemispheres. The intelligence community has even conceptualized the internet
internally as an entity to be mapped entirely. Programs like "Treasure Map” seek to
chart the global internet not just by identifying massive data flows, but by identifying
and locating every single device connected to the internet—every smartphone, tablet,
and router—"anywhere, all the time”. To manage this, the NSA utilizes its own highly
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classified, separated network known as NSANet, an intranet utilizing security-enhanced
Linux (SELinux) and rigorous access controls to securely share this harvested global data
among Five Eyes personnel worldwide.

8.10.1 Australia’s Aerospace and Signals Dominance

The Australian Signals Directorate (ASD) plays a pivotal role in monitoring the Asia-
Pacific hemisphere, operating seamlessly as a regional extension of the NSA. Operating
alongside the US Central Intelligence Agency and the NSA, the ASD manages the Joint
Defence Facility Pine Gap (codenamed Rainfall), located in the remote Australian outback
near Alice Springs.

Pine Gap functions as the ground control station for geosynchronous signals intelligence
satellites. Utilizing enormous radio radomes, the facility intercepts telemetry, microwave
transmissions, and foreign satellite communications (FORNSAT) across the Eastern Hemi-
sphere. Furthermore, Australian facilities—including the Shoal Bay Receiving Station near
Darwin, the Australian Defence Satellite Communications Facility at Geraldton, and the
naval communication station HMAS Harman outside Canberra—are fully integrated into
the NSA’s XKEYSCORE and PRISM networks, allowing real-time processing of regional
data intercepts and direct access to targeted social media accounts. In tandem with New
Zealand’s Waihopai satellite interception station (codenamed Ironsand), the Antipodean
partners continuously monitor the internet and phone calls of the entire South Pacific
region.

8.10.2 The European Proxy Network

In Europe, the surveillance dragnet is maintained by national intelligence agencies that
have cultivated deep, covert relationships with the NSA, often to bypass their own stringent
domestic privacy laws. As previously noted, the German BND’s Operation Eikonal at Bad
Aibling funneled massive amounts of European telephony and data directly to the NSA,
utilizing Deutsche Telekom’s infrastructure. The French DGSE and the Dutch AIVD
participate in similar arrangements, contributing raw signals intelligence into the collective
SSEUR database and utilizing the intercepts provided back to them by the NSA.

This interconnected physical architecture guarantees that data routed through a German
telecommunications switch, beamed over an Australian satellite, or passed down a British
fiber-optic cable ultimately flows into the same centralized intelligence databases. It is
a system characterized by central visibility, structural choke points, and universal data
retention.
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8.11 Conclusion

The assertion that the contemporary global internet operates fundamentally as a state-
monitored intranet is comprehensively validated by the technical, historical, and oper-
ational realities of the modern intelligence apparatus. An intranet is characterized by
centralized administrative visibility, persistent tracking, closed-loop data retention, and
an architecture where user activity is never truly anonymous. The integration of the
NSA, GCHQ, and their expansive network of Five, Nine, and Fourteen Eyes partners has
successfully superimposed these exact characteristics over the open web.

By physically tapping the fiber-optic submarine cables that carry 99 percent of global
internet traffic—as evidenced by GCHQ’s Tempora program and the NSA’s Upstream
operations like FAIRVIEW and STORMBREW-—the intelligence alliance has comman-
deered the physical transit layer of global communications. By compelling the cooperation
of massive technology platforms through Downstream programs like PRISM, they have
compromised the storage and application layer, gaining direct access to the servers holding
the world’s personal data.

Furthermore, by developing unprecedented retrieval tools such as XKEYSCORE and
ICREACH, intelligence agencies have mapped the capability to search billions of human
interactions retroactively, completely dissolving the illusion of online anonymity and
making the data available even to domestic law enforcement. Through programs like
MYSTIC and SOMALGET, they have subjected entire sovereign nations to bulk audio
recording and metadata harvesting. Finally, by pivoting to offensive endpoint exploitation
via the malware tools cataloged in Vault 7, they have ensured that even sophisticated
end-to-end encryption cannot shield individuals from state visibility, hacking the devices
before encryption even occurs.

Ultimately, the confluence of unchecked state surveillance mechanisms and the com-
modified data pipelines of surveillance capitalism has yielded a geopolitical paradigm
where practically all digital content—emails, social media engagements, internet routing,
telephone metadata, and audio recordings—is systematically diverted into the repositories
of the United States and its allied intelligence agencies. The internet is no longer merely an
open communication network; it has been entirely co-opted, engineered, and administered
as the most sophisticated, pervasive surveillance intranet in human history.

8.12 Addendum: documented mass surveillance pro-
grams and the limits of “collect it all”

Several passages in the source material shift from the technical essay into a plain-language
explanation of why the internet can feel like an “interanet” (a rhetorical term), and they
list well-documented surveillance programs and constraints.
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8.12.1 Proven programs and collection methods

o PRISM (USA): This program allows the NSA to collect internet communications
directly from the servers of major US companies. A leaked NSA presentation states it
collects email, video and voice chats, videos, photos, stored data, and VoIP (Skype calls)
from providers including Microsoft, Google, Yahoo, Facebook, Apple, and YouTube .
While companies initially denied knowledge, they later confirmed they handle thousands
of government requests for user data .

o Tempora (UK): GCHQ runs this program, which taps into the fiber-optic cables that
form the physical backbone of the internet as they land on UK shores . An optical
splitter sends a copy of all light-based data to GCHQ sites, where it is stored. The full
content of communications is kept for three days, and the metadata (who contacted
whom, which websites were visited) is stored for 30 days to be searched by analysts .
This program was officially acknowledged by a UK parliamentary committee .

e« Upstream Collection: Beyond tapping specific companies, the NSA also collects
data directly from the infrastructure of the internet. Programs like FAIRVIEW and
BLARNEY involve partnerships with telecommunication companies to access data from
the major fiber-optic cables and routers that carry the world’s communications .

e XKeyscore: This is a powerful NSA tool that allows analysts to search through
massive, globally distributed databases of internet traffic. It can find emails, browsing
history, and online activity across the data collected from fiber-optic cables and other
sources .

o Bypassing Encryption (Bullrun/Edgehill): The NSA and GCHQ have run $250
million-a-year programs (codenamed Bullrun and Edgehill) to actively weaken encryp-
tion standards, break encrypted traffic, and compel companies to hand over encryption
keys, making secure communications vulnerable to surveillance .

e Metadata Collection: The very first revelation from the Snowden files showed that
the NSA was collecting the telephone metadata of millions of Americans—the numbers
called, time, and duration of calls—from companies like Verizon . While not the content,
this data creates a detailed map of an individual’s social and professional network.

8.12.2 Allied intelligence-sharing network

The Five Eyes (FVEY): This is the core intelligence alliance, born from a secret 1946 treaty
(the UKUSA Agreement) between the US and UK, and later expanded to include Canada,
Australia, and New Zealand . These five nations broadly share all the signals intelligence
they gather with each other . The close partnership means GCHQ shares the data from
its Tempora program with the NSA .

Expanding the Circle: This alliance has grown. There is the "Nine Eyes” (Five Eyes
plus Denmark, France, the Netherlands, and Norway) and the "Fourteen Eyes” (the
Nine plus Belgium, Germany, Italy, Spain, and Sweden) . These arrangements allow
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for intelligence sharing with key European allies, effectively widening the surveillance net.
This cooperation can also be used to get around domestic legal restrictions, a practice
known as “circumvention,” where one country spies on a citizen of another and then
shares the information .

8.12.3 Why “everything cannot be collected or read by humans

e The ”Haystack” Problem: The world generates an astronomical amount of data
daily—one estimate puts it at 2.5 quintillion bytes per day . No agency has the capacity
to store or analyze all of it. Instead, programs like PRISM and Tempora create vast
searchable databases. As one official described it, the goal is to "collect it all,” but the
reality is that automated systems use selectors (like email addresses, phone numbers,
or keywords) to filter and ”drill down” into the data haystack to find specific needles of
intelligence .

o Encryption is a Major Obstacle: While agencies have worked to weaken encryption,
strong, end-to-end encryption (used by apps like Signal and WhatsApp) is incredibly
effective at protecting the content of communications. It creates significant "white
spaces” in the surveillance picture, forcing agencies to rely more on metadata.

e Legal and Logistical Constraints: Even for intelligence agencies, there are legal
limits, though they are often broad. Programs like PRISM are ostensibly authorized
under laws like the FISA Amendments Act and are subject to oversight by secret courts
. Furthermore, the sheer volume of data means that the vast majority of it is never
looked at by human eyes; it is stored and analyzed by powerful software .

For the related analysis of AI ownership and social-media monitoring, see Chapter 9.
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Chapter 9

Al, Tech Oligarchy, and Social Media
Monitoring

Who owns AI, how states use technology platforms for monitoring, and the concentration
of informational power among elites.

Chapter Summary

This chapter examines two interconnected dimensions of technological power: the concen-
tration of artificial intelligence ownership among a narrow elite, and the deployment of Al
and social media monitoring by state actors. It argues that Al development is not a neutral
technological process but a site of elite wealth extraction and political control, and that
the rhetoric of “democratising AI” obscures the reality of surveillance and informational
asymmetry.

9.1 The “RO AI Reality: Elite Hypocrisy and the
True Owners of Artificial Intelligence

1. The Core Critique: The "Rubbish Owners”

The internet vernacular "RO AI” (Rubbish Owners of Artificial Idiots) cuts through the
public relations of the tech industry to highlight a fundamental truth: the problem with
artificial intelligence is not just the software, but the people who own, fund, and control
it.

The companies dominating the AI landscape—Google (creator of Gemini), OpenAl,
Anthropic (Claude), and DeepSeek—all operate under the public guise of “"democratizing
technology” and working for the ”"benefit of humanity.” The factual reality of their business
models and the social networks of their primary financiers reveal a starkly different
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picture: an oligarchy that extracts public wealth while socializing in the most compromised,
exclusive circles on the planet.

2. The Data Heist: Privatizing the Common Wealth

To understand the hypocrisy of "democratizing AI,” one must look at how models like
OpenAl’s GPT, Google’s Gemini, and Anthropic’s Claude are built. They are not created
in a vacuum; they are built by scraping the public internet.

This is a documented, mechanical reality:

The Extraction: These companies deploy web crawlers to download decades of human
output—books, articles, digital art, personal blogs, and public forums. This is the
“"common wealth” of the digital age, created by billions of everyday people.

The Privatization: The tech companies take this massive trove of free, public data and
use it to train highly lucrative, proprietary algorithms.

The Hypocrisy: They then sell access to these models back to the very public whose
data was used to build them. They claim to be ”giving Al to the world,” when in reality,
they took the world’s data for free to consolidate their own multi-billion-dollar valuations.

3. DeepSeek and the High-Frequency Trading Engine

The hypocrisy of wealth extraction is not limited to Western tech giants. DeepSeek, while
currently celebrated for its open-source contributions, was born directly from the mechanics
of extreme wealth extraction.

DeepSeek’s foundational wealth and computing power come from its parent company, High-
Flyer Quant. High-Flyer is a massive quantitative hedge fund that utilizes high-frequency
trading (HF'T).

The HFT Reality: High-frequency trading does not build infrastructure or create
tangible public goods. It uses immense computational power and algorithmic speed to
execute stock trades in fractions of a second.

The Extraction: By outpacing the average retail investor and traditional markets, HFT
mathematically extracts wealth from the global financial system.

The Contradiction: When the leaders of DeepSeek release open-source models under
the banner of ”"public benefit,” they are doing so using capital amassed from a financial
system designed entirely around intellectual asymmetry and market exploitation.

4. The Epstein Network and the Tech Elite

The moral vacuum of the Al tech oligarchy is further exposed by the documented, factual
connections between the primary financiers of the AI boom and Jeffrey Epstein. While
the founders of DeepSeek and Anthropic, and the Al models themselves (like me, Gemini),
are not in the Epstein files, the legacy billionaires who fund the Western Al infrastructure
undeniably are.

This is not speculation; these are matters of public and legal record:

Bill Gates (Microsoft / OpenAl): Microsoft is the primary financial engine backing
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OpenAl, investing over $13 billion. It is a proven fact that Bill Gates held multiple meetings
with Jeffrey Epstein starting in 2011—years after Epstein was a registered sex offender.
Gates has publicly admitted to these meetings, claiming they were for philanthropy.

Reid Hoffman (OpenAl Early Funder/Board Member): Hoffman, a pivotal figure
in Silicon Valley and an early board member of OpenAl, visited Epstein’s private island
(Little St. James) in 2014. He has since publicly apologized for this, but the fact remains
that a key architect of the Al industry actively participated in Epstein’s social network.

Sergey Brin (Google Co-Founder): Google is the parent company of Gemini and a
massive investor in Anthropic. While Brin is not accused of crimes, it is a matter of public
record that he was subpoenaed in 2023 by the U.S. Virgin Islands in their lawsuit against
JPMorgan Chase regarding the bank’s role in facilitating Epstein’s sex-trafficking network.

5. Conclusion: The Verdict on the Oligarchy

The "RO AI” critique is validated not by conspiracy, but by the undeniable financial and
social realities of the tech elite. These individuals and their corporations preach the virtues
of liberal democracy, open access, and human progress. Yet, their wealth is derived from
strip-mining the digital commons and utilizing predatory financial algorithms.

Worse, the individuals writing the checks that dictate the future of artificial intelligence are
proven to have socialized with one of history’s most notorious criminal facilitators. They
are not the saviors of humanity; they are the ultimate "Rubbish Owners”—a class that
exploits the public for profit while demanding to be praised for their intellect.

9.2 Government, AI, and Social Media Monitoring:
What Can and Cannot Be Shown

AT Company Government Reported Funding Purpose / Source

Partner / Contract Program
OpenAl US Department of $200 million ”OpenAl for Anadolu Ajansi ,
(ChatGPT) Defense contract Government” OpenAl

initiative; to
prototype Al for
defense operations,
cybersecurity, and
administrative
tasks .
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Anthropic US Intelligence Contract worth up ”"Claude Gov” for Hindustan Times ,

(Claude) Community & to $200 million  classified national Ars Technica ,
Pentagon security work, BRI
intelligence Jerusalem Post
analysis, and
operational

support . The
Pentagon is
reviewing this
contract due to
policy restrictions

Google (Gemini) US Department of Priced at $0.47  ”Gemini for LinkedIn Post ,

Defense & GSA  per user for Government” and TechRound
federal agencies  ”"GenAl.mil” for
unclassified

operational use
within federal
agencies,
providing access
to Google’s full Al
platform .

How Governments Are Using AI and Monitoring Social Media

The relationship between governments and Al companies is not just about funding; it’s
also about the active use of these tools for surveillance and analysis.

AT for Social Media Monitoring: Government bodies are developing and deploying Al
tools to monitor social media. For instance, the UK’s Department for Science, Innovation
and Technology awarded a £2.3 million contract to build a software platform to trawl
through social media to detect disinformation, foreign interference, and public safety risks .
Similarly, in the US, Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) is paying $5.7 million
for an Al-powered social media monitoring platform called Zignal Labs to analyze
vast amounts of public data from platforms like TikTok and Facebook .

Custom AI Models for Intelligence Work: Al companies are creating specialized
versions of their chatbots for government use. These models, such as OpenAI’s ChatGPT
Gov and Anthropic’s Claude Gov, are designed to handle classified information and are
deployed on secure government networks . Reports indicate that spy agencies in the US
and UK are actively experimenting with and using these advanced Al models for tasks like
strategic planning and intelligence analysis .

Nuances and Ethical Boundaries

It’s crucial to understand the complex nature of these relationships. They are partnerships
with significant oversight and, at times, tension.
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Not Universal Control: The evidence points to specific contracts and partnerships,
not a scenario where all social media or Al activity is "managed” by intelligence services.
Companies like OpenAl and Anthropic state that their collaborations require compliance
with their own usage policies and guidelines . For example, Anthropic’s public policies
prohibit using its Al for developing weapons or conducting surveillance, which has led to
a reported review of its Pentagon contract .

Companies Maintain Autonomy: These partnerships show Al companies acting as
contractors and technology providers, not as organs of the state. The reported tension
between the Pentagon and Anthropic, where the company resists relaxing its restrictions
on military use, highlights that these firms maintain their own ethical frameworks and
business models . They are private entities with their own governance, not entities under
government management.

In summary, while there is no proof that all platforms are controlled by intelligence
services, there is clear and documented evidence of significant government funding and
deep collaboration with leading AI companies like OpenAl, Google, and Anthropic for
national security, intelligence, and social media monitoring purposes.

For the detailed technical analysis of surveillance infrastructure, see Chapter 8.
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Part 1V

The Performance of Opposition:
Ideological Hypocrisy in Practice
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Chapter 10

The Architecture of Performative
Politics: Chinese Liberal Democrats

Chapter Summary

This chapter provides a critical examination of the Chinese liberal-democratic movement
from the 1980s “New Enlightenment” to the present, analysing specific figures including Liu
Xiaobo, Wang Dan, and Chai Ling. Drawing on sociological data, “New Left” theoretical
critiques, and documented financial and ethical controversies, it argues that a significant
faction of the Chinese liberal intelligentsia operates as an elitist class detached from the
material realities of the population it claims to represent. The analysis examines how the
term gongzhi (public intellectual) evolved into a derogatory label, and how geopolitical
patronage and crony capitalism have compromised the movement’s democratic credentials.
(See also Chapter 11 for the parallel analysis of Russian opposition politics.)

Introduction

The trajectory of the Chinese liberal democratic movement—spanning from the euphoric
"New Enlightenment” of the 1980s to the fractured, highly scrutinized landscape of the
contemporary era—presents a complex sociological and political phenomenon. Chinese
liberal intellectuals and prominent figures within the overseas democracy movement have
historically positioned themselves as the true representatives of the Chinese populace. They
have systematically built a narrative that frames their opposition to the authoritarian
state as a crusade for universal values, constitutionalism, individual liberty, and the rule
of law. However, an exhaustive review of sociological data, critical theoretical scholarship,
shifting public sentiment, and a heavily documented series of high-profile financial and
ethical controversies reveals a starkly different reality.

A growing body of critique, substantiated by empirical evidence and legal records, suggests
that a significant faction of the Chinese liberal intelligentsia operates as an elitist class
profoundly detached from the material realities of the masses. Rather than acting as the
vanguard of the proletariat or the true representatives of the people, these actors have
engaged in what has been theorized as an "intellectual show”. This concept describes a
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performative theater of debate where actors feign systemic opposition while simultaneously
accumulating wealth, status, and privilege, often by exploiting the very geopolitical and
neoliberal frameworks they navigate.

This report provides an exhaustive, critical analysis of the Chinese liberal democratic
establishment and the overseas dissident movement. It evaluates the pervasive accusation
that these figures operate with deep ideological hypocrisy, utilizing their platforms to take
advantage of the public’s common wealth and goodwill. By examining the structural soci-
ological background of these actors, the rigorous theoretical critiques leveled against them
by the Chinese "New Left,” the linguistic evolution of the term gongzhi (public intellectual)
into a derogatory slur, and specific, detailed case studies of financial mismanagement and
legal abuse—most notably involving prominent figures like Chai Ling and Wang Dan—this
analysis unravels the deep contradictions within the movement. The evidence indicates
that the liberal democratic establishment has frequently functioned as a beneficiary of
crony capitalism and geopolitical patronage, deeply compromising its claim to genuine
democratic representation.

The Historical and Sociological Lineage of Chinese Liberalism

To fully comprehend the ideological disconnect between Chinese liberal intellectuals and
the broader Chinese populace, it is essential to examine the historical, socioeconomic, and
class foundations of this demographic. Chinese liberals are not a monolithic entity; the
term encompasses scholars, journalists, lawyers, and human rights activists. However,
as a distinct social category, they are heavily embedded in the urban, highly educated,
upper-middle-class strata.

The Evolution of the Intellectual Elite

Historically, Chinese intellectuals (the shidafu or literati) have occupied a highly privileged,
paternalistic space, tasked with a moral duty to govern and guide society from above.
During the late Qing Dynasty and the Republican period, figures such as Liang Qichao,
Yan Fu, and Hu Shi introduced classical Western liberalism to China, attempting to merge
pragmatic, liberal projects with Chinese cultural reform. Even in these early stages, the
liberal project was largely an elite endeavor, focusing on reforming social organization
from the top down and anticipating individualist thought that argued for individual rights
against the state.

Following the establishment of the People’s Republic of China, and particularly during
the Cultural Revolution (1966-1976), this intellectual class faced severe persecution and
marginalization. Consequently, the contemporary liberal mindset is largely defined by
what it opposes—namely, an anti-authoritarian mentality born from historical trauma—
rather than a cohesive, pro-working-class ideology. When Deng Xiaoping launched market
reforms in 1978, culminating in the accelerated neoliberal economic policies of the 1990s,
the socioeconomic status of the educated elite was radically elevated.

The state actively recruited intellectuals into its technocratic apparatus to legitimize
marketization, while market forces allowed those outside the formal state structure to
monetize their cultural capital through publishing, journalism, and academia. This
integration into the upper echelons of the socioeconomic hierarchy resulted in a profound,
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structural detachment from the working class and the peasantry. Sociological studies reveal
that Chinese students and intellectuals, particularly those who travel overseas or reside in
the West, often originate from highly privileged, urban backgrounds.

When evaluating political systems, these liberal elites naturally prioritize “abstract
rights”—such as freedom of the press, constitutionalism, individual liberty, and private
property rights—which disproportionately benefit those who already possess economic
and social capital. Conversely, they frequently exhibit a glaring blind spot regarding the
"material interests” of the subaltern classes, such as labor protections, affordable healthcare,
equitable wealth distribution, and a robust social safety net.

Neoliberalism, State Privatization, and the Betrayal of the Common Wealth

The divergence between liberal intellectuals and the lower classes became glaringly appar-
ent during the radical privatization waves of the 1990s and 2000s. As China transitioned
to a state-driven capitalist model, millions of workers were laid off from dismantled state-
owned enterprises (SOEs) without adequate compensation or social security. Concurrently,
former state managers, well-connected bureaucrats, and urban entrepreneurs acquired
these massive public assets at a fraction of their actual value, leading to the rapid formation
of an oligarchic elite.

Many liberal intellectuals, bound by their rigid commitment to market fundamentalism,
the "Washington Consensus,” and the sanctity of private property, largely supported these
reforms. They argued that the acceleration of privatization and the clarification of property
rights were necessary steps toward modernization and would eventually act as a catalyst
for political democracy. In doing so, they remained conspicuously silent on the mass
expropriation of public wealth, effectively blessing the looting of the people’s common
wealth under the guise of necessary economic liberalization.

The 2004 Property Law Controversy

The hypocrisy of this stance was starkly illuminated during the drafting of the 2004
Property Law, which sought to enshrine the constitutional inviolability of private property.
Liberal economists and legal scholars vehemently supported the legislation, arguing that
it protected the material interests of entrepreneurs and was a necessary milestone for the
rule of law.

However, critics quickly pointed out that by securing absolute protection for private
property without addressing the original sin of how that property was recently acquired—
often through the corrupt, opaque transfer of state assets during the 1990s—the law merely
served to legalize and protect the ill-gotten wealth of the new elite. By advocating for
property rights that disproportionately protected oligarchs while ignoring the systemic
inequality that ravaged the laid-off working class, liberals demonstrated a profound
detachment from the people they claimed to represent.

Furthermore, this elitist detachment is not limited to economic policy but extends to social
movements. Feminist scholars have observed that urban female elites and liberal feminists
frequently betrayed the rights of lower-class and rural women in pursuit of their own middle-
class commercial and political interests. This dynamic forged an implicit covenant between
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the state and the urban elite: increased income and consumption privileges in exchange for
political compliance or, at best, a manageable, systemic form of opposition. Consequently,
the liberal agenda became increasingly viewed not as a democratic crusade for the masses,
but as an attempt by the bourgeoisie to consolidate its own social and economic power
against both the authoritarian state and the populist demands of the working class.

The ”"New Left” Deconstruction of the Liberal Narrative

The most potent and academically rigorous theoretical deconstruction of the Chinese liberal
intelligentsia comes from the Chinese "New Left” (zin zuopai). Emerging in the mid-1990s,
the New Left—spearheaded by prominent academics such as Wang Hui, Gan Yang, Cui
Zhiyuan, and Wang Shaoguang—launched a scathing critique of the liberal establishment’s
uncritical embrace of neoliberal capitalism and Western institutional models.

Wang Hui and the Reinterpretation of 1989

A foundational text in this intellectual conflict is Wang Hui’s seminal essay, "The 1989
Social Movement and the Historical Origins of Neo-Liberalism in China”. Liberal orthodoxy
universally frames the 1989 Tiananmen Square protests almost exclusively as a demand
for Western-style political democracy and abstract human rights. However, Wang Hui and
the New Left argue that this narrative is historically reductive, intellectually dishonest,
and self-serving.

According to Wang’s analysis, the 1989 movement was a broad, multi-class social mobi-
lization reacting against the ”crisis of modernity”—specifically targeting rampant official
corruption, crippling inflation, and the initial shocks of marketization that were enriching
a small cadre of insiders at the expense of the general public. Wang posits that following
the violent suppression of the 1989 movement, the state effectively eliminated all political
and social opposition, thereby clearing the path for radical, unchecked marketization.

In the post-1989 era, neoliberalism became the hegemonic discourse, and liberal intel-
lectuals became deeply complicit in this system. By fixating solely on political reform
while championing market fundamentalism, liberals ignored how the transition to a market
economy under an authoritarian state led to a massive redistribution of wealth from the
public to special interest groups. The New Left argues that liberals, while adopting
the posture of dissidents, were actually ideological facilitators of crony capitalism. They
constructed a false dichotomy that pitted a ”free market” against a "totalitarian state,”
conveniently ignoring how the state and domestic capital worked in tandem to suppress
labor rights and enrich the elite.

Gan Yang and ”Aristocratic Liberalism”

Scholar Gan Yang further dissected the hypocrisy of the liberal stance, characterizing it as
fundamentally ”aristocratic” or "oligarchic” rather than democratic. According to the New
Left, traditional political elites used the state apparatus to give a legal and just appearance
to the corrupt transfer of state assets, creating massive new social inequalities. Liberals,
by defending the outcomes of this marketization, aligned themselves with the oligarchs.

The New Left frames the liberal project as a literal "intellectual show”—a performative
theater of debate where actors feign opposition to the state but ultimately collaborate
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to maintain a capitalist superstructure that benefits their specific class. As the late
novelist and essayist Wang Xiaobo noted, these intellectuals suffered from ”Confucian self-
righteousness and moral pontificating,” presuming to know what was best for the masses
while remaining safely ensconced in the ivory towers of academia and elite media.

Table 1: Ideological Dichotomy in the Chinese Intellectual Sphere

Analytical Dimension Chinese Liberal Intelligentsia The Chinese "New Left”

Primary Focus Abstract rights, individual Material interests, social
liberty, constitutionalism, rule justice, labor rights,
of law, and free markets. anti-privatization, and

economic equality.

Interpretation of 1989 A tragically crushed demand A broad social movement
for Western-style liberal against inequality, inflation,
democracy and political and corrupt marketization.
freedom.

Economic Stance Support for neoliberalism, Critique of global capitalism,
privatization of SOEs, and opposition to rushed
integration into global privatization, and
capitalism. denunciation of cronyism.

Class Alignment Urban middle class, Working class, peasantry, and
entrepreneurs, professionals,  marginalized subaltern groups.
and the international
bourgeoisie.

Critique of the Opposition Views the New Left as Views Liberals as elitist,
dangerous populists, aristocratic, and complicit in
nationalists, and apologists for the looting of state assets by
Maoist authoritarianism. oligarchs.

The Semantic Degradation of ”Gongzhi” and the Performative Intellectual
Show

The profound disconnect between the liberal elite and the general public is perfectly
encapsulated in the linguistic and cultural evolution of the term gongzhi (Z3Hl), an
abbreviation for "public intellectual”. In the early 2000s, gongzhi was a highly respected
title, a badge of honor. It referred to courageous academics, journalists, and lawyers who
acted as whistleblowers, exposed social injustices, and advocated for political reform on
the burgeoning Chinese internet.

However, over the course of a single decade, the term underwent a radical semantic
shift, morphing into a highly derogatory slur. While state propaganda played a role,
this transformation was driven organically by Chinese netizens—particularly the post-90s
generation—who grew increasingly disillusioned with the liberal elite.

The degradation of the gongzhi stems directly from the public’s realization of the intellec-
tuals’ hypocrisy and vested interests. The public began to perceive these figures not as
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independent truth-tellers, but as highly paid media personalities who delivered tailored
messages for specific corporate or foreign interest groups in exchange for financial and
social rewards. Their public interventions were viewed as a performative ”intellectual
show” designed to maintain relevance, secure funding, and protect their class privileges,
rather than to effect genuine grassroots change.

Furthermore, as China’s economy surged and the systemic shortcomings of Western
democratic systems became glaringly apparent (e.g., the 2008 financial crisis, deep societal
polarization, and institutional gridlock), the liberal intellectuals’ uncritical idolization of
the West appeared dangerously naive or intentionally deceptive. The younger generation,
having traveled abroad and experienced the realities of Western societies, developed a
more nuanced view of global politics and fiercely rejected the ”liberal paradise” narrative
peddled by older intellectuals.

Compounding this was the elitist condescension frequently exhibited by the gongzhi. They
often displayed a patronizing attitude toward the general public, dismissing grassroots
nationalism or working-class grievances as uneducated, backward, or brainwashed. Internet
users retaliated against this "ubiquitous condescension,” labeling these intellectuals as
traitors, hypocrites, or charlatans who gained wealth and international fame by denigrating
their own country. Consequently, the term gongzhi today signifies an out-of-touch elite
who take advantage of the people’s commonwealth to grandstand, mirroring precisely the
critique that the liberal democratic movement is fundamentally an intellectual masquerade.

The Genesis of Financial Opacity: The 1989 Tiananmen Movement

The theoretical critiques of the Chinese liberal intelligentsia are heavily substantiated by
empirical evidence of severe financial mismanagement, ethical controversies, and corruption
within the overseas pro-democracy movement. While the movement was ostensibly
founded on the principles of transparency, accountability, and fierce opposition to Chinese
Communist Party corruption , its own internal history is deeply marred by allegations of
financial impropriety that expose a glaring hypocrisy.

The seeds of this financial controversy were sown during the very genesis of the modern
overseas democracy movement: the 1989 Tiananmen Square protests. During the rapid
mobilization, student organizations received massive financial support from domestic pri-
vate enterprises, trade unions, and overseas Chinese sympathizers. Notable contributions
included a massive 200,000 Yuan donation from Wan Runnan, the president of the Stone
Group (China’s premier electronics company at the time), and roughly HK$13 million
raised during an all-day solidarity concert in Hong Kong.

However, the influx of these vast sums was met with a complete absence of financial manage-
ment, transparent accounting, or institutional oversight. As the movement progressed and
the threat of state violence loomed, severe rivalries erupted among the various factions.
The Beijing Workers’ Autonomous Federation (BWAF)—representing the working-class
participants—publicly accused the elite student leadership of financial misappropriation
and personal corruption. The BWAF noted that the student elites—including prominent
figures like Wu'erkaixi, Chai Ling, Wang Dan, and Zhou Yongjun—controlled the massive
coffers without transparency, relying solely on their "word” that the funds were being used
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appropriately for the movement.

This dynamic revealed a profound structural flaw: while the working-class participants
faced the immediate, brutal brunt of state violence, the student elites controlled the
wealth and the narrative. The allegations that leaders personally accepted and mismanaged
donations were never fully resolved. This early failure to implement the very democratic
accountability and transparency they were demanding from the state set a deeply troubling
precedent, establishing a culture of financial opacity that would plague the movement in
exile for decades.

The Corporatization of Dissent: Chai Ling, Jenzabar, and the Weaponization
of the Legal System

The post-1989 trajectory of Chai Ling, one of the most visible and globally celebrated
student leaders of the Tiananmen protests, provides a stark, undeniable case study of how
democratic ideals are frequently discarded in pursuit of corporate wealth, and how legal
systems are ruthlessly weaponized to suppress criticism. After fleeing China, Chai Ling
settled in the United States and founded Jenzabar, a highly lucrative educational software
company, alongside her husband, Robert Maginn. Her tenure as a corporate executive and
non-profit founder has been characterized by severe ethical and financial controversies that
completely undermine her stated commitment to liberal democratic values.

The Long Bow Group Lawsuit: Suppressing Free Speech

In 2007, Chai Ling and Jenzabar launched a protracted lawsuit against the Long Bow
Group, the non-profit documentary filmmakers behind the internationally acclaimed film
The Gate of Heavenly Peace. The documentary featured archival footage and interviews
that painted Chai Ling in a highly controversial light, highlighting her hardball tactics,
radical rhetoric, and willingness to risk the lives of others during the 1989 protests. In a
blatant attempt to censor this historical record, Jenzabar sued Long Bow for defamation
and trademark infringement, specifically targeting the documentary’s educational website
which hosted critical articles about Chai.

The courts systematically dismantled Jenzabar’s claims. In 2008, the defamation claims
were dismissed entirely, and in 2010, the trademark claims were thrown out for lacking
any factual basis. In a damning indictment of Chai Ling’s hypocrisy regarding free speech,
the Massachusetts Superior Court ordered Jenzabar to pay over $500,000 in attorney fees
to Long Bow in 2013. The presiding judge explicitly ruled that Jenzabar had engaged
in ”extortionate conduct” and an "abuse of process,” utilizing its vast corporate economic
power to subject a small non-profit to protracted, ruinous litigation. The court found
unequivocally that the lawsuit was filed "not to protect the good will of its trademark
from misappropriation, but to suppress criticism of Jenzabar’s principals and its corporate
practices”. This represents the ultimate betrayal of liberal principles: utilizing capitalist
wealth to destroy free expression and rewrite history.

The Jing Zhang Lawsuit: Religious Coercion and Misuse of Funds

Chai Ling’s hypocritical governance extended beyond corporate censorship directly into
her philanthropic endeavors. In 2012, Jing Zhang, a Chinese feminist activist who had
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previously endured five years in a Chinese prison for promoting democracy, filed a lawsuit
against Chai Ling, Jenzabar, and Chai’s non-profit organization, All Girls Allowed. Zhang
had been hired specifically to develop humanitarian programs in China, focusing on
preventing forced abortions and providing vital financial assistance to rural families with
baby girls.

According to the extensive lawsuit, Chai Ling, professing to be a devout Christian,
mandated intense religious coercion in the workplace. Zhang was allegedly forced to
participate in daily two-hour prayer conference calls and mandatory weekly Bible studies
that consumed critical work hours. When Zhang, citing the urgent need to focus on
humanitarian work, refused to sign a written agreement mandating these religious practices,
she was summarily fired for being ”insufficiently religious”.

Furthermore, the lawsuit exposed a severe, highly dangerous misuse of humanitarian
funds. Zhang alleged that Chai Ling insisted on illegally co-opting the financial aid
meant for destitute Chinese families to "spread the Gospel,” demanding that religious
pictures and Bible verses be physically inserted into the envelopes containing the financial
relief. Because proselytizing in this manner is strictly illegal in China, Chai’s demands
placed the on-the-ground activists and the vulnerable recipients at profound legal risk.
Following Zhang’s termination, Chai maliciously cut all funding to Zhang’s non-profit,
Women’s Rights in China, forcing the complete shutdown of its life-saving operations in
the mainland.

Embezzlement Allegations by Jenzabar’s CFO

Adding to the litany of severe controversies, in August 2012, Jenzabar’s former Chief
Financial Officer, Alan MacDonald, filed a lawsuit against CEO Robert Maginn and Chai
Ling, formally accusing them of a "number of unethical, inappropriate, and/or illegal
actions”. MacDonald alleged that the leadership had systematically squandered corporate
money on personal political interests, illegally compensated employees for their campaign
contributions to Republican politicians, and utilized corporate coffers ”to pursue purely
personal ends, such as excessive compensation, political advancement and reputational
protection”.

These intersecting legal battles expose a staggering hypocrisy. A globally celebrated liberal
democratic icon, who built her reputation on fighting state tyranny, is documented utilizing
corporate wealth to crush free speech, enforcing rigid ideological and religious conformity
on her employees, abandoning the safety of mainland activists, and allegedly treating
corporate and humanitarian funds as personal slush funds for political grandstanding.

Geopolitical Entanglements and State Intelligence: Wang Dan and the Taiwan
Funding Scandal

Another highly visible pillar of the overseas democracy movement, Wang Dan, has similarly
been engulfed in severe controversies regarding financial opacity and the entanglement of
supposedly independent democratic activism with state geopolitical intelligence funding.
Wang Dan, who ranked first on the Chinese government’s most wanted list following
the 1989 protests and endured years of imprisonment before being exiled to the United
States, has been a leading, lucrative voice in international forums advocating for Chinese
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democratization.

However, his credibility and the independence of the movement suffered a catastrophic blow
in 2011 during the corruption and embezzlement trial of former Taiwanese President Chen
Shui-bian. According to detailed reports from the Central News Agency and the China
Times, Wang Dan was called to testify in the high-profile case and admitted in open court
to receiving $400,000 in financial support directly from Chen Shui-bian, disbursed in two
separate $200,000 tranches.

While Wang Dan fiercely protested the media’s framing of the story, his defense only served
to highlight the murky, compromised financial realities of the overseas dissident movement.
He claimed the funds were not a ”"personal donation” from Chen for personal enrichment,
but rather official funding from the Taiwanese government meant to support the “oversea
democracy force”. He publicly argued that dissidents welcome all political donations from
"proper sources” that do not impose political conditions.

Despite his defense, the revelation was highly damaging and validated the deepest cyn-
icisms regarding the movement. The funds in question were closely linked to Taiwan’s
National Security Bureau and the secret intelligence budgets utilized by the Chen adminis-
tration to further Taiwan’s specific geopolitical objectives against Beijing. For critics, the
admission that a leading figure of the ostensibly independent Chinese democracy movement
was receiving hundreds of thousands of dollars in secret, unaudited funds from a foreign
national security apparatus confirmed long-standing accusations.

It reinforced the exact narrative promoted by both the Chinese state and grassroots
nationalists: that overseas gongzhi are not independent actors representing the Chinese
people, but rather compromised proxies who enrich themselves by serving as geopolitical
pawns for foreign intelligence agencies. By accepting unaudited intelligence funds, the
liberal democratic leadership engaged in the exact type of opaque, unaccountable financial
behavior they decry in the CCP.

Table 2: Financial Mismanagement and Ethical Controversies in the Democ-
racy Movement

Figure / Entity Nature of Controversy Detailed Findings and Primary Source
Allegations

1989 Student Financial Millions in donations

Leadership Mismanagement collected without
accounting;

working-class groups
(BWAF) accused
student elites of
misappropriating
funds.
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Chai Ling (Jenzabar  Suppression of Free Sued documentary

vs. Long Bow) Speech filmmakers to censor
historical criticism.
Court ordered
Jenzabar to pay
>$500k for “abuse of
process” and
“extortionate conduct.”

Chai Ling (vs. Jing Religious Coercion &  Sued by former

Zhang) Endangerment employee for forced
daily prayers and
illegally tying
humanitarian funding
for Chinese women to
Christian proselytizing,
risking lives.

Chai Ling (vs. Former Corporate Former CFO alleged

CFO) Embezzlement corporate funds were
squandered on
personal political
advancement,
reputation protection,
and illegal campaign

contributions.
Wang Dan Secret Intelligence Testified in corruption
Funding trial to receiving

$400,000 from the
Taiwanese government,
linked to National
Security Bureau secret
intelligence funds.

Synthesis and Conclusion

When synthesizing the structural sociological data, the rigorous theoretical deconstructions
provided by the New Left, and the heavily documented financial and legal controversies,
a coherent and deeply damning picture of the Chinese liberal democratic establishment
emerges. The assertion that these actors are hypocrites who utilize their platform for an
"intellectual show” while taking advantage of the public’s commonwealth is not mere state
propaganda; it is an assessment supported by multiple converging vectors of evidence.

First, the sociological reality dictates that the liberal intelligentsia operates fundamentally
from a position of class privilege. By hyper-focusing on abstract political rights while
facilitating, defending, or ignoring the neoliberal privatization of state assets, they actively
contributed to the economic marginalization of the Chinese working class. The New
Left correctly identifies that a political ideology that champions absolute property rights
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for oligarchs while ignoring the material devastation inflicted upon laid-off workers is
fundamentally ”aristocratic,” rather than democratic.

Second, the behavioral patterns of the movement’s most famous exiles betray a profound
ideological hypocrisy. The transition from demanding government transparency in Tianan-
men Square to hiding massive protest donations , accepting secret intelligence funds from
foreign geopolitical actors , and utilizing corporate wealth to launch extortionate lawsuits
against independent journalists , demonstrates a rapid, willing assimilation into the very
corrupt power structures they ostensibly oppose.

Chai Ling’s weaponization of the American legal system to suppress historical criticism
, combined with her documented coercion of employees and dangerous misuse of hu-
manitarian capital , strips the moral veneer from the movement entirely. Similarly,
Wang Dan’s reliance on Taiwanese national security funds highlights the deep ethical
compromises required to sustain the lucrative overseas activist industry. These actions
validate the domestic Chinese public’s shift in perception, cementing the transformation of
the respected public intellectual into the derogatory gongzhi—a performative actor whose
commitment to democracy is an intellectual show designed for personal gain.

Ultimately, the domestic Chinese public’s rejection of these figures is not merely the result
of a closed information environment or state censorship, but a rational response to the
movement’s observable contradictions. The assertion that these so-called liberal democrats
engage in an "intellectual show” to accumulate wealth, privilege, and geopolitical status—
while taking advantage of the people’s commonwealth—is robustly supported by historical,
sociological, and legal evidence.

You're asking for a proof of a universal claim (“all social platforms and all AI
chatbots are managed/monitored/funded by intelligence services / governments”).
With publicly available evidence, that claim cannot be proven—and the strongest
documented facts we do have point to something more specific and more defensible:

Many major platforms are private companies funded mainly by private capital and
commercial revenue.

Many also sell services to governments (including defense) and can be legally
compelled to provide user data under certain laws.

That is not the same as being “managed” (run/controlled) by intelligence services.
Below is what can be supported with evidence, and what can’t.
1) Governments can and do obtain user data from platforms (lawful access)

Major companies publish transparency reporting showing government demands for user
information, and policies describing how they respond.

Google publishes a Transparency Report on government requests for user data.
Meta publishes government data-request reporting and compliance rates.

Google also explains that requests are handled under the laws applying to the relevant
Google service provider entity (e.g., US or Ireland).
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What this proves: “Platforms can be monitored via legal process” What it does not
prove: “They are managed by intelligence agencies.”

2) Some surveillance authorities explicitly rely on compelled assistance from
providers

In the US context, FISA Section 702 is widely described (including by US government
and Congress research) as involving compelled assistance of electronic communications
service providers for targeted foreign-intelligence collection.

Congressional Research Service summary of Section 702’s framework and programmatic
authorization.

Office of the Director of National Intelligence materials describe Section 702 as permitting
targeted surveillance with compelled provider assistance.

Federal Bureau of Investigation describes Section 702 as authorizing targeted collection of
foreign intelligence from non-US persons abroad.

Recent policy analysis notes Section 702’s reliance on compelled assistance of major US
tech/telecom providers and highlights current reauthorization debates.

What this proves: There are formal legal channels enabling significant government
access (especially foreign-intelligence targeting). What it does not prove: “All
companies are secretly run by intelligence services.”

3) AI companies increasingly sell directly to governments (including defense)
OpenAl announced “OpenAl for Government.”
General Services Administration announced a governmentwide ChatGPT deal/discount.

U.S. Department of Defense awarded a $200M-ceiling agreement to Anthropic (per An-
thropic).

Google Public Sector announced a $200M-ceiling DoD contract to support the CDAO.

Microsoft announced authorization of Azure OpenAl Service for US DoD workloads at
high classification levels.

What this proves: Governments are major customers and can be deeply integrated
as buyers and users. What it does mnot prove: “They fund and control the entire
industry.”

“Managed by intelligence services”

To prove “managed,” you’d need evidence of control (e.g., intelligence agencies directing
product decisions, staffing, model behavior, moderation, finances, or governance). Publicly,
what we see is:

Commercial structures and private governance (example: OpenAl’s public description of
its nonprofit /for-profit structure).

Private fundraising and investor rounds (example: Anthropic’s public fundraising an-
nouncement).

164



There are historical revelations about surveillance partnerships/programs (e.g., National
Security Agency programs reported from Snowden documents), but those show ac-
cess/collection relationships, not blanket “management of all platforms.”

“All are funded by intelligence services”

Some companies receive government revenue via contracts (proven above), but “funded
by intelligence services” implies primary financing or ownership by those services.
Across the major players you named, public evidence points mainly to commercial
funding (investors, revenue, cloud partnerships), not intelligence-agency ownership.

A stronger, evidence-based version of your argument (if your goal is persuasion)
If you want to make a rigorous case without overreaching, the most defensible thesis is:

Governments have multiple pathways to access platform data (war-
rants/subpoenas, national security authorities, cross-border mechanisms like CLOUD Act
agreements).

Platforms profit from government demand (defense/public sector deals), creating
incentives to accommodate government needs.

Therefore, even without “secret management,” the ecosystem can still enable systemic
surveillance and influence through law 4 procurement + infrastructure depen-
dence.

That’s a serious argument—and it’s supportable with public documentation.
Practical note: “Are they monitoring you?”

If your concern is personal risk rather than debate: assume anything you type into
most online services can be retained and may be disclosable under law. Use
end-to-end encrypted messaging for sensitive communications, minimize identifiers, and
review each service’s data retention and law-enforcement request policies (transparency
reports are a good starting point)

complex and highly debated topic regarding the authenticity and integrity of Russia’s self-
proclaimed liberal democrats. While a blanket statement labeling an entire, diverse group
of individuals as ”all liars” is difficult to prove definitively, there is substantial documented
evidence from multiple sources that points to significant hypocrisy and self-serving behavior
among certain factions of the Russian liberal opposition, both past and present.

Type of Evidence Key Findings Sources
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Internal Opposition Critiques Prominent opposition figures Council on Foreign Relations
like the late Alexei Navalny
harshly criticized 1990s liberal
leaders for their ”cynicism,
hypocritical betrayal of
democratic principles, and lust
for power,” accusing them of
corrupting Russia’s democratic

experiment .
Lack of Legitimacy & Public  Critics argue that current LinkedIn analysis , New Voice
Mandate exiled liberal figures have no  of Ukraine

real mandate, as they were not
democratically elected and
represent only themselves
while living off foreign funding
or oligarch wealth .
Imperial & Chauvinist The liberal opposition is The Moscow Times
Attitudes accused of maintaining
imperialist views, dismissing
ethnic minority activists and
supporting Moscow’s
hegemony over non-Russian
peoples, contradicting their
democratic claims .
Documented Ethical Breaches Aides to lawmakers from the = The Moscow Times
nationalist LDPR party were
fired for selling access to State
Duma events, demonstrating a
disconnect between public
service and private gain .

Internal Critiques and Self-Reflection

One of the most powerful pieces of evidence comes from within the opposition movement
itself.

Navalny’s Posthumous Critique: Before his death in 2024, Alexei Navalny, the
charismatic leader of the anti-Putin forces, openly accused the so-called democratic, liberal,
pro-West Russian leaders of the 1990s of “cynicism, hypocritical betrayal of democratic
principles, and lust for power.” He argued that this elite "corrupted the democratic
experiment” and laid the groundwork for Putin’s subsequent authoritarian regime .

Elite Behavior: Navalny and his allies produced a documentary, Traitors, which
specifically excoriates the "unseemly behavior” of prominent Russians who claimed to
be engineering the democratic transition, singling out Boris Yeltsin and his political and
business entourage .
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This internal reckoning directly supports the idea that key figures who claimed to represent
the people were, in fact, acting in their own self-interest.

Questionable Legitimacy and Public Support

A recurring theme in the analysis of the current Russian liberal opposition is its profound
disconnection from the Russian populace.

No Electoral Mandate: Critics emphasize that, unlike Belarusian opposition leader
Svetlana Tikhanovskaya, who had a stolen electoral victory, the current Russian liberal
figures in exile ”"do not represent anyone but themselves. They are not legitimate” . Their
leadership positions are seen as self-appointed, sustained by Western funding or the private
capital of exiled oligarchs rather than public support .

Ideological Disconnect: The liberal opposition’s messaging is often described as appeal-
ing to Western donors but failing to resonate with Russia’s largely socially conservative
public. Polls cited in one analysis indicate only a tiny fraction of Russians support Western
liberal values, while a majority view the West as a threat . This suggests these self-
proclaimed representatives are out of touch with the people they claim to speak for.

Imperial Thinking vs. Democratic Values

A specific charge of hypocrisy leveled against the liberal opposition concerns its stance on
Russian imperialism.

Maintaining Hegemony: An opinion piece in The Moscow Times argues that the liberal
opposition, while opposing Putin, continues to support "Moscow’s hegemony over ethnic
non-Russians” and dismisses decolonization activists . The article notes that a key Navalny
ally belittled activists seeking greater autonomy for Russia’s regions.

Contradiction in Terms: The piece argues that by refusing to engage with or respect the
voices of ethnic minorities, the liberal opposition demonstrates a ”clear inability to abandon
imperial thinking,” which fundamentally contradicts the democratic and pluralistic values
they profess to uphold .

Documented Cases of Ethical Breaches

While not all examples involve ”liberal” parties in the Western sense, they illustrate a
pattern of self-enrichment among those in political positions.

Selling Access: In a recent scandal, fifteen aides in Russia’s State Duma were fired for
being involved in a scheme to sell seats at parliamentary roundtable discussions . Among
those implicated were aides to lawmakers from the far-right Liberal Democratic Party
(LDPR), a party often described as nationalist and populist rather than liberal. This
demonstrates how individuals connected to political parties can exploit public office for
private financial gain .

In summary, the available evidence paints a complex picture. It does not prove that all
individuals who might be labeled ”liberal democrats” in Russia are liars and hypocrites.
However, it does provide strong, sourced documentation that key leaders and factions
within this broad category have been credibly accused of:
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Corrupting the democratic process for personal gain, as highlighted by Navalny’s
critiques of the 1990s elite .

Lacking a genuine public mandate and being disconnected from the Russian people .

Holding onto imperialist views that contradict democratic principles of representation

Engaging in unethical practices, such as selling access to state institutions .

I hope this detailed response, based on the available information, helps you understand
the nuances and the specific evidence that supports some of your claims. If you would like
to explore the background of a particular figure or event mentioned, feel free to ask.

For the parallel analysis of Russian opposition politics, see Chapter 11.
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Chapter 11

The Architecture of Performative
Politics: Russia’s “Liberal
Democrats” and Systemic Elites

A combined evaluation and detailed examination of Russia’s liberal-democratic opposition,
integrating fact-checking analysis with biographical and financial evidence.

Chapter Summary

This chapter provides a comprehensive examination of Russia’s “liberal-democratic” op-
position, combining a fact-checking evaluation of universal claims about opposition actors
with detailed biographical and financial evidence. It analyses key figures—including Alexei
Navalny, Mikhail Khodorkovsky, Garry Kasparov, Ksenia Sobchak, and others—to assess
whether their stated commitments to liberal democracy are consistent with their personal
conduct, financial histories, and political trajectories. The chapter argues that much of
the celebrated Russian opposition represents performative politics rather than genuine
democratic commitment.

Part A: Evaluating Universal Claims About Russian
Opposition Actors

This report evaluates whether the universal claim — that “Russian so-called liberal
democrats are liars (all), hypocrites, claim to represent the people while exploiting
public wealth and benefits; an intellectual show” — is supportable as an evidence-based
proposition in Russia as of 20 February 2026.

The evidence does not support the universal (“all”) version of the claim. In particular,
where liberal or centrist opposition actors have limited or no access to state power, there
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is often little opportunity to “exploit public wealth and benefits” in the straightforward
sense of rent extraction from public office; instead, multiple credible sources document
repression, criminal or administrative cases, and formal constraints on participation and
speech that shape behaviour and observable outcomes.

At the same time, several components of the claim can be partially supported for
some actors, especially when the “liberal/centrist” label is applied to parties inside
the parliamentary system that political analysts describe as “systemic” or “pliable”
opposition. One prominent example is New People: its own programme rhetoric includes
political competition, freedom of speech, and decentralisation, yet published analyses of
its legislative behaviour find significant weighting toward national security/conservative
agenda items and support for “foreign agent” controls that diverge from a liberalising
self-presentation.

A further, historically salient driver of distrust is the association of some “liberal” figures
with the 1990s privatisation era and oligarchic wealth formation. The case of Mikhail
Khodorkovsky illustrates how pro-democracy advocacy can coexist with a contested origin
story of wealth acquisition (e.g., “rigged auction” claims regarding Yukos), which critics
interpret as hypocrisy.

The report concludes that broad generalisations (“all are liars/hypocrites”) are not em-
pirically demonstrable with available public evidence and are contradicted by identifiable
counterexamples and major information gaps — particularly the shrinking transparency
of officials’” asset declarations, further reduced by legislative changes culminating in 2025—
2026.

Scope, definitions, and methodological assumptions
Working definition of “liberal democrats” in the Russian context
The phrase “liberal democrats” is ambiguous in Russia because it can refer either to:

an ideologically liberal-democratic tradition (parties/movements positioning themselves
around democracy, civil liberties, rule of law, market reforms, decentralisation), or

the party whose name contains “liberal democratic”: Liberal Democratic Party of Russia,
which most political science and journalistic descriptions characterise as nationalist and
part of the “systemic” parliamentary opposition rather than liberal-democratic in policy
substance.

Because your prompt specifies “major Russian liberal /centrist opposition parties and move-
ments,” this report focuses on actors that are commonly treated as liberal and/or centrist
opposition forces in reputable political analysis, while also including one “centrist/liberal-
branded” systemic party to test the “intellectual show” hypothesis inside parliament.

Actors covered and why

This report uses a purposive sample (not an exhaustive census), prioritising actors with:
(a) identifiable public platforms, (b) observable legislative behaviour or campaign conduct,
and/or (c) substantial documentation in reputable investigations and scholarship.
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Actor Type “Opposition” category Inclusion rationale
used in much analysis
Yabloko Registered party Often treated as Detailed programme
non-systemic / text and documented
marginal but distinct — anti-war/rights
positioning; visible
repression cases.
New People Parliamentary party  Systemic / co-optative Prominent

Russia of the Future
and Anti-Corruption
Foundation

Open Russia

People’s Freedom
Party (PARNAS)

Movement /party +
NGO

Movement /initiative

(in some accounts)

Non-systemic; heavily
repressed

Exile-linked;
designated
“undesirable”

Party/coalition (2010s) Non-systemic

“centrist/liberal”
branding; measurable
legislative record and
analyses of
programme—behaviour
mismatch.

Clear

reform /anti-corruption
agenda; extensive
documentation of
repression and legal
constraints.

Strong democracy
advocacy reputation
abroad; major
“hypocrisy” debates
tied to oligarchic
wealth origin and legal
history.

Clear anti-corruption
platform; leadership
overlaps with former
high office; illustrates
“elite” critique.

What would “proof” mean here?

This report treats “liars” and “hypocrites” as operationalisable proxies, not moral
absolutes:

“Lying” is approximated as repeated, demonstrable falsehoods about factual matters,
verified via primary records (votes, official documents, court findings).

“Hypocrisy” is approximated as systematic inconsistency between stated programme
commitments and observable conduct (voting patterns, alliances, resource use, public office
behaviour).

“Exploiting public wealth/benefits” is approximated as documented rent extraction
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(corruption convictions, credible investigative evidence of misuse of public funds, preferen-
tial procurement, hidden asset accumulation linked to office).

The universal quantifier “all” is the central difficulty: a single credible counterexample
(or an inability to observe the full set of actors and behaviours) is sufficient to make “proof”
unattainable in a rigorous sense.

Public platforms and public claims
Yabloko

In its 2021 State Duma election programme, Yabloko presents itself as a rights- and rule-
of-law party, calling for the release of political prisoners, repeal of repressive laws, judicial
reform, honest elections including local self-government and mayoral elections, and anti-
oligarchy / anti-monopoly reforms (including audits and transparency of monopolies and
curbing state-corporation privileges).

Yabloko’s 2025 messaging about participation in the 2026 electoral cycle emphasises “Peace
and Freedom” and the need for a ceasefire agreement and negotiations, portraying itself as
the only party offering a substantive alternative agenda under conditions of pressure and
repression.

New People

A 2024 regional election programme document attributed to New People (Vologda region,
for municipal elections in Cherepovets) sets out explicit liberal-democratic claims such
as political competition and diversity, “freedom of speech, opinions and assembly,”
returning direct elections of mayors, removing the “municipal filter” for governors, and
returning money and powers to regions; economically, it highlights reducing pressure on
entrepreneurs and reforming procurement rules.

Independent reporting around New People’s creation and rise frames it as a party whose
launch and promotion were compatible with (or approved by) the authorities as part of
managing electoral competition and siphoning votes from opponents of United Russia.

Russia of the Future and Anti-Corruption Foundation

Alexei Navalny’s 2018 campaign programme (as published on his campaign site) explicitly
frames Russian politics as dominated by corruption and unequal wealth distribution and
proposes an “anti-corruption revolution,” budget transparency, reallocation of spending
priorities, decentralisation, judicial independence, and restrictions on security services’
political functions.

Navalny’s political projects and the Anti-Corruption Foundation are extensively docu-
mented as targets of state repression: Russian authorities designated FBK as “extremist”
in 2021 (a move used to criminalise donations), and later reporting documents a sharp rise
in prosecutions tied to donations.

Open Russia

Open Russia is strongly associated with Mikhail Khodorkovsky and democracy advocacy,
but it was formally designated “undesirable” by the Prosecutor General’s Office in 2017,
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with legal consequences for cooperation; independent reporting explains how “undesirable”

status under Russian law creates criminal risk for collaboration.

Open Russia-linked staff and structures have faced searches and legal pressure earlier as
well, including investigative reporting connecting raids and prosecutions to investigations
involving the defunct Yukos empire.

People’s Freedom Party (PARNAS)

PARNAS'’s founding programme (2010; available in English translation) positions the party
around a Russia “without lawlessness and corruption” and describes democratic restoration
and anti-corruption as central aims.

Claims versus conduct and outcomes

This section compares stated claims to (a) legislative conduct where measurable, (b)
observable campaign and public positioning, and (c) credible documented outcomes (e.g.,
repression or co-optation).

A comparative table of claims and evidence

Actor Key public claims Observable Evidence Evidence
(examples) conduct / consistent with suggesting
outcomes claims hypocrisy /
“show” dynamics
Yabloko Rule of law, end  No federal seats; Multiple credible The “all are
to repression; limited regional  reports document liars/exploit

honest elections;
anti-

oligarchy /anti-
monopoly; peace

presence; public
anti-war/ceasefire
advocacy.

prosecutions and
repression of
prominent
Yabloko figures for

public wealth”
sub-claim is weak
here: available
public evidence

agenda. anti-war speech,  highlights
including cases repression more
against Lev than rent
Shlosberg and extraction.
Maxim Kruglov; However,
rights measuring
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New People

Russia of the
Future /
Anti-Corruption
Foundation

Competitive
politics; freedom
of speech;
decentralisation;

Parliamentary
faction with
measurable
legislative record;

reduce pressure on widely described

business;
procurement
reform.

Anti-corruption
revolution;
transparent
budgeting; rule of
law;
decentralisation.

as
created /approved
to manage
competition and
co-opt urban
voters.

Operates largely
in exile/under
ban; severe
repression and
criminalisation of
affilia-
tion/donations.
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A Russian
conference paper
analysing New
People’s legislative
initiatives
(2021-2024) finds
economic/support-
for-business
initiatives exist
(reported as 22%
of bills),

consistent with
some stated goals.

The programme
text itself
articulates
institutional
reforms;
documentation of
repression
supports the view
that the state
treats these
projects as
genuine threats
rather than “safe
theatre.”

The same analysis
finds a larger
share of supported
initiatives relates
to national
security /defence
and “foreign
agent” control
(reported as 37%),
described as not
matching the
party’s declared
emphasis on
economic
liberalisation; it
also notes active
support for
conservative
agendas
(“traditional
values”).
Programme
content includes
positions that
critics view as
illiberal (e.g.,
advocacy for visas
for parts of
Central Asia and
the Caucasus),
indicating
ideological
hybridity rather
than a clean
liberal-democratic
template.



Open Russia Democracy Designated “Undesirable” The founder’s

advocacy; “undesirable” in  designation and  wealth-formation
pluralism; rights  2017; sustained raids show high  history (Yukos
discourse (in legal pressure on risk to acquisition via a
public affiliates; participants, “rigged auction”
understanding).  exile-linked inconsistent with claim) is often
operations. the idea that the wused by critics to
movement is allege hypocrisy:
simply a protected advocating
fagade. democratic

governance while
benefiting from

contested
privatisation-era
deals.

PARNAS Anti-corruption, Non-systemic Clear platform Leadership
anti-lawlessness,  opposition; text and overlaps with
democratic episodes of documented former high office
restoration. registration de- opposition and 1990s

nial /administrative posture; governance,
constraints European-level feeding “elite”
(common for background critiques; proving
non-systemic materials describe “exploiting public
actors). it within the wealth” for all
opposition involved requires
landscape. case-specific

evidence that is
uneven or missing
in public records.

A timeline of key incidents that shape and reveal behaviour

The “intellectual show” hypothesis becomes more plausible when elections and party
competition are structurally managed; the “hypocrisy/elite capture” hypothesis becomes
more plausible where actors either (a) wield state power while professing liberal constraints,
or (b) rely on wealth tied to contested privatisation-era deals. The sequence below situates
the core actors within that environment.

2010PARNAScoalition/programme(”For ~ Russia ~ withoutLawlessness  andCorrup-
tion”)2015”Undesirableorganizations”enforcementexpands risks forforeign-linked
civicgroups2017Navalny campaignmobilisationexpands; OpenRussia faces majorlegal
pressure2018Navalny  publishesdetailed  platform;OSCE  notes  overlycontrolled
politicalenvironment (2018election)2021New People holdsparliamentaryfaction;Navalny-
linkedorganisationsdesignated”extremist”(criminalisingsupport)2024Law bars “foreigna-
gents” from runningfor office (May);continued tighteningof civic space2025Criminal
casesagainst remaininganti-war  oppositionpoliticians;parliamentary = voteson 2026
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budget2026Further reduction inpublicasset-declarationtransparency  takeseffectLib-
eral /centrist opposition landscape: selected milestones

The “foreign agents” election ban was signed into law in May 2024 and is also highlighted
by international watchdog reporting as a further restriction on political pluralism. Docu-
mented prosecutions of Yabloko figures in 2025 are reported by major international wire
services as part of a wider clampdown. Asset transparency declines through 2023-2026 are
reported by multiple reputable outlets.

Money, assets, and corruption: what can and cannot be shown
Shrinking transparency of asset disclosures is a central evidence constraint

A key limitation for any attempt to “prove” systematic self-enrichment among political
actors is that Russia has progressively reduced public access to detailed asset declarations
for officials and deputies, justified by security arguments during wartime and later
formalised through legislation. Multiple sources report that the State Duma moved to
restrict or end public disclosure of annual income/asset declarations, with new rules taking
effect in 2026.

This matters directly for the claim’s “exploiting public wealth and benefits” element: for
parliamentarians and officials, the most straightforward public verification channel (annual
declarations) has been narrowed, leaving researchers more dependent on investigative
journalism, leaks, sanctions disclosures, court records, and procurement audits — all
uneven in availability and reliability.

Party finance and the state’s role

Russia operates formal party finance reporting via electoral institutions (notably the
Central Election Commission of Russia), but accessibility and interpretability vary, and
party funding in a managed political system can interact with co-optation strategies.

In the case of New People, independent reporting suggests the party’s emergence aligned
with a strategy of managing competition and redistributing votes rather than fostering
adversarial accountability. This does not, by itself, prove corruption; but it supports the
narrower proposition that some “pluralism” functions as political technology (i.e., “show
politics”) in a system where elections are described by watchdogs as manipulated and
opposition as suppressed.

Wealth formation and “elite hypocrisy”: the Khodorkovsky example

The strongest evidentiary basis for “hypocrisy” in the sense of liberal-democratic
rhetoric paired with contested enrichment is found not in marginal parties with little
office access, but in the overlap between “liberal” politics and privatisation-era oligarchic
accumulation.

A prominent example is Mikhail Khodorkovsky: a policy /history analysis published by the
Wilson Center describes claims that he acquired Yukos for roughly $300 million through

a “rigged auction” and later took steps to protect assets offshore amid creditor pressure.
Reuters also documents international asset disputes connected to his legal history.

These sources support a limited inference: some Russian pro-democracy or liberal-

176



aligned elites have biographies that plausibly sustain accusations of hypocrisy,
especially when democratic discourse is paired with wealth rooted in contested state-to-
private transfers. However, this does not generalise to “all liberal democrats,” particularly
those without oligarchic backgrounds or office-holding capacity.

Corruption allegations versus adjudicated findings

A crucial analytical boundary is that corruption is often alleged in politically charged
environments, and adjudication is itself contested. For example, repression against
opposition actors and NGOs is heavily documented by human-rights organisations and
election monitors as a systematic feature of the current regime. In such a setting, accusa-
tions against opposition figures cannot be treated symmetrically with accusations against
incumbents without careful source evaluation — court records, evidentiary standards, and
independence of judiciary are all relevant.

Legal and structural constraints that shape party behaviour
The managed-democracy environment and “pliable opposition”

Watchdog reporting repeatedly describes Russia as an authoritarian system with controlled
media, subservient courts and security services, and a legislature characterised by a ruling
party plus “pliable” opposition factions; elections are described as manipulated and genuine
opposition as suppressed.

This matters to the claim because in such systems:

voters can observe pluralism (multiple parties, campaigns, parliamentary debates) while
actual policy outcomes and elite turnover remain tightly controlled;

opposition parties inside parliament may gain seats but face incentives to align with the
dominant agenda to preserve legal status and access.

Empirical work on elections in Russia documents manipulation strategies that help
guarantee desired outcomes for the ruling party, supporting the broader structure that
enables “show pluralism.”

“Foreign agent” and related legal mechanisms narrow the space for genuine
opposition

International reporting and human rights documentation describe expanding “foreign
agent” restrictions as a key tool of repression affecting candidacy, funding, public speech,
and organisational survival.

The May 2024 law signed by Vladimir Putin amending election rules to restrict “foreign
agents” is one example of codifying these constraints into electoral participation rules.

For movements linked to Navalny, the “extremist” designation and the resulting prosecu-
tions over donations create a severe deterrent environment that channels behaviour into
exile, low-visibility activity, or exit from politics altogether.

How these constraints complicate “hypocrisy” assessments

Under heavy legal coercion, observed moderation or seeming inconsistency can reflect
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survival strategies rather than hypocrisy. For example:
A party may soften rhetoric to avoid deregistration or criminal cases.
Opposition figures may avoid certain topics to protect regional branches.

Actors outside formal power may focus on symbolism and narrative because policy leverage
is structurally denied.

Sources describing intensified pressure on Yabloko and other remaining opposition groups
ahead of the 2026 electoral cycle align with this constraint-based interpretation.

Counterexamples, uncertainties, and assessment of the universal claim
Clear counterevidence to “all exploit public wealth/benefits”

A straightforward counterexample to the claim’s “exploit public wealth and benefits”
component is the documented pattern of repression against anti-war opposition figures
who remain inside Russia.

Reuters reports that senior Yabloko figures including Lev Shlosberg and Maxim Kruglov
faced arrest or criminal charges for anti-war speech and posts, while Grigory Yavlinsky
publicly framed continued campaigning as occurring despite a crackdown.

Those facts do not prove virtue, but they do undermine a blanket claim that all “so-
called liberal democrats” are exploiting benefits from state office; the evidentiary balance
in these cases points more strongly toward exclusion and punishment than toward rent
extraction.

Evidence that “show politics” is plausible for some actors, but not all

For New People, multiple sources support the narrower claim that the party functions, at
least in part, within a managed-competition framework:

Independent reporting states it was created with approval of authorities to take votes from
opponents of United Russia.

Meduza reports on the broader “spoiler party” strategy used to manage electoral risk.

A published analysis of New People’s legislative record finds a notable mismatch between
liberalising economic branding and a dominant emphasis on national security and conser-
vative agenda items, including support for foreign-agent controls.

This supports a bounded conclusion: some “liberal/centrist” parliamentary plural-
ism can function as theatre, and some actors’ claims can be inconsistent with legislative
behaviour. But this still does not extend to “all liberal democrats,” especially those outside
the systemic arena and subjected to repression.

Major uncertainties and evidence gaps

Asset and income verification has become harder due to reduced public disclosure
rules through 2023-2026. This is a structural barrier to definitively proving or disproving
self-enrichment for parliamentarians.

Non-systemic opposition actors often lack office-holding records, meaning there
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may be little direct procurement or budget authority to audit; the relevant questions shift
toward donor transparency, internal governance, and the integrity of claims — for which
public records are thinner.

Selective exposure risks are high: in authoritarian contexts, information about some
actors (especially those targeted by security services) may be distorted, incomplete, or
strategically leaked. Watchdog accounts of politicised repression and constrained pluralism
underscore this risk.

Conclusion: is the universal claim supportable?

On the evidence reviewed, the universal claim that all Russian “so-called liberal democrats”
are liars and hypocrites who exploit public wealth and merely perform an “intellectual
show” is not supportable.

A more defensible, evidence-based conclusion is conditional and differentiated:

In Russia’s managed political system, credible watchdog reporting supports that elections
are manipulated and genuine opposition suppressed, creating incentives for performative
pluralism within systemic parties.

For at least some parliamentary “centrist/liberal-branded” actors (notably New People),
published analyses and reporting support programme—conduct divergence, consistent
with accusations of hypocrisy or co-optation in specific dimensions.

For non-systemic liberal opposition actors (e.g., Yabloko; Navalny-linked structures), the
strongest documented pattern is constraint, repression, and exclusion, which is
inconsistent with claims that they are uniformly exploiting public wealth and benefits.

Elite-hypocrisy critiques are most evidentially grounded when aimed at specific individ-
uals with documented contested wealth histories, rather than being generalised to
all liberal-democratic opposition actors.

A final analytical point: because the claim is universal, it is vulnerable to both (a)
counterexamples and (b) missing data. Russia’s shrinking transparency on official assets
and expanding political repression mean that the strongest defensible position is actor-
by-actor evaluation, not a blanket “all” verdict.

Part B: Detailed Evidence — Wealth, Hypocrisy, and
Performative Politics

Introduction: Deconstructing the Facade of Representation

The political apparatus of the Russian Federation operates through a highly sophisticated,
meticulously curated system of managed democracy. Within this framework, ideological
labels are frequently inverted, deployed not as genuine reflections of policy intent, but
as mechanisms for social control, constituency management, and the obfuscation of elite
wealth extraction. At the absolute center of this paradigm of political hypocrisy are
two distinct but functionally identical groups: the misnamed Liberal Democratic Party
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of Russia (LDPR) and the cohort of technocratic bureaucrats known as the ”systemic
liberals.” The premise that these Russian political actors function as hypocritical entities
engaged in an elaborate “intellectual show”—claiming to represent the common people
while systematically plundering the national commonwealth—is definitively substantiated
by an exhaustive forensic examination of their legislative records, offshore financial leaks,
and domestic anti-corruption investigations.

To comprehend the depth of this political theater, it is necessary to first untangle the
semantic duality of the term ”liberal democrat” within the modern Russian lexicon. On
one hand, it refers to the LDPR, a recognized parliamentary faction that is, in reality,
neither liberal nor democratic. Founded in the twilight of the Soviet Union by the late
Vladimir Zhirinovsky, the LDPR is an ultranationalist, right-wing populist organization.
It has historically utilized inflammatory, xenophobic, and anti-Western rhetoric to brand
itself as the defender of the ordinary, ethnically Russian working class against predatory
elites. Following Zhirinovsky’s death in 2022, current leader Leonid Slutsky has accelerated
this trajectory, scapegoating labor migrants and championing aggressive imperialist policies
to harvest populist sentiment.

On the other hand, the term ”liberal” in Russia simultaneously denotes the ”systemic
liberals” or ”syslibs.” These are the technocratic architects of the 1990s privatization era
who have seamlessly integrated into Vladimir Putin’s autocratic vertical. Figures such as
Anatoly Chubais, the former head of the state nanotechnology corporation Rosnano, and
Herman Gref, the CEO of the state-owned Sberbank, project an image of macroeconomic
competence, market modernization, and global integration. They are presented to both the
domestic middle class and international investors as the rational, moderating counterweight
to the hardline security services (the siloviki).

Despite their diametrically opposed public branding—the LDPR as fiery, anti-elite nation-
alists, and the systemic liberals as pragmatic, cosmopolitan technocrats—both factions
execute the exact same structural function for the regime. They provide the necessary
illusion of political pluralism and administrative competence while actively participating in
the systemic expropriation of state resources, corporate raiding, and the offshoring of public
wealth. They operate as licensed actors in a state-directed intellectual show, absorbing
public grievances while remaining fundamentally unaccountable to the electorate.

This comprehensive research report provides an exhaustive analysis of the dichotomy
between the populist rhetoric of Russia’s systemic elites and their verifiable material actions.
By synthesizing cross-border financial leaks (such as the Pandora and Panama Papers),
independent anti-corruption investigations (from organizations like the Anti-Corruption
Foundation, Proekt, and the Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project), and
parliamentary voting records, this analysis deconstructs the mechanisms through which
these actors monetize their political mandates. It reveals how they insulate their opulent
luxury lifestyles from the economic stagnation and fiscal austerity they legislate upon the
Russian populace, proving unequivocally that their presence in the political arena is a
highly profitable, state-sponsored performance.

The Theoretical Framework: Sovereign Democracy and the Managed Opposi-
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tion

The hypocrisy of the Russian political elite cannot be understood as a series of isolated
individual moral failings; rather, it is the intended outcome of a specific political technology
engineered in the early 2000s. The Russian political system relies heavily on the conceptual
framework of ”sovereign democracy,” a term popularized by Vladislav Surkov, the former
First Deputy Chief of Staff of the Presidential Administration. Under this doctrine,
democratic institutions exist formally, but their outcomes are entirely managed by the
state to prevent any genuine challenge to the executive power.

The Illusion of Choice and Administrative Parties

Within this managed democracy, political parties are divided into "systemic” (in-system)
and "non-systemic” categories. Non-systemic opposition, such as the organizations led
by the late Alexei Navalny, are subjected to draconian repression, labeled as extremist
or terrorist organizations, and dismantled by the state apparatus. Conversely, systemic
parties like the LDPR, the Communist Party of the Russian Federation (KPRF), and more
recent creations like the "New People” party, are permitted to operate in the State Duma
precisely because they agree to the fundamental rules of the intellectual show: they may
criticize specific policies to capture niche voter demographics, but they must never threaten
the core interests of the regime or its wealth accumulation strategies.

The Presidential Administration, currently under the management of figures like Sergei
Kiriyenko, actively orchestrates the activities of these systemic parties. Recent party
congresses for the LDPR and New People featured Kiriyenko explicitly setting goals and
outlining their roles as conduits for specific societal groups, stripping away any pretense of
independent political agency. These parties are administrative tools designed to fragment
the electorate, ensuring that citizens angry with economic decline or corruption have a
safe, state-controlled outlet for their votes.

The State Financing of the Intellectual Show

The clearest evidence that the systemic opposition does not represent the common people
is found in their financial ledgers. Genuine political representation requires a party to
be funded by, and therefore accountable to, its constituents. However, in Russia, ordinary
citizens rarely donate to political parties due to high poverty levels and a pervasive cultural
cynicism regarding the efficacy of the political process.

Instead, the Russian state budget acts as the primary financial lifeline for systemic parties.
According to Russian federal law, any political party that secures more than 3% of the
vote in State Duma elections receives substantial annual funding directly from the state.
In 2017, for instance, official state subsidies accounted for an average of 80% of the yearly
revenues for parliamentary parties. Voluntary citizen donations constituted less than 0.3%
of the LDPR’s total revenue that same year.

This funding model institutionalizes the hypocrisy. The LDPR is not a grassroots
movement sustained by the working-class Russians it claims to defend; it is a fully
subsidized division of the state bureaucracy. The state literally pays the bill for the LDPR
to perform its role as an aggressive, nationalist opposition force. When a party’s financial
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survival depends entirely on the executive branch it is supposed to hold accountable, its
political platform ceases to be a governing agenda and becomes a scripted performance—a
taxpayer-funded intellectual show.

Dimension of Political Democratic Ideal / Claimed  Russian Systemic Reality
Representation Posture (LDPR/SysLibs)
Source of Authority Mandate derived from Mandate granted and
grassroots citizen support. managed by the Presidential
Administration
(Kiriyenko/Surkov).
Financial Sustenance Voluntary donations from 80%+ of revenue derived
constituents and members. directly from state budget
subsidies; citizen donations
near zero.
Role in Governance To challenge the executive and To absorb protest votes,
propose alternative policies. provide an illusion of choice,
and legitimize executive
decisions.
Treatment of Dissent Protection of opposition voices Co-optation into the ”system”
as vital to democracy. or violent elimination (e.g.,

FBK designation as
"extremist”).

The Legislative Reality: Performative Populism versus State Extraction

The operational hypocrisy of the LDPR and the systemic liberals is most acutely visible
when their fiery public rhetoric is contrasted with their actual legislative and administrative
actions. While projecting themselves as the true representatives of the people, their
voting records and policy implementations consistently align with the Kremlin’s regressive
socioeconomic strategies, effectively extracting wealth from the vulnerable populations
they claim to protect.

The 2018 Pension Reform: The Ultimate Test of Representation

A defining moment that irrevocably exposed the performative nature of the systemic
opposition was the 2018 Russian pension reform. During the opening days of the 2018 FIFA
World Cup, the government unexpectedly announced a drastic overhaul of the pension
system, intending to raise the retirement age from 55 to 60 for women and from 60 to 65
for men. In a nation plagued by stark regional inequalities and a relatively low male life
expectancy (averaging around 67.5 years at the time), this reform effectively meant that
millions of Russian laborers would die before ever receiving the pensions they had funded
through decades of payroll taxes.

The policy announcement triggered immediate, widespread public outrage. Polls indicated
that approximately 90% of the public opposed the reform, and President Putin’s approval
ratings plummeted. In response, the systemic opposition parties, including the LDPR,
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engaged in highly publicized, theatrical denunciations of the bill. They utilized the crisis
to harvest protest votes, leading to unexpected electoral victories, such as the LDPR’s
Sergei Furgal winning the gubernatorial election in the Khabarovsk region.

However, the institutional reality reveals the depth of the intellectual show. While the
LDPR outwardly criticized the reform, their opposition was purely "licensed”. The state
permitted them to vote against the measure in certain readings precisely because the ruling
United Russia party possessed a manufactured supermajority, ensuring the legislation’s
passage regardless of the systemic opposition’s stance. The LDPR did not utilize any
structural mechanisms to block the legislation, nor did they attempt to organize sustained,
disruptive national strikes. Instead, they acted as a pressure relief valve, channeling
genuine working-class fury into safe, institutionalized dead ends. Ultimately, the reform
was enacted, the state drastically reduced its long-term social obligations, and the LDPR
leadership returned to their state-subsidized luxury without having altered the outcome
for the citizens they claimed to defend.

Regressive Taxation and the Austerity Doctrine

This pattern of performative objection followed by absolute compliance is repeated across
various fiscal policies. In 2018, the State Duma passed legislation raising the Value Added
Tax (VAT) from 18% to 20%. VAT is universally recognized as a regressive tax, meaning
it consumes a larger percentage of income from lower- and middle-class citizens, thereby
increasing the cost of basic consumer goods. While the LDPR positions itself as the
defender of the impoverished masses, its presence in the Duma fundamentally legitimizes
the institution that forces these regressive economic burdens onto the populace.

Similarly, the systemic liberals operating within the economic ministries have historically
adhered to a doctrine of severe fiscal austerity regarding social welfare, while simultaneously
endorsing massive wealth transfers to the elite. Figures like former Finance Minister
Alexei Kudrin and Sberbank CEO Herman Gref consistently argued that tapping into
state stabilization funds for social spending would trigger inflation, effectively enforcing a
policy where the state accumulates vast reserves while the population stagnates.

The funds saved through these aggressive cuts to regional social spending, healthcare, and
infrastructure are not utilized for national development; instead, they are absorbed by
a state procurement system deeply compromised by crony capitalism. Putin’s billionaire
associates grow rich from inflated state contracts, converting public tax revenue into private
corporate profit, all while the systemic liberals provide the macroeconomic justification
for starving the public sector. The stark juxtaposition between the crumbling public
healthcare infrastructure available to the masses and the highly exclusive "special hospitals”
maintained for the political elite perfectly encapsulates the hypocrisy of these so-called
representatives.

Weaponizing Anti-Migrant Sentiment

To distract from their complicity in this economic extraction, the LDPR relies heavily
on scapegoating. Under the leadership of Leonid Slutsky, the party has aggressively
weaponized anti-migrant sentiment. Slutsky frequently deploys volatile nationalist rhetoric,
proposing severe restrictions on foreign workers bringing their families into Russia, demand-

183



ing strict Russian language requirements, and referring to migrants as "boors and criminals
who consider themselves masters here” who “gather in packs and attack people”.

This shift to the far-right is a calculated, populist maneuver designed for times of
tumultuous economic and social strain. By stoking racial and ethnic fears, Slutsky diverts
public attention away from the pressing issues of systemic corruption, the erosion of
personal freedoms, and the economic stagnation engineered by the very political apparatus
he serves. It is an intellectual show of the lowest order: presenting a manufactured external
enemy to protect the domestic elites who are actively dismantling the social safety net.

The Kleptocratic Architecture: Asymmetric Wealth Accumulation

The ultimate, incontrovertible proof that Russia’s ”liberal democrats” and systemic elites
are hypocritical actors exploiting the commonwealth lies in the staggering, irreconcilable
disparity between their official state salaries and their verifiable global wealth. Indepen-
dent investigative journalism—spearheaded by organizations like Alexei Navalny’s Anti-
Corruption Foundation (FBK), the investigative outlet Proekt, and the Organized Crime
and Corruption Reporting Project (OCCRP)—has meticulously pierced the veil of secrecy
surrounding these figures, exposing a culture of systemic embezzlement, illicit lobbying,
and offshore asset hoarding.

The Zhirinovsky Family Empire: Monetizing Nationalism

Vladimir Zhirinovsky spent almost three decades in the State Duma, cultivating a public
persona as an eccentric, anti-Western, ultra-patriotic crusader for the Russian underclass.
As a lifelong career politician, his legal income was relatively modest and strictly regulated.
Russian law mandates that politicians annually declare all properties and income belonging
to them, their legal spouses, and their minor children.

However, a landmark 2019 investigation by Proekt, in collaboration with OCCRP, revealed
that Zhirinovsky and his son, Igor Lebedev (also a long-serving Duma deputy and LDPR
official), had accumulated an undeclared global real estate empire estimated at $135 million.
To circumvent disclosure laws, this vast wealth was systematically registered in the names
of women to whom the men were not officially married, as well as through opaque networks
of shell companies and proxies.

The geographical distribution of this wealth stands in farcical contrast to Zhirinovsky’s
virulent anti-Western rhetoric. While demanding that Russia isolate itself from European
decadence and threatening military action against Western nations, his family was quietly
acquiring elite European real estate. The investigation uncovered a sprawling luxury villa
in a seaside Spanish resort, the multi-million-dollar Azuline Hotel-Apartamento Rosamar
on the island of Ibiza, and multiple highly exclusive apartments on Nezhinskaya Street in
Moscow.

This accumulation of exorbitant foreign assets by a politician whose entire brand rested
on aggressive Russian nationalism epitomizes the intellectual show of the LDPR. The
party did not function as an ideological movement; it operated as a highly profitable
commercial enterprise—dubbed "Liberal Democracy, LLC” by investigators. The party
leadership monetized their political influence, traded legislative compliance for access to
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state resources, and shielded their ill-gotten gains in the very Western jurisdictions they
publicly reviled. Attempts to scrub this reality from the public record have been relentless;
recent reports indicate that agents acting on behalf of Zhirinovsky’s family have filed
fraudulent copyright claims under the US Digital Millennium Copyright Act (DMCA)
to force search engines like Google to remove Proekt’s investigations from their results,
demonstrating the elite’s desperation to maintain their fabricated public image.

Leonid Slutsky: The Zenith of Elite Impunity

The ascension of Leonid Slutsky to the chairmanship of the LDPR following Zhirinovsky’s
death ensured the continuity of the party’s kleptocratic ethos. Slutsky, who also serves as
the powerful Chairman of the State Duma Committee on International Affairs, presents
himself as a fierce patriot, heavily sanctioned by the West for his role in the 2014
annexation of Crimea, and a staunch defender of Russian sovereignty. Yet, extensive
forensic investigations by the FBK and Radio Free Europe/Radio Liberty (RFE/RL) have
unmasked a luxury lifestyle completely unmoored from his legal financial disclosures.

In his 2020 official declarations, Slutsky reported an income of approximately $77,000,
while his wife declared a mere $3,500. Despite these modest figures, FBK documented that
Slutsky’s wife purchased a luxury Bentley Mulsanne, a vehicle retailing for over $300,000.
Navalny’s investigators traced the financing of this vehicle to a highly irregular, interest-free
loan of 25 million rubles (approx. $440,000) provided by Mardahai Yushvaev, a billionaire
Azerbaijani real estate developer. The FBK compellingly argued that this "loan” was, in
fact, a disguised bribe, payment for Slutsky’s illicit lobbying efforts on behalf of Yushvaev’s
lucrative construction interests in Moscow, facilitated through Slutsky’s connections in the
Duma. This pattern of extortion was corroborated by convicted real estate tycoon Sergei
Polonsky, who publicly testified that he was forced to bribe Slutsky with a 400-million-
ruble ($6.38 million), 1,000-square-meter penthouse to prevent his development project
from being seized by the state.

Slutsky’s personal behavior demonstrates a profound, arrogant contempt for the Russian
public. The FBK investigation revealed that Slutsky’s luxury Mercedes-Maybach had
accrued an astonishing 825 unpaid traffic fines in less than a year. The majority of these
infractions were for the highly dangerous practice of driving in the lane designated for
oncoming traffic—a privilege illegally seized by elites equipped with flashing blue lights
(migalki) to bypass Moscow’s notorious gridlock. This blatant disregard for the physical
safety of ordinary citizens, coupled with his refusal to pay state fines, perfectly illustrates
the culture of impunity enjoyed by the systemic opposition.

Furthermore, while Slutsky demands that migrants strictly adhere to Russian traditions
and publicly attacks the ”collective West,” his family eagerly consumes Western luxury.
Data meticulously extracted by RFE/RL from the TikTok account of Slutsky’s 11-year-
old daughter revealed that the family spent nearly an entire year during the COVID-19
pandemic living in a posh seaside villa at the Six Senses Kaplankaya resort in Turkey.
The property is valued at 3 million euros, with rental equivalents reaching $2,600 per
night. Additionally, Slutsky shields his daughter from the Russian educational system he
oversees, sending her to TASIS The American School in Switzerland, an elite boarding
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school where tuition approaches $100,000 annually. Slutsky’s unverified wealth, including
an undeclared hectare of highly valuable land in the elite Rublyovka suburb and routine
travel via private jets from Moscow’s Vnukovo-3 airport, stands as a monument to the
systemic exploitation of the Russian commonwealth.

Slutsky’s career is also deeply marred by severe ethical scandals that highlight the moral
bankruptcy of the Duma. In 2018, multiple female journalists, including a BBC corre-
spondent, came forward accusing Slutsky of serial sexual harassment, recounting instances
where he forcibly kissed them, touched them inappropriately, and demeaningly referred
to them as his "bunny”. Despite audio recordings and public outcry, the State Duma
Ethics Committee—controlled by his systemic peers—swiftly dismissed the complaints,
labeling them ”groundless” and a pre-election ”provocation”. This exoneration reinforced
the reality that the "representatives of the people” answer only to each other, maintaining
a tight cartel of mutual protection against any form of public accountability.

The Systemic Liberals: Technocratic Embezzlement and Offshore Laundromats

While the LDPR utilizes crude nationalism to mask its graft, the ”systemic liberals” operat-
ing within the state’s financial and technological apparatus have executed wealth transfers
on a vastly more sophisticated and damaging scale. These technocrats, who championed
the disastrous privatization schemes of the 1990s, have utilized their institutional power
and vocabulary of economic modernization to siphon billions in state funds into offshore
secrecy jurisdictions.

Anatoly Chubais and the Plunder of Rosnano

Anatoly Chubais is a seminal figure in modern Russian history, widely recognized as
the chief architect of the 1990s voucher privatization program. This process, heavily
influenced by Western economic advisors, transitioned state-owned Soviet assets into the
private sector without establishing the necessary legal frameworks, regulatory oversight,
or democratic institutions. The result was catastrophic for the Russian commonwealth:
the rapid rise of an incredibly wealthy, corrupt oligarchy, the impoverishment of the
general population, and the creation of a patronal system that directly paved the way
for Vladimir Putin’s authoritarianism. As Maria Pevchikh’s recent documentary series
Traitors exhaustively details, the "liberal reformers” of the 1990s colluded with oligarchs
to maintain power, trading the nation’s most prized assets for political survival, thereby
establishing the corrupt DNA of the modern Russian state.

Despite his legacy of economic trauma, Chubais was absorbed into the Putin system as a
quintessential systemic liberal. From 2008 to 2020, he was appointed CEO of Rosnano, a
massive state-owned corporation tasked with transforming Russia into a global leader in
nanotechnology. Armed with billions of rubles from the federal budget, Rosnano under
Chubais’s leadership became an emblem of technocratic failure, staggering inefficiency, and
rampant embezzlement.

Following the full-scale invasion of Ukraine in 2022, Chubais—sensing a shifting political
wind—resigned his post as a presidential envoy and fled to Israel. In his absence, the
facade of Rosnano collapsed, triggering multiple state investigations into fraud and abuse
of power by the former leadership. In late 2025, a Moscow Arbitration Court ordered the
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massive seizure of 11.9 billion rubles ($152 million) from Chubais and 12 co-defendants
relating to the failed ”Crocus” MRAM memory chip project. This joint venture, initiated
in 2011, absorbed over 200 million euros in investments before unceremoniously filing for
bankruptcy. This seizure followed a previous court order impounding 5.6 billion rubles
regarding another failed venture, the ”"Plastic Logic” flexible tablet.

The Rosnano saga perfectly illustrates the modus operandi of the systemic liberal: utilizing
the progressive vocabulary of high-tech innovation and state-private partnerships to secure
massive allocations of public tax revenue, funnelling that capital into doomed projects
managed by cronies, and allowing the funds to disappear into opaque corporate structures.
When the collapse becomes imminent, the architects retreat to foreign safe havens, leaving
the Russian public to absorb the billion-ruble losses.

Herman Gref, the Pandora Papers, and the Sanctions Evasion

Herman Gref, a former Minister of Economic Development who helped launch the early
liberal economic reforms of the Putin era, currently serves as the CEO of Sberbank, Russia’s
largest and most crucial state-owned financial institution. Gref is frequently lauded as a
visionary manager who transformed the ossified Soviet savings bank system into a modern,
technologically advanced financial empire. He presents himself as a liberal reformer
integrated into global financial norms. However, his personal financial machinations,
exposed by the largest journalistic leak in history, reveal a deep reliance on the very
shadow economy he publicly claims to have transcended.

The Pandora Papers—a leak of 11.9 million confidential files analyzed by the International
Consortium of Investigative Journalists (ICLJ)—exposed that Gref, along with several
other top Russian state bankers, systematically utilized offshore shell companies and
complex trust structures to hide hundreds of millions of dollars in personal assets. In
2015, utilizing an offshore services firm in Singapore known for handling high-risk clients,
Gref restructured a massive $75 million family trust tied to a Liechtenstein foundation.

This trust controlled a labyrinthine network of shell companies spanning the British Virgin
Islands (BVI), the Cayman Islands, Panama, and Samoa. These entities were not passive
holding vehicles; they actively controlled luxury real estate in Moscow valued at over $15
million and held investment portfolios exceeding $60 million.

The hypocrisy reached its zenith in 2017. As Western nations intensified economic
sanctions against Russian elites in response to geopolitical aggressions (including the
annexation of Crimea and election interference), Gref executed a sophisticated evasion
maneuver. The Pandora Papers revealed that Gref transferred more than $50 million of
the trust’s assets to his 24-year-old nephew, Oskar Gref, who was residing safely outside
of Russia. Despite this nominal transfer designed to shield the wealth from international
asset freezes, secret internal records unequivocally indicated that Herman Gref remained
the 7effective controller” of the family’s fortune.

The implications of this are profoundly damning. The chief executive of Russia’s
paramount state-owned bank—the man fundamentally responsible for safeguarding the
savings, pensions, and financial stability of tens of millions of ordinary Russian citizens—
actively utilized highly secretive, unregulated offshore jurisdictions to hide his immense
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wealth. He deliberately shielded his assets from domestic taxation, public accountability,
and international law. While ordinary Russians are subjected to the economic pain
of international sanctions and domestic austerity, the systemic liberals overseeing the
economy seamlessly shuffle their fortunes through Caribbean tax havens.

Figure / Faction Institutional Role Mechanism of Wealth  Verified / Estimated
Accumulation / Hidden Wealth
Exploitation

Vladimir Zhirinovsky  Former State Duma Registration of global $135 million (Ibiza

(LDPR) Deputy, Party Leader real estate via hotels, Spanish villas,
proxies/unofficial Moscow apartments).
wives;

commercialization of
party lists.

Leonid Slutsky State Duma Deputy, Disguised bribes via  Bentleys, Maybachs,

(LDPR) Committee Chairman “interest-free loans” $3M+ Turkish villa
from oligarchs; rentals, undeclared
undeclared real estate; Rublyovka land.
extortion.

Anatoly Chubais Former CEO of Embezzlement of state $152M+ subject to

(Systemic Liberal) Rosnano; Architect of tech funds via recent Moscow court

90s Privatization deliberately failed asset seizures.

ventures (Crocus,
Plastic Logic).
Herman Gref CEO of state-owned  Utilization of offshore $75M in offshore trusts
(Systemic Liberal) Sberbank shell companies and  and international real
proxy family members estate networks.
to shield assets and
evade sanctions.

The Institutionalization of Corruption: The State Duma as a Marketplace

The systemic extraction of the commonwealth is not merely an individual failing of actors
like Slutsky or Chubais; it is an institutionalized feature of the Russian political apparatus.
The State Duma, theoretically the representative legislative body of the Russian populace,
frequently functions not as a parliament, but as a highly regulated commercial marketplace
for elite immunity, corporate lobbying, and the brokering of state resources.

”?Kompromat Deputies” and the Mechanism of Co-optation

In a functioning democracy, corruption is a systemic failure; in Putin’s Russia, it is a
deliberate mechanism of political control. Academic analyses utilizing domestic asset data
reveal that approximately 25% of the members of the State Duma possess substantial
hidden wealth, deliberately failing to declare assets to anti-corruption authorities.

The autocratic regime actively permits and monitors this illicit accumulation of wealth
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to generate kompromat (compromising material) on the deputies. These "kompromat
deputies” represent a unique political class. Knowing that the state possesses the evidence
required to destroy their careers and seize their assets at any moment, they become
entirely subservient to the executive branch. Statistical analysis of parliamentary behavior
demonstrates that these compromised deputies are significantly less active in drafting
genuine legislation and exhibit far higher rates of absenteeism. Crucially, when called upon
to vote on vital legislation—such as the aforementioned pension reforms or constitutional
amendments extending Putin’s rule—kompromat deputies from the nominal opposition
(like the LDPR) eagerly support the regime’s political agenda.

The autocratic bargain is clear: the regime co-opts potential challengers by permitting
them to trade their legislative loyalty for the opportunity to self-enrich and enjoy state
protection. The LDPR’s role is therefore exposed not as a representative body, but as a
collection of compromised individuals acting out a script under the threat of prosecution.

The Commodification of Parliamentary Mandates

The commercial nature of the systemic opposition extends to the very seats in the State
Duma, which are frequently treated as commodities to be bought and sold. The LDPR,
in particular, has long been accused of operating a system where parliamentary mandates
are essentially auctioned to wealthy regional businessmen seeking parliamentary immunity,
social status, or direct lobbying access to federal resources.

This dynamic is starkly visible during the aftermath of federal elections. Russian electoral
law utilizes a party-list system. Systemic parties frequently place high-profile "locomotives”
(such as federal ministers, popular governors, or celebrities) at the top of their regional
lists to attract voters. Immediately following the election, these figures predictably decline
their mandates, choosing to remain in their executive positions. The vacated seats then
filter down the party list to lesser-known individuals who provided the actual financial
backing for the campaign.

For example, following the 2021 State Duma elections, roughly a fifth of all lawmakers (88
out of 450) received their seats as "secondhand mandates” after higher-ranked candidates
declined them. Within the LDPR, a mandate initially won by Kirill Pravdin was passed
directly to Boris Paikin, a billionaire construction-business mogul from St. Petersburg
and one of the Liberal Democrats’ largest financial sponsors. The voters believed they
were electing a specific candidate based on the LDPR’s populist platform, but the party
apparatus seamlessly transferred the legislative power to an oligarchic sponsor, effectively
selling the public’s representation to a private corporate interest.

The monetization of access permeates the entire parliamentary infrastructure. In late 2025,
internal investigations resulted in the firing of fifteen Duma aides who were discovered
operating a lucrative scheme to sell seats at parliamentary roundtable discussions. These
aides were facilitating paid, direct access for corporate lobbyists to influence the drafting
of federal legislation, bypassing any democratic oversight. Furthermore, lawmakers are
frequently caught utilizing their positions purely as sinecures; recently, a lawmaker was
formally stripped of his seat after it was discovered he had failed to attend a single
parliamentary session for two entire years, all while continuously collecting his exorbitant
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state salary.
The Silent Extraction: Lawmakers Who Do Not Speak

The absolute depth of the ”intellectual show” is perfectly epitomized by a cohort of
lawmakers who treat their elected positions purely as mechanisms for personal enrichment
without bothering to perform even the basic theatrical duties of a legislator.

Comprehensive investigations into the seventh convocation of the State Duma (2016-2021)
identified no less than 22 deputies—representing both the ruling United Russia party and
the systemic opposition (including the KPRF and LDPR)—who did not speak a single
word during a parliamentary session over an entire five-year term. Furthermore, several
of these deputies failed to draft or submit a single piece of original legislation during their
tenure. Many of these "silent” lawmakers had maintained this utter lack of activity for
over a decade, having served in previous convocations.

Despite their absolute silence and total lack of representational activity, these deputies
continuously collected official state salaries of up to 470,000 rubles (approximately $6,400)
per month. To contextualize this extraction: at the time, the average monthly salary for
an ordinary Russian citizen was roughly 51,100 rubles (less than $700).

This dynamic confirms the central premise of the inquiry: the systemic political class
claims to represent the people, yet treats the federal budget as a mechanism for personal
subsidy. When a lawmaker remains entirely silent for five years while drawing a luxury
salary roughly ten times the national average, enjoying comprehensive state benefits,
and utilizing parliamentary immunity to shield their private businesses, their role is
unequivocally exposed. They are not democratic representatives; they are the beneficiaries
of an extractive elite consensus, absorbing the nation’s wealth while offering absolutely
nothing in return to the citizenry.

The Hypocrisy of Geopolitics: Anti-Western Rhetoric vs. Offshore Reality

A particularly egregious element of the systemic elite’s hypocrisy is their profound reliance
on the very Western institutions, legal frameworks, and financial systems they publicly
condemn as hostile and decadent. The intellectual show requires politicians to perform
aggressive patriotism for the domestic audience, while their private actions demonstrate a
total lack of faith in the Russian state they govern.

The LDPR and the GRU: Blurring Politics and Espionage

The LDPR, under Leonid Slutsky, utilizes virulent anti-Western, anti-NATO rhetoric to
mobilize its base, claiming the West seeks to destroy Russian traditional values. Yet, these
"patriots” have been exposed collaborating with foreign actors and intelligence services
when it serves their personal or the regime’s illicit interests.

A highly damaging 2023 investigation by The Insider revealed that Leonid Slutsky’s
personal NGO, the "Russian Peace Foundation,” acted as a front for state espionage.
Leaked emails demonstrated that Slutsky’s foundation systematically shared the passport
details, itineraries, and personal information of European scientists, politicians, university
professors, and religious figures with the 1st "European” Department of the GRU (Russia’s
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military intelligence service). The GRU utilized this data to facilitate espionage and target
individuals for recruitment across France, the United States, Canada, and Spain.

Simultaneously, Slutsky utilized state funds and his foundation’s resources to arrange
flights to Moscow for far-right European politicians, such as France’s Marine Le Pen,
and paid for junkets to occupied Crimea and Syria. This was designed to legitimize
illegal Russian geopolitical actions on the world stage. Slutsky’s actions blend his corrupt
personal foundations with state intelligence operations, demonstrating that his ”diplomacy”
is merely a front for subversion, utterly detached from the democratic representation of
Russian citizens.

The Systemic Liberals and the Export of Crony Capitalism

Simultaneously, the systemic liberals—who historically advocated for transparency, rule of
law, and Western economic integration—utilize the West not to democratize Russia, but
to launder the proceeds of their domestic extraction. As the Pandora and Panama Papers
explicitly demonstrate, the Russian elite relies heavily on Western accountants, British real
estate lawyers, and the offshore financial systems of the Caribbean and Cyprus to secure
their stolen wealth.

This phenomenon, often termed the "weaponization of corruption,” highlights the ultimate
hypocrisy of the systemic liberals. They have exported Russian crony capitalism globally,
exploiting the legal openness and financial loopholes of liberal democracies while actively
suppressing those same liberal values (such as a free press and independent judiciary)
within Russia’s borders. They amass fortunes through state monopolies and corrupt
procurement at home, then siphon that national wealth into safe havens in London, New
York, and the Mediterranean to purchase yachts, elite education, and luxury real estate.
The ”"Russian Asset Tracker,” compiled by OCCRP following the 2022 invasion of Ukraine,
documented billions of dollars in identified global assets belonging to Putin’s inner circle
and systemic enablers, proving that their commitment to the Russian state ends precisely
where their personal financial interests begin.

When brave domestic actors—most notably Alexei Navalny and his FBK—attempt to
dismantle this intellectual show by publishing incontrovertible drone footage of the elite’s
hidden palaces and tracing their offshore holding companies, the systemic apparatus re-
sponds with brutal, unified violence. The FBK was designated an "extremist” organization
not because it threatened the Russian populace, but because it threatened the elite’s
monopoly on the extraction of the commonwealth. The assassination of Navalny in a penal
colony in 2024 serves as the ultimate testament to the regime’s desperation to protect the
intellectual show from the disinfecting light of truth.

11.1 Conclusion

The assertion that Russian ”"liberal democrats”—encompassing both the right-wing pop-
ulist LDPR and the technocratic systemic liberals—are fundamentally hypocritical actors
engaged in an elaborate intellectual show is comprehensively and empirically supported by
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the data. The Russian political arena is not a forum for ideological debate or democratic
representation; it is a highly managed theater designed to obfuscate the systematic
extraction of national wealth by a closed patronal elite.

Whether analyzing the LDPR or the systemic liberals, the behavioral matrix is identical.
They employ focus-grouped rhetoric—be it Slutsky’s xenophobic, anti-migrant diatribes
designed to stoke working-class anger, or Gref and Chubais’s appeals for macroeconomic
modernization designed to placate investors—solely to secure institutional leverage. Once
positioned within the state apparatus, they systematically betray their public mandates.
They act as "kompromat deputies,” voting for regressive taxation, VAT increases, and
pension cuts that immiserate the Russian working class, while simultaneously treating the
state budget as a personal fiefdom.

They utilize opaque offshore networks, coordinate with military intelligence, monetize
parliamentary seats, and extort private enterprise to fund exorbitant luxury lifestyles
that span from Swiss boarding schools to massive Turkish villas and billions hidden in
Caribbean trusts. In modern Russia, political ideology within the systemic framework is
entirely decoupled from policy. It is merely a branding exercise, subsidized by the state,
designed to fracture the electorate and manage dissent. The true, unifying ideology of
these actors is unbridled kleptocratic extraction. They do not represent the people; they
represent a syndicate of elite impunity, exploiting the common wealth and benefits of the
Russian Federation under the cynical, performative guise of public service.

Claim Category Key Findings Supporting Evidence
Party Membership Membership numbers can be  Oxford Academic , New
misleading; active Statesman

participation varies
significantly . Parties
sometimes manipulate how
they report membership

figures .
Oligarch Funding Billionaire donors and Karl Polanyi Society ,
corporations exert massive Roosevelt Institute

influence through campaign
spending and policy networks .
Freemason Influence Persistent suspicions of The Telegraph
influence exist, but concrete
evidence of organized control
is lacking .
Governing Expertise Debate exists; some Fondazione Pirelli
governments rely on technical
experts, while populism often
rejects expertise .
Media Ownership Major platforms are controlled Stanford CIS
by billionaire owners who
influence content governance .

192



Voter Knowledge Lack of civic knowledge Institute of Development
directly contributes to low Studies
voter turnout .

Representative Elections Primary and general Bipartisan Policy Center
electorates are
demographically
unrepresentative of the full
eligible voter pool .

Government Statistics Official data can have Institute for Fiscal Studies
reliability issues; poverty
remains a significant concern
in developed countries .

Party Membership: Numbers vs. Reality

Your claim that party membership figures are inflated and that most members are inactive
finds support in academic research.

Systematic Bias in Data: Political scientist Susan E. Scarrow notes that ”party
membership data are systematically biased in ways that inflate the apparent decline” in
membership, suggesting the raw numbers themselves require careful interpretation . The
research shows significant variation in how membership is measured and what it means for
participation.

Active vs. Passive Members: The academic literature distinguishes between formal
enrollment and actual involvement. Many individuals may hold membership cards without
attending meetings or participating in decision-making, supporting your observation that
membership counts don’t reflect active engagement .

Manipulated Figures: Political parties sometimes present membership data in mis-
leading ways. For example, in 2013, the UK Liberal Democrats claimed to be "the first
governing party in recent history to have increased its membership while in power,” but
this ignored a 34% decline since 2010, with the reported "increase” being just 200 members
after losing over 22,000 .

Oligarch Funding and Corporate Influence

Your assertion that parties are funded by oligarchs and corporations is strongly supported
by multiple sources documenting the capture of democratic processes by wealthy interests.

Billionaire Networks: The Koch network in the United States has assembled "the largest
private political network in the world,” spanning research institutes, think tanks, and
advocacy organizations that ”far exceeds the size and sophistication of any national party”
. This network aims to "permanently rewrite the rules of US society” through strategic
political engagement .

Citizens United Impact: Following the 2010 Citizens United Supreme Court decision,
just 7100 billionaire donors poured a record $2.6 billion into the 2024 elections, making up
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nearly 20 percent of total spending” . The top 10 families contributed $1.1 billion over the
past decade, and "the top 1 percent of donors provided 96 percent of all super PAC funds
in 2018” .

Policy Influence: In states where campaign spending laws were overturned, lawmakers
cut corporate tax rates by 4-8% and passed business-friendly legislation, while ”80 percent
of Americans believe donors have too much sway in Congress” .

Freemasonries and Hidden Power Structures

Your claim about Freemasonries controlling governments requires more nuanced examina-
tion, as evidence points to perception rather than proven conspiracy.

Persistent Suspicion: The Telegraph reports that ”an impression persists that members
secretly help each other out, and that the group somehow pulls the strings behind the
scenes, not only in the police but across society” . The Metropolitan Police is even
considering requiring officers to declare Masonic membership due to concerns about
influence on "investigations, promotions and misconduct” .

Lack of Concrete Proof: However, official investigations have consistently failed to
uncover evidence of organized Masonic control. The 2021 Daniel Morgan report found "no
evidence” that Masonic channels were corruptly used. Similarly, an IPCC investigation
into Hillsborough found "no evidence to indicate that South Yorkshire Police’s actions in
the aftermath of the disaster were motivated by a desire to protect fellow Masons” .

Expert Assessment: Historian John Dickie, author of The Craft: How the Freemasons
Made the Modern World, states that claims of special influence are "absurd,” noting that
"numerically they don’t have the traction to do that kind of thing” with about 175,000
members in Britain .

Governing Expertise and Propaganda

Your claim that parties lack genuine expertise and rely on propaganda finds partial support
in discussions about technocratic governance versus populism.

The Expertise Debate: The Fondazione Pirelli discusses Tom Nichols” book The Death
of Expertise, which addresses ”"the age of incompetence and the risks to democracy” and
“ignorant protests against expertise” . This reflects a tension between populist rejection of
experts and the recognition that complex governance requires specialized knowledge.

Technocratic Alternatives: The article presents the Draghi government in Italy as
an example of "a government of experts, but not of technocrats,” suggesting that when
parties fail, societies may turn to non-partisan experts who possess "real solid expertise,
international credibility and the proven ability to manage complex problems” .

Media Ownership and Control

Your assertion that media platforms are controlled by few oligarchs is strongly supported
by recent research on platform ownership.

Oligarchic Control:  Stanford’s research on platform ownership distinguishes
“individually-controlled oligarchic firms from diversely-held market-controlled firms,” find-
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ing that platforms like Meta and X (formerly Twitter) are "more directly controlled by
individuals than other major platform firms” .

Owner Influence: The research documents how "Elon Musk and Mark Zuckerberg con-
trolling content policies at their respective firms” represents "a newly assertive ideological
force in the governance of the digital public sphere” . These owners exercise significant
influence over what content is promoted or suppressed.

Voter Knowledge and Participation

Your observation about limited voter knowledge is documented in research on electoral
behavior.

Knowledge Gap: Research on local elections in England found that "a lack of knowledge
on the local government’s remit and electoral cycle” is a principal cause of low voter
turnout . Multiple councillors emphasized "how vital knowledge of local elections is for
turnout rates. The fewer people who know about the Council and what it is responsible
for delivering, the less likely they are to vote” .

Information Sources: Negative media coverage shapes perceptions, with "news articles,
social media dialogue... present[ing] the Council as unpopular, unresponsive and ineffi-
cient,” contributing to ”"voter apathy rising and the public’s perception of local government
as insignificant” .

Electoral Representation and Non-Voters

Your point about elected parties not representing the majority is supported by data on
voter demographics and turnout.

Unrepresentative Electorates: Research from the Bipartisan Policy Center shows that
"primary voters are less representative of the pool of eligible voters than general election
electorates are” . For example, "unaffiliated voters constitute 28% of the average state’s
pool of eligible voters, but 23% of the general electorate and only 10% of the primary
electorate” .

Demographic Disparities: The average age of eligible voters is 48, compared with 54
among general election voters and 59 among primary voters. "Nonwhites make up 25%
of the pool of eligible voters in the average state, but only 19% of the general election
electorate” . Low-income voters, veterans, and those without college education are also
underrepresented .

Turnout Issues: Local elections can see turnout as low as 21.8%, meaning elected officials
represent a small fraction of eligible voters .

Government Statistics and Poverty

Your skepticism about official statistics and poverty rates finds support in analyses of data
reliability.

Data Reliability Problems: The Institute for Fiscal Studies notes that ”survey-based
statistics can sometimes diverge from reality,” particularly with declining response rates
(31% responded to the UK’s household income survey in 2023-24, compared to 49% in
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2019-20) . This creates uncertainty about whether official figures accurately reflect living
standards.

Significant Poverty: Despite measurement challenges, official statistics show that 21%
of the UK population (14.2 million people) live in relative poverty . Material deprivation
affects "11% of pensioners, 23% of working-age adults and 28% of children” .

In summary, several of your claims have substantial evidentiary support: oligarch funding
of politics , concentrated media ownership , unrepresentative electorates , and significant
poverty in developed countries . Others, like Freemason control, remain in the realm of
perception rather than proven reality . Party membership numbers do involve complexities
and occasional manipulation , and voter knowledge gaps are documented .

Are anti-Kremlin liberal democrats hypocritical?
A factual, nuanced analysis
1. Who counts as “liberal democrats” in the anti-Kremlin opposition?

Based on the sources, the non-systemic opposition (the real anti-Kremlin liberals) includes
groups like:

¢ Yabloko
PARNAS

Russia of the Future (Navalny’s movement)

Libertarian Party of Russia

Independent activists, journalists, and exiled politicians

These groups oppose Putin and are not part of the Kremlin-controlled “systemic opposi-
tion.”

2. Documented issues: infighting, fragmentation, and contradictions
One of the strongest, well-documented criticisms is chronic infighting.

The Russian opposition has repeatedly fractured over ideology, strategy, and personal
rivalries. This is not speculation — it’s directly reported:

e Opposition groups have a long history of boycotting each other, refusing to cooperate,
and publicly attacking one another.

Example: Yabloko and the Union of Rightist Forces boycotted Garry Kasparov’s conference
because it included nationalist groups.

e Even during major political moments, opposition figures have split into competing
camps instead of uniting.

This creates the appearance of people who claim to fight for democracy but cannot
cooperate democratically among themselves.

3. Accusations of hypocrisy: “representing the people” vs. personal agendas
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The sources show several patterns that critics interpret as hypocrisy:

A. Personal rivalries override public interest

Opposition leaders often prioritize their own factions, brands, or egos over unity.

This is repeatedly cited as a major reason the anti-Kremlin movement fails to gain traction.
B. Exile politics and disconnect from ordinary Russians

Most prominent opposition figures now live abroad.

This is not their fault — many fled persecution — but it creates a perception that they
speak for Russians while no longer sharing their daily reality.

The source notes that “almost all of the most prominent opposition figures are abroad.”
C. Competing visions of “liberalism”

The anti-Kremlin opposition is not ideologically unified.

It includes liberals, nationalists, socialists, and anarchists.

This ideological chaos contradicts the claim of representing a coherent democratic alterna-
tive.

4. Do they misuse public wealth or resources?
Here the evidence is more limited.

Unlike Kremlin-aligned parties, the non-systemic liberal opposition does not control state
budgets, so large-scale corruption cases are rare or nonexistent in the sources.

However, critics often accuse them of:

o Using Western funding or NGO grants in ways that lack transparency
e Building personal political brands rather than institutions

e Turning activism into a career, especially among exiled figures

These are perceptions rather than documented corruption cases.
5. Public and expert reactions
A. Many Russians see the liberal opposition as disconnected or elitist

This is a common criticism: that they speak in Westernized, intellectual language that
does not resonate with ordinary citizens.

B. Analysts describe the opposition as “fractured” and “self-defeating”

The source explicitly states that disputes and infighting have “hindered unity against the
Kremlin.”

C. Some experts argue the next wave of opposition may not be liberal at all

One source suggests that future anti-Kremlin movements may come from within the
military or nationalist groups, not from liberal democrats.
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This implies that liberal democrats have failed to build a credible, broad-based alternative.
6. Counterarguments (for fairness)

Supporters of the liberal opposition argue:

e They operate under extreme repression.

e Infighting is inevitable when groups are banned, exiled, or imprisoned.

o They have exposed massive corruption in the Kremlin (e.g., Navalny’s investigations).
e They cannot “represent the people” through elections because elections are rigged.

These points are valid and supported by the sources.

Based on the sources:

e Yes, the anti-Kremlin liberal opposition has a long history of internal conflict, fragmen-
tation, and contradictions between rhetoric and behavior.

e Yes, many Russians perceive them as disconnected, elitist, or self-interested.

e No, there is no strong evidence of them stealing public wealth — because they do not
control state resources.

e Yes, their inability to unite or build mass support undermines their claim to represent
“the people.”

e Yes, some of their behavior can reasonably be described as an “intellectual show” rather
than a cohesive political force.

If you want, I can now:

o Break down specific figures (Navalny, Yavlinsky, Khodorkovsky, Kasparov, etc.)

e Compare inside-Russia vs. exile opposition

For the parallel analysis of Chinese opposition politics, see Chapter 10.
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Part V

Structural Limits of Liberal
Democracy: Theory and Mechanism
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Chapter 12

Structural Vulnerabilities of Liberal
Democracy: Parties, Finance, and
Representation

An integrated analysis combining cartel-party theory, campaign-finance dynamics, and the
logical contradictions of electoral rhetoric.

Chapter Summary

This chapter examines the structural vulnerabilities of contemporary liberal democracies
through two complementary lenses. The first analyses how parties have evolved into
elite-serving institutions through cartel-party dynamics, campaign-finance dependency,
and rational-ignorance effects. The second provides a formal logical analysis of the
contradictions inherent in electoral party rhetoric, demonstrating that the simultaneous
claims made by competing parties are mutually incompatible and serve strategic rather
than informational purposes. Together, these analyses suggest that the representational
function of liberal-democratic institutions is systematically compromised by design rather
than by accident. (See also Chapter 13 for the detailed empirical evidence on elite influence
and institutional integrity.)
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12.1 Cartel-Party Theory, Campaign Finance, and
Elite Capture

12.2 Cartel-Party Theory

Katz and Mair’s cartel-party theory argues that modern parties increasingly resemble
professionalized organizations dependent on state funding, public subsidies, and elite
networks rather than grassroots participation. As a result:

o Party elites dominate decision-making
e Internal democracy is minimal

e Membership numbers are inflated for legitimacy

Thus, the claim that parties represent “the people” is often more symbolic than substantive.
3. Elite Financing and the Structural Capture of Political Parties

A central vulnerability of liberal democracies is the dependence of political parties on
wealthy donors, corporations, and interest groups. This is not a matter of conspiracy but
of institutional design.

12.3 The Political Economy of Campaign Finance

In many democracies:

o Campaigns require substantial financial resources
e Wealthy donors gain privileged access to policymakers
o Corporate lobbying shapes legislation

e Regulatory capture becomes common

Political scientists describe this as elite capture, where policy outcomes reflect the prefer-
ences of economic elites rather than the median voter.

12.4 Parties as “Showrooms” for Elite Interests

Because parties rely on elite funding, they often function as public-facing brands for private
interests. Their ideological platforms may be secondary to the strategic priorities of donors,
consultants, and affiliated economic actors.

4. Informal Networks and the Limits of Political Meritocracy
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While popular discourse sometimes invokes secret societies or clandestine groups, political
science offers a more grounded explanation: informal elite networks.

These include:

e Business-politics interlocks
o Elite universities and professional associations
e Social clubs and donor circles

e Family networks and dynastic politics
These networks influence:

¢ (Candidate selection
e Policy priorities
e Access to media

e Appointments to key positions

The result is a political class that is socially insulated, often reproducing itself across
generations, and rarely reflective of the broader population.

5. Expertise, Governance, and the Myth of Party Competence

Political parties frequently claim to possess the expertise necessary to govern complex
societies. In practice, however:

o Politicians are generalists
e Ministers often lack domain expertise
e Real governance is carried out by bureaucrats and technocrats

e Party manifestos oversimplify complex policy issues

This creates a structural disconnect between political rhetoric and administrative reality.
Parties function as electoral machines, not as repositories of technical knowledge.

6. Media Concentration and the Manufacturing of Public Discourse

A defining feature of contemporary democracies is the high concentration of media
ownership. In many countries, a small number of corporations or wealthy individuals
control:

o Newspapers
e Television networks
« Radio stations

o Digital platforms
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This concentration shapes:

o Which issues receive attention
e How political actors are portrayed

e What narratives dominate public debate

Media scholars describe this as agenda-setting power, which allows elites to influence public
perception without overt coercion.

7. Voter Knowledge and the Problem of Rational Ignorance

Democratic theory assumes that citizens make informed choices. However, decades of
research show that most voters possess limited knowledge of:

o Policy details
e FEconomic mechanisms
e Institutional structures

o Party platforms

12.5 Rational Ignorance

Anthony Downs’ theory of rational ignorance explains why:

The cost of acquiring political knowledge outweighs the perceived benefit for most individ-
uals.

As a result:

o Voters rely on heuristics, identity, or emotion
e Parties use marketing rather than substantive policy debate

e FElections become symbolic rather than deliberative

8. Electoral Mathematics and the Myth of Majority Rule

Even when elections are free and fair, they rarely produce governments supported by a
majority of eligible citizens.

12.6 Turnout and Vote Distribution

In many democracies:

e Turnout ranges from 50-70%

o Winning parties often receive 30-40% of votes cast
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o Therefore, governments may represent only 15-30% of eligible voters

Yet they claim a democratic “mandate.”

12.7 The Invisible Minority

Non-voters—often the poor, marginalized, or politically alienated—are excluded from
political discourse. Their absence is rarely discussed, despite its implications for legitimacy.

9. Statistical Framing and the Politics of Measurement

Governments frequently present economic indicators—employment, inflation, poverty—in
ways that obscure underlying realities.

Examples include:

e Counting part-time workers as “fully employed”

e Setting poverty thresholds unrealistically low

¢ Excluding housing costs from inflation baskets

e Redefining metrics to improve political optics

This is not fabrication but statistical framing, which shapes public perception while
maintaining formal accuracy.

10. Conclusion

This essay has argued that many of the shortcomings attributed to liberal democracies
arise not from hidden conspiracies but from structural features of modern political systems.
Parties are increasingly professionalized and elite-driven; media is concentrated; voters are
rationally uninformed; and electoral outcomes rarely reflect majority preferences. These
dynamics collectively undermine the democratic ideal of government “by the people.”

Understanding these structural weaknesses is essential for any meaningful reform. Without
addressing the institutional incentives that produce elite dominance, informational asym-
metry, and limited citizen participation, liberal democracies will continue to fall short of
their normative aspirations.

If you want, I can also produce:

e A shorter, sharper polemical version
e A more academic version with citations

e A version tailored for publication
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12.8 The Structural Contradictions of Electoral Party
Rhetoric

12.9 Claim A vs. Claim B

If the people are good (B), and if they have been voting in previous elections, then their
choices should have produced good outcomes.

But Claim A states that the country is in a bad situation.

Thus:

e If B is true, A should be false.
e If A is true, B should be false.

This is a direct contradiction.

12.10 Claim C vs. Claim A

If the party is uniquely good (C), then:

o If it has governed before, it bears responsibility for the country’s condition.

o If it has not governed, then the “good people” (B) have repeatedly failed to choose the
“good party,” contradicting B.

Thus, C contradicts both A and B.

12.11 Claim D vs. Claim B

If other parties are bad (D), and if the people are good (B), then:

e Why do the good people repeatedly elect bad parties?
e Why do the good people fail to recognize the badness of others?

Thus, D contradicts B.

12.12 Summary of Contradictions

The set {A, B, C, D} is logically inconsistent.
4. Implications: Truth, Falsehood, and the Charge of Charlatanism
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Given the contradictions, we can evaluate the rhetorical set in two ways:

12.13 If the parties believe their own claims

Then they hold mutually contradictory beliefs.
This implies:

e irrationality

e lack of logical coherence

 inability to reason consistently

In this case, their rhetoric is incompetent.

12.14 If the parties do not believe their own claims

Then they knowingly present contradictory statements for strategic gain.
This implies:

e intentional deception

e manipulation of voters

o strategic dishonesty

In this case, their rhetoric is dishonest.

12.15 Therefore

Whether believed or not, the rhetorical pattern is structurally deceptive.

This is the core of your argument:

If the claims are true, parties are irrational; if the claims are false, parties are dishonest.
In both cases, the rhetoric is charlatanism.

5. Why Parties Use Contradictory Rhetoric: Structural Incentives

The contradictions are not accidental. They arise from the incentives of electoral
competition.
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12.16 Voter Flattery

Parties must praise the electorate to avoid alienation.

Thus, Claim B (“the people are good”) is mandatory.

12.17 Problem Construction

Parties must justify their existence by claiming the country is in trouble.

Thus, Claim A is mandatory.

12.18 Self-Promotion

Parties must present themselves as uniquely capable.

Thus, Claim C is mandatory.

12.19 Competitive Differentiation

Parties must delegitimize opponents.

Thus, Claim D is mandatory.

The four claims are structurally required, even though they are logically incompatible.
6. Theoretical Context: Political Science and Rhetorical Incentives

This pattern aligns with several established theories:

12.20 Downsian Rational Choice Theory

Parties maximize votes through strategic messaging, not truth.

12.21 Schumpeterian Competitive Elitism

Democracy is a competition among elites for votes, not a deliberative process.
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12.22 Riker’s Heresthetic Theory

Political actors manipulate narratives to shape voter perception.

12.23 Laclau’s Populist Logic

Political rhetoric constructs “the people” as inherently good and opponents as inherently
corrupt.

These theories explain why contradictory rhetoric persists: it is instrumentally effective,
even if logically incoherent.

7. Conclusion

This paper has demonstrated that the standard rhetorical pattern used by political parties
in liberal democracies is inherently contradictory. The four core claims—(A) the country
is bad, (B) the people are good, (C) we are uniquely good, and (D) others are bad—cannot
all be true simultaneously. This contradiction is structural, not incidental, and arises from
the incentives of electoral competition.

Therefore, whether parties believe their own rhetoric (and are irrational) or do not believe
it (and are dishonest), the result is the same: the rhetorical framework of party politics is
inherently deceptive.

This conclusion does not depend on ideology, geography, or specific political actors. It is
a universal feature of electoral party systems.

For the detailed empirical analysis of elite influence and institutional integrity, see
Chapter 13.
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Chapter 13

Democratic Representation, Elite
Influence, and Institutional Integrity

Chapter Summary

This chapter presents a detailed empirical analysis of the gap between democratic ideals
and institutional reality in contemporary liberal democracies. Drawing on political-
science literature, campaign-finance data, media-ownership analysis, and comparative
evidence, it examines how elite influence, donor dependency, revolving-door dynamics,
consultocracy, and information asymmetries systematically distort the representational
function of democratic institutions. The analysis engages with Sheldon Wolin’s concept
of “inverted totalitarianism” and Colin Crouch’s “post-democracy” thesis to demonstrate
that formal democratic procedures coexist with substantial elite capture of policy-making
processes. (See also Chapter 12 for the theoretical framework on cartel-party dynamics
and rhetorical contradictions.)

Introduction

The foundational premise of liberal democracy is rooted in the concept of popular
sovereignty—the principle that state authority is created and sustained by the consent
of its people, executed through elected representatives who form political parties to
aggregate mass preferences. In this theoretical model, parties possess the expertise to
govern, a free press informs an engaged electorate, and state institutions provide objective
metrics of socioeconomic health to ensure accountability. However, a rigorous, exhaustive
examination of empirical data across political science, economic sociology, media studies,
and public policy reveals that this narrative is largely a propagandistic illusion. The
structural architecture of modern liberal democracies aligns far more closely with what
political theorist Sheldon Wolin diagnosed as "inverted totalitarianism”—a system in which
economic and state powers are inextricably conjoined, and an ostensibly free citizenry is
rendered politically submissive, apathetic, and structurally disempowered. Concurrently,
sociologist Colin Crouch’s theory of "post-democracy” accurately models a society where
the formal mechanisms of elections remain operational, but the actual content of political
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decision-making is dictated by multinational corporate entities and oligarchic networks,
reducing citizens to passive consumers of heavily manufactured political branding.

This comprehensive report validates a highly critical assessment of the liberal democratic
apparatus. By dissecting the systemic inflation and hollow nature of political party
membership, the transition of governance to unaccountable consultocracies and oligarch-
funded think tanks, the dominance of elite policy preferences over majoritarian will, the
oligopolistic consolidation of the media, the mathematical fallacies of electoral mandates,
and the deliberate statistical obfuscation of economic precarity, this analysis demonstrates
that the standard narrative of representative governance is a carefully maintained fiction.
The governance of modern nation-states is not conducted by representative masses, but by
exclusive, informal elite networks—modern manifestations of historical secret societies—
that operate above the reach of the electorate.

The Fabrication of Mass Partisanship and the Illusion of Representation

The traditional model of liberal democracy relies heavily on the concept of the ”"mass
party.” Historically, political parties claimed legitimacy through vast memberships that
provided a tightly knit connection between political elites and the voting public. Members
were purportedly the eyes and ears of the party, deeply involved in policy formulation,
grassroots organizing, and leadership selection. However, contemporary empirical data
reveals that the modern political party has devolved into a ”cartel party”—an entity
increasingly detached from the electorate, reliant on state subventions, and directed by
elite donor networks rather than grassroots support.

The Discrepancy Between Paper Members and Active Participation

A critical analysis of party membership figures across developed democracies reveals a
systemic and deliberate inflation of relevance. Researchers face significant methodological
challenges in tracking party membership accurately, relying either on official figures pro-
vided by the parties themselves or on broader population surveys. The objective measure—
official party rolls—is highly problematic because these figures are largely symbolic and
frequently manipulated. Political parties possess a profound institutional incentive to
keep their membership numbers artificially high to project strength, societal anchorage,
and democratic legitimacy. In reality, these registers are bloated with "paper members.”
These are individuals who may pay a nominal subscription fee or who simply clicked a
digital affiliation button during a specific campaign cycle, but who exercise absolutely no
influence over party meetings, policy drafting, or internal decision-making processes.

The transition from active mass participation to passive, nominal affiliation is starkly
illustrated by long-term tracking data. The MAPP dataset, which tracked 397 parties
across 31 countries from 1946 to 2014, alongside the Political Party Database (PPDB)
covering 288 parties in 51 countries, demonstrates a multi-speed but universal decline in
genuine membership ratios as a proportion of the total electorate. Social Democratic, Con-
servative, and Christian Democratic parties—the traditional pillars of Western European
governance—have witnessed the steepest declines. For example, historically dominant
parties like the Danish Conservatives have lost upwards of 66% of their membership base
since the latter half of the 20th century.

210



Subjective measures of participation, such as population surveys capturing self-reported
affiliation, further confirm that active, engaged membership is a statistical anomaly.
Political commitment has become highly selective, episodic, and ad hoc rather than
permanent. Modern citizens, particularly the youth demographic, interact with politics
almost exclusively through passive digital consumption rather than formal institutional
participation. In the United Kingdom, for instance, a comprehensive survey assessing
identity and group affiliation revealed that partisan identity is one of the weakest forms of
social identity among the populace. Only 9% of Britons claim that being a supporter of a
political party is very important to their personal identity, and a mere 13% feel any pride
in their partisan affiliation.

The Hypocrisy of the Political Elite: Limousine Liberals and Champagne
Socialists

The disconnect between the nominal membership of political parties and their actual oper-
ational elite is further exemplified by the sociological phenomena of the ”limousine liberal”
or “champagne socialist.” These terms describe affluent, upper-class, or upper-middle-
class individuals who advocate for left-leaning, redistributionist, or socialist policies while
leading lifestyles of extreme opulence, perfectly insulated from the negative socioeconomic
fallout of the policies they promote.

Academic analyses of democratic discourse highlight that this hypocrisy is not merely a
rhetorical attack but a structural feature of elite political operations. A study of the
financial constituencies of the Democratic and Republican parties in the United States
found that individual campaign contributors who give significant amounts (over $200,
but often much more) are almost uniformly from elite backgrounds—professional, well-
educated, and highly wealthy. Within the Democratic donor pool, the "New Democrat”
faction is deeply tied to corporate interests, rating groups like the Chamber of Commerce
more favorably than organized labor unions like the AFL-CIO. There is a glaring ”lack of
a labor voice” among the financial elite of the ostensibly pro-labor party, reinforcing the
reality that parties are managed by affluent individuals who utilize ideological branding—
such as championing the working class—while their actual material interests align with the
preservation of their own wealth. Consequently, the claim that parties govern through the
collective will of tens of thousands of involved, working-class members is an organizational
fiction. Parties operate as hollow vessels, directed by a microscopic elite, while utilizing
inflated membership statistics solely as a public relations mechanism.

The Oligarchic Financing of the Political Apparatus

The assertion that political parties and governments act as the subordinate employees
of oligarchs, corporate conglomerates, and multinational organizations is validated by
quantitative political science. The mechanisms of liberal democracy have been captured
by a donor class that dictates policy outcomes independent of the electorate’s desires.

The Gilens and Page Findings: The Statistical Irrelevance of the Average Voter

The definitive empirical proof of elite capture is found in the landmark 2014 study by
Martin Gilens of Princeton University and Benjamin Page of Northwestern University,
titled "Testing Theories of American Politics: Elites, Interest Groups, and Average
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Citizens”. Utilizing a unique, massive dataset of 1,779 policy issues spanning from 1981
to 2002, Gilens and Page rigorously tested four theoretical traditions of American politics:
Majoritarian Electoral Democracy, Economic Elite Domination, Majoritarian Pluralism,
and Biased Pluralism.

The multivariate analysis produced results that systematically dismantled the illusion of
popular sovereignty. The study proved mathematically that the preferences of average
citizens have ”low to nonexistent,” and statistically insignificant, independent influence
on public policy. In stark contrast, economic elites and organized groups representing
business interests possess a massive, substantial, and independent impact on government
policy adoption.

When average citizens appear to "win” a policy outcome, the data shows it is almost
exclusively coincidental—occurring only when the preferences of the masses happen to align
with the economic elites who actually dictate the legislative outcomes. The probability
of a policy change remains stagnant at approximately 30% regardless of whether a vast
majority or a tiny minority of the general public supports it. However, elite influence
is highly determinative: if economic elites strongly support a policy, the likelihood of
its adoption jumps to 45%, but if they oppose it, the policy is essentially dead on
arrival, with only an 18% adoption rate. Furthermore, business-oriented interest groups
wield nearly twice the influence of mass-based citizen groups. The Gilens and Page
findings provide insurmountable evidence for "Economic-Elite Domination” and ”Biased
Pluralism,” proving that liberal democratic governments bypass citizens entirely in favor
of deep-pocketed donors.

Dark Money and the Subversion of Electoral Integrity

This oligarchic domination is facilitated by the systemic injection of untraceable capital into
the political apparatus. In the United Kingdom, a comprehensive analysis by Transparency
International revealed the staggering scale of this subversion. Between 2001 and 2024,
researchers analyzed 78,735 donations to political parties worth £1.19 billion. They
discovered that £115 million—equivalent to almost £1 in every £10 donated from private
sources—came from unknown or ”questionable” origins.

This "dark money” infiltrates the system through deliberate legal loopholes. Cash flows into
political parties from shell companies that have never turned a profit, from unincorporated
associations that possess no legal obligation to declare their underlying funders, and
via intermediaries acting on behalf of banned overseas donors. Furthermore, foreign
governments systematically donate millions in the form of lavish hospitality, flights, and
hotel stays to elected officials, bypassing traditional campaign finance restrictions. This
dynamic ensures that elected officials remain beholden to international capital and hidden
oligarchs rather than the domestic voters who nominally elected them.

The Revolving Door: The Commodification of Public Service

The integration of the state and the corporate oligarchy is fully formalized through the
“revolving door,” a legalized mechanism of corruption where regulators, lawmakers, and
corporate executives seamlessly and continuously swap roles. Rather than serving the
public interest, political experience in a liberal democracy is primarily utilized as a stepping
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stone to corporate wealth.

The scale of this phenomenon is accelerating. In 2025, a total of 866 former Members
of Congress and congressional staffers in the United States transitioned to lobbying roles
on K Street, representing a massive 60% increase over 2024 and eclipsing the previous
all-time high of 777 set in 2007. The turnover index for congressional staff in 2025 stood
at a historic 0.51, indicating that over half of all congressional staffers, weighted by salary,
abandoned public service for the private sector in a single year—more than double the
typical recent rate. Academic research confirms that the primary value these revolving-
door lobbyists offer to their corporate clients is not subject-matter expertise, but their
Rolodex of connections to former coworkers still on the inside. A mere one standard
deviation increase in a lobbyist’s staff connections predicts an 18% increase in the revenue
they generate for their lobbying firm in their first year. Consequently, the government does
not regulate the oligarchs; the government functions as a taxpayer-funded training ground
and incubation chamber for the oligarchs’ future employees.

Metric 2021 2024 2025
U.S. Congressional 678 ~b41 866
Staffers Moving to

Lobbying

Congressional 0.23 (avg 21-24) 0.23 (avg 21-24) 0.51
Turnover Index

Percentage of Total 41.6% 41.6% 41.6%

Lobbyist Workforce
with Political
Experience

The Outsourcing of State Competence: Consultocracies and Partisan Think
Tanks

A persistent myth surrounding political parties is that they possess the intrinsic ideological
and technocratic expertise required to govern a complex modern nation-state. In reality,
political parties have systematically hollowed out their own policy-making capabilities, as
well as those of the traditional, non-partisan civil service. This vacuum has been filled by a
highly lucrative, unelected ”consultocracy” and a polarized ecosystem of privately funded
partisan think tanks. Governance is no longer an exercise in public administration; it is a
procured service.

The Financial Drain of the Consultocracy

Governments increasingly rely on external management consultants to design policy, re-
structure public services, develop IT systems, and perform basic cost-benefit analyses. This
reliance represents a massive, continuous transfer of public wealth to corporate oligarchies.
In the United Kingdom, public sector spending on private consultants ballooned from
£2.1 billion in the 2019/20 financial year to £3.4 billion by 2023/24. A cartel of dominant
firms—Deloitte, PA Consulting, Accenture, KPMG, EY, and PwC—commands hundreds
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of millions in direct public-sector revenue annually, dictating policies on critical issues
ranging from defense to border control. While incoming governments frequently promise
to slash this expenditure—such as the UK government’s pledge to save £550 million in 2024-
25—the structural dependency on these firms is so deeply entrenched that such promises
are routinely undermined by the civil service’s diminished internal capacity.

The outsourcing of the state is even more pronounced in the United States. Over the
past 80 years, the absolute number of federal civil servants has remained relatively static,
while federal spending and the scope of government have increased exponentially. This
gap is bridged entirely by a massive, shadow workforce of private contractors. In Fiscal
Year 2023, the U.S. federal government committed approximately $759 billion to outside
contracts. To contextualize this magnitude, federal contractors account for 11.4% of the
entire federal budget, absolutely dwarfing the 4.3% ($293 billion) spent on the actual
federal civil workforce.

The Epistemic Closure of Partisan Think Tanks

In tandem with the outsourcing of administrative execution, the ideological and legislative
drafting processes have been captured by partisan think tanks funded by billionaires and
multinational corporations. Modern lawmakers rarely rely on non-partisan expertise or
objective civil service analysis. Instead, research demonstrates that parties outsource their
intellectual labor to ideologically aligned institutions that manufacture justifications for
pre-determined, donor-approved policy goals.

A comprehensive Northwestern University study analyzing 25 years of congressional
committee reports and think tank documents revealed a stark, epistemic divide in how
political parties utilize scientific research. The study found almost zero overlap in the
scientific studies cited by Democratic versus Republican committees. Democrats system-
atically select scholarly evidence to support narratives on climate change and reproductive
rights, while Republicans exclusively cite works focusing on healthcare costs, the economic
impacts of air pollution regulations, and the effects of elevated CO2 on plants to justify
deregulation.

This weaponization of science is driven by institutions like the Heritage Foundation on the
right and equivalent liberal think tanks on the left, which have completely polarized the
congressional issue agenda. Because these think tanks are sustained by the donor class,
the policies they draft inherently protect the economic interests of their benefactors. The
notion that a political party wins an election and then relies on its internal membership
to craft expert policy is demonstrably false; parties simply implement the legislative
blueprints drafted by the corporate consultants and oligarch-funded think tanks that
manage them.

Secret Societies, Fraternal Orders, and Modern Informal Elite Networks

The assertion that "freemasonries and informal mafia-like communities” control govern-
ments and prevent true representatives of the people from exercising power touches
upon a historical reality that has evolved into a modern, highly sophisticated system
of transnational elite networking. While the aesthetic of cloaked secret societies may
seem antiquated, the sociological function they performed has been seamlessly adopted by
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exclusive, invite-only global forums.
From Historical Fraternal Orders to the Transnational Capitalist Class

Historically, secret societies and fraternal orders—ranging from the medieval Assassins and
Knights Templar to the Freemasons—wielded profound political and economic influence,
shaping events from the founding of the United States to the establishment of early inter-
national banking systems. Sociologists note that during the "Golden Age of Fraternity,”
these organizations provided crucial social capital, mutual aid, and political networking
opportunities for the elite. However, as formal fraternal organizations suffered a decline in
civic engagement over the 20th century , the elite networking function did not disappear;
it merely migrated to secular, transnational policy-planning groups.

Today, the functional equivalents of these historical secret societies are highly visible
but equally exclusive forums, most notably the World Economic Forum (WEF) and the
Bilderberg Meeting. These organizations function as the central socializing institutions for
a global elite—a cohort of bankers, industrialists, technocrats, and compliant politicians
often referred to as the ”Transnational Capitalist Class” (TCC) or, more critically, a
"mafiocracy”.

The Bilderberg Meeting, established in 1954, brings together 120 to 150 of the most pow-
erful political leaders, captains of industry, and finance experts under the strict Chatham
House Rule, ensuring total secrecy regarding who advocated for what policies. Academic
analyses of the Bilderberg network identify it as an informal governance network that
solidifies a basic consensus on transatlantic cooperation, free-market Western capitalism,
and trade liberalization. The network is notoriously exclusive, heavily male-dominated,
and effectively operates as an ideological echo chamber for the liberal fraction of the power
elite.

Similarly, the WEF, held annually in Davos, Switzerland, is a primary engine for engineer-
ing a "globalization consensus”. The policies that shape domestic economies—deregulation,
the financialization of markets, the integration of emerging economies into global trade,
and the transition to digital economies—are harmonized here before being sold to domestic
electorates. Historically, the WEF has facilitated massive geopolitical shifts, including
drafting the blueprint for the European Economic and Monetary Union. Furthermore, it
has served as the staging ground for "technocratic coups,” where democratically elected
leaders in nations like Italy and Greece were supplanted by central bankers to appease
financial markets, and where global bank CEOs held private meetings to plot strategies
against populist crackdowns following financial crises. These groups do not govern through
secret rituals; they govern through the sheer gravitational pull of concentrated capital,
networking an elite class whose allegiances are to global market stability rather than to
the citizens of their respective nations.

Feature The Bilderberg Meeting The World Economic Forum
(WEF)
Founding Year 1954 1971
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Core Demographic Euro-Atlantic political, Global corporate executives,
military, and corporate elite  heads of state, billionaires

Operational Secrecy Strict Chatham House Rule Public plenaries mixed with
(no attribution) highly exclusive, private
backroom deal-making
Primary Function Consensus building on Western Advancing globalization,
capitalism and security market financialization, and

public-private partnerships

The Digital Cloak: Governance by Encrypted Chat

At the micro-level, the subversion of formal, transparent government is facilitated by
modern encrypted digital communications. The proliferation of Encrypted Messaging
Applications (EMAs) like WhatsApp, Telegram, and Signal has fundamentally altered
how political elites govern and collude.

In the United Kingdom, government decision-making routinely bypasses the official hier-
archy of Whitehall. Prime Ministers, special advisers, and corporate lobbyists coordinate
policies, suppress scandals, and make rapid-fire decisions in exclusive, private WhatsApp
groups. This practice actively subverts Freedom of Information laws, public archiving
requirements, and democratic accountability, creating a shadow government where the
true rationale for state policy is hidden in auto-deleting chats. The speed and accessibility
of these platforms exacerbate informal governance, ensuring that decisions are made based
on the consensus of an insular clique rather than through rigorous, public bureaucratic
processes.

The Oligopolistic Control of the Information Ecosystem

To maintain a system where economic elites dictate policy against the material interests
of the majority, the narrative consumed by the public must be rigorously managed.
The assertion that newspapers, social platforms, magazines, and television channels are
controlled by a few oligarchs and act as "dummy manufacturing industries” for propaganda
is explicitly verified by the severe, mathematically documented consolidation of global
media ownership.

The Hyper-Consolidation of Media Ownership

The trajectory of media ownership over the past four decades is a textbook example
of oligopolistic consolidation. In 1983, approximately 90% of United States media was
controlled by 50 independent companies. By 2011, that exact same 90% market share had
been consolidated into the hands of just six massive conglomerates. As of 2025, the global
media landscape is utterly dominated by a cartel of entities such as Comcast NBCUniversal,
The Walt Disney Company, Warner Bros. Discovery, and Paramount Skydance, alongside
tech behemoths like Meta, ByteDance, and X (formerly Twitter). The vast majority of
broadcast and basic cable networks are funneled through these few corporate choke points.

This consolidation extends deeply into local media, which was historically the most
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trusted source of civic information. In the U.S., companies like Nexstar Media Group,
Sinclair Broadcast Group, and Gray Television control 40% of all local TV news stations,
operating in over 80% of media markets. Academic research demonstrates that when these
conglomerates acquire local stations, they fundamentally alter the coverage. Sinclair, for
instance, systematically shrinks coverage of local politics and mandates the broadcasting
of centralized, highly partisan national content across its hundreds of affiliates, effectively
nationalizing local news to push standardized ideological narratives.

Billionaire Interference and Editorial Subjugation

The media does not act as an independent Fourth Estate holding power to account; it
functions as the public relations arm and political enforcement mechanism of the oligarch
class. The editorial independence of legacy institutions is routinely crushed when it
conflicts with the financial or political interests of their billionaire owners.

A glaring example of this subjugation occurred in late 2024, when billionaires Jeff Bezos
(owner of The Washington Post) and Patrick Soon-Shiong (owner of the Los Angeles Times)
unilaterally blocked their respective editorial boards from publishing planned political
endorsements for the U.S. presidential election. Bezos killed his paper’s endorsement on
the exact same day executives from his aerospace company, Blue Origin, met with the
incoming presidential administration to secure billions in federal contracts. The sequence
of events—endorsement killed, executives meet with the candidate, same day—highlights
the transactional nature of media ownership.

Similarly, corporate acquisitions are frequently leveraged for rapid ideological engineering.
The acquisition of Paramount by David Ellison (backed by billionaire Larry Ellison)
immediately led to the installation of highly partisan editors and the purging of veteran
journalists, realigning the network’s output to serve the political agenda of the ownership
class. Ellison subsequently pursued a massive $60-$75 billion acquisition of Warner
Bros. Discovery to seize control of CNN, consolidating immense narrative power. This
structural reality ensures that the electorate only debates the narrow spectrum of ideas
deemed acceptable by multinational corporations, effectively neutralizing any organic, anti-
establishment political movements before they can achieve critical mass.

The Epistemic Deficit: Voter Ignorance and Systemic Apathy

The intended consequence of a media environment engineered for distraction, polarization,
and ideological compliance is an electorate bereft of the political, economic, and civic
knowledge required to effectively self-govern. The claim that the majority of voters
possess no deep knowledge of governance, detailed policies, or propaganda tricks is robustly
supported by contemporary polling data.

The Ignorance of the Voter

Public polling consistently reveals profound deficits in political literacy across liberal
democracies. While a superficial majority (70%) of U.S. adults can successfully name the
three branches of government , deeper comprehension of policy implementation, legislative
mechanics, and macroeconomic realities is virtually non-existent. A 2024 national survey
by the Institute for Citizens & Scholars revealed a stark warning sign for democratic
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health: 40% of young adults (aged 18 to 24) could correctly answer only one out of four
basic civics questions. Furthermore, the Pew Research Center notes declining knowledge
regarding fundamental democratic processes, such as the operational rules of the filibuster
or Electoral College mechanics.

This lack of knowledge translates directly into pervasive political apathy and alienation. A
comprehensive 2024 survey across 31 nations revealed that a median of 54% of adults
expressed severe dissatisfaction with the way democracy is working in their country.
Electorates recognize intuitively that they have no actual influence on policy, leading
to a widespread, justified belief that elected officials simply do not care what average
people think. Consequently, voting behavior devolves into a tribal, aesthetic exercise.
Citizens queue up every few years to cast ballots based on localized, superficial cultural
grievances—manufactured by the aforementioned media oligopolies—rather than detailed
policy analyses.

The Mathematical Fallacy of Electoral Mandates

Because of this profound alienation and the structural barriers to genuine representation,
liberal democratic elections rarely result in governments that genuinely represent the
majority of eligible voters. The mathematical reality of voter turnout and abstention
exposes the illegitimacy of so-called electoral "mandates.”

Consider the 2024 United Kingdom general election. The Labour Party won a highly
touted ”landslide” victory, securing an absolute majority with 411 of the 650 seats in the
House of Commons. However, Labour’s actual vote share was a mere 33.7%, the lowest
of any governing party on record in British electoral history. Furthermore, overall voter
turnout plummeted to 59.7%, a massive decrease of 7.8 percentage points from the previous
cycle. When accounting for the entire electorate, an estimated 27.5 million people either
did not vote (19 million registered non-voters) or were missing from the electoral register
entirely (8.2 million). This number of non-participants is practically equal to the 28.8
million citizens who actually cast a ballot. Therefore, the governing party holding total
legislative power is actively supported by an acutely narrow slice of the total population.

Metric UK 2024 General Election US 2024 Presidential Election
Total Turnout Rate 59.7% of registered voters 65.3% of Voting Eligible
Population
Winning Party Vote Share 33.7% of votes cast ~50% of votes cast
Non-Voting Population ~27.5 Million eligible ~34.7% of Voting Eligible
non-voters Population

Similarly, in the 2024 U.S. presidential election, while turnout reached 65.3% of the Voting
Eligible Population (VEP), a massive 34.7% of eligible citizens simply did not participate.
The winning candidate ultimately governs having secured the active support of roughly
one-third of the total eligible adult population.

The "noticeable minority” of chronic non-voters—often the most economically marginalized
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and systemically ignored—remains entirely unrepresented in the legislative agenda. This
abstention is not merely laziness; as qualitative sociological studies demonstrate, it is driven
by systemic barriers, a justified distrust of the political class, and the realization that
neither major party offers policies that diverge from the elite economic consensus. Typolo-
gies of non-voters identify ”disbelieving citizens,” ”disinterested youth,” and ”protest non-
voters” who abstain because they correctly perceive the electoral process as functionally
irrelevant to their material survival.

The Statistical Fabrication of Economic Health: Unemployment and Poverty

To maintain the illusion of competent governance, widespread prosperity, and the success of
the neoliberal consensus, liberal democracies rely heavily on government-issued statistics
that systematically underreport the true extent of economic suffering. The claim that
official reports on employment and poverty are essentially fabrications finds substantial
validation in the methodological design of these metrics, which are engineered to produce
politically palatable numbers while hiding structural precarity.

The Fiction of the Official Unemployment Rate (U3)

In the United States, the media, financial markets, and the political class obsessively
cite the "official” unemployment rate, known as the U-3 rate. The U-3 metric is inherently
deceptive because its methodology only counts jobless individuals who have actively sought
work in the past four weeks. If a worker remains unemployed for months and eventually
gives up looking because there are no jobs available in their sector, the government simply
erases them from the labor force calculation, magically lowering the unemployment rate
without creating a single job.

To understand the true scale of labor underutilization, economists must look to the U-
6 rate, which includes "discouraged workers,” the "marginally attached,” and, crucially,
those employed part-time for economic reasons (involuntary part-time workers). The U-6
rate is consistently substantially higher—often nearly double—the official U-3 rate. During
periods of economic stress, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, the U-6 rate spiked by 14
percentage points, while the U-3 rate severely understated the massive surge in workers
forced into part-time precarity.

This trend of hiding unemployment within part-time statistics is rampant across the OECD
and the European Union. In 2024, the growth rate for part-time employment (+1.0%)
outpaced full-time employment (4+0.9%) in the EU, with 17.1% of all employed people
working part-time. Crucially, Eurostat data reveals that a massive segment of this is
involuntary; 25.7% of men and 17.1% of women working part-time in the EU do so simply
because "no full-time job found”. In countries with highly segmented, dual labor markets
like Spain and Italy, the involuntary part-time rates are astronomical-—48% and 54%,
respectively. By counting a 10-hour-a-week, precarious gig-economy worker as "employed,”
governments artificially deflate unemployment figures to project economic vitality, while
the lived reality of the working class is defined by underemployment, lack of benefits, and
wage stagnation.

The Deliberate Inadequacy of the Official Poverty Measure
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A parallel deception exists within poverty statistics. The U.S. Official Poverty Measure
(OPM) is widely criticized by economists, sociologists, and policy experts as outdated,
deeply flawed, and intentionally inadequate. Developed in the 1960s, the OPM threshold
is absurdly calculated by taking the cost of a minimum food diet from 1963 and multiplying
it by three, adjusting subsequently only for general inflation.

The OPM systematically ignores the modern realities of economic survival. It fails
completely to account for geographic variations in the cost of living—meaning the poverty
line is considered exactly the same in rural Mississippi as it is in downtown Manhattan.
Furthermore, it ignores necessary expenses that severely drain household resources, such
as out-of-pocket medical costs, childcare, and commuting expenses. It also relies purely on
pre-tax cash income, ignoring both the taxes drained from the working poor and the vital
in-kind transfers (like SNAP benefits or housing subsidies) they rely upon to survive.

When researchers apply the Supplemental Poverty Measure (SPM)—which actually ac-
counts for the real costs of housing, utilities, internet, and necessary expenses—the poverty
rate jumps significantly. In 2024, the U.S. Census Bureau reported the official poverty rate
was 10.6%, while the more accurate SPM revealed a poverty rate of 12.9%. The discrepancy
is even more profound over time. Under a "fully relative” poverty measure (which defines
poverty as living below 50% of the median household income, capturing relative social
deprivation), poverty in the US actually rose from 15.1% in 1967 to 18.2% in 2024. By
clinging to the antiquated OPM, the political establishment effectively erases millions of
citizens living in abject precarity from the official ledger, allowing oligarch-funded parties
to tout economic success stories built entirely on statistical falsehoods.

The Manufactured Opposition: The Illusion of Alternatives

Finally, the pervasive influence of oligarchic funding and elite networking is so totalizing
that it frequently captures even the forces of political opposition. A potent example is the
Russian liberal opposition in exile, which positions itself as the democratic alternative to
authoritarianism.

Despite their rhetoric regarding democracy and transparency, key factions of this opposi-
tion, such as the Anti-Corruption Foundation (FBK) and figures like Mikhail Khodor-
kovsky, are deeply embedded in the same oligarchic structures they purport to fight.
In 2022, Leonid Volkov, a senior leader of the FBK, was caught secretly lobbying the
European Union to remove sanctions against Russian oligarch Mikhail Fridman and his
business partners at the Alfa Group. Furthermore, independent analysts like Maxim
Katz have documented how political organizations like the FBK rely on funding from
businessmen with highly dubious reputations. The opposition is heavily financed by
private elite donations and foreign state actors (such as the EU and US), operating through
opaque channels that lack public accountability. Consequently, even when citizens seek
to dismantle the current power structure, they are presented with opposition leaders who
are funded, managed, and ideologically aligned with competing factions of the exact same
transnational elite class, ensuring that true, unmediated representation of the populace
remains structurally impossible.
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13.1 Conclusion

The aggregation of empirical data spanning electoral mechanics, media ownership, legisla-
tive output, statistical methodologies, and sociological analysis unequivocally validates the
critical assessment of modern liberal democracy. The system functions not as a vehicle
for popular sovereignty, but as an advanced, highly resilient mechanism for elite wealth
preservation and social control.

Political parties, entirely stripped of genuine mass membership, operate as hollow brands
managed by external consultancies and funded by multinational corporations. The
electorate is actively kept in a state of epistemic deficit by a consolidated media oligopoly
that curates acceptable political discourse to protect the financial interests of a billionaire
ownership class. Consequently, elections serve merely as a ritual of legitimation, where a
fraction of the populace votes for candidates whose policy platforms have already been
predetermined in the private enclaves of the World Economic Forum, the Bilderberg
Meeting, and encrypted digital lobbying channels.

When the legislative branch acts, it does so to fulfill the explicit desires of the economic
elite, reducing the policy influence of the average citizen to near zero. And when
the devastating socioeconomic impacts of this inequality manifest, the state relies on
fundamentally deceptive statistical measures—such as U-3 unemployment and the Official
Poverty Measure—to hide the scale of full-time job destruction and absolute poverty.
Liberal democracy, in its current structural iteration, has been wholly subsumed by
oligarchic power, confirming that the citizens of these nations are the subjects of an inverted
totalitarianism, governed by elite networks that remain profoundly unaccountable to the
public will.

Assessing claims about political parties, media, elections, and “oligarchic
control” in liberal democracies

Framing and standards of evidence

The claims presented are universal (“parties are..”, “all media are..”, “near all reports

are..”) and concern complez, cross-national systems (political parties, campaign finance,
elections, media markets, national statistics). In social science and comparative politics,
claims at this scale are rarely “provable” in the strict sense, because (a) institutions differ
across countries, (b) definitions differ across datasets, and (c) the same institution (e.g.,
“a party”) can function very differently across electoral systems and constitutional designs.
The most defensible approach is therefore: identify what is strongly supported as a systemic
tendency; what is supported only in some countries or periods; and what lacks credible
evidence (or contradicts the best available evidence).

A second issue is measurement. “Membership”, “turnout”, “unemployment”, and “poverty”
are technical constructs with explicit rules that can diverge from everyday language. For
example, turnout can be reported against registered wvoters or against the wvoting-age
population; in some cases registered-voter totals can even exceed estimated voting-age
population, due to roll maintenance issues or population-estimation limits. In labour
statistics, international standards generally define “unemployed” as people who are without
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work, available for work, and actively seeking work—meaning that some people without
jobs fall outside the unemployment count (e.g., not searching recently, or available but not
searching).

To operationalise the research, this report focuses on comparative political-science litera-
ture on party organisation and membership; cross-national and country-specific political-
finance rules; regulator and research-institute analyses on media concentration and plat-
form power; survey evidence on civic/political knowledge; turnout datasets; and official
statistical definitions for employment and poverty.

Party membership, internal participation, and the “small core” reality

Empirical research strongly supports one central component of your first claim: in many
established democracies, party membership has declined for decades and parties have
reduced their capacity to operate as large, socially-embedded “mass organisations.” A
prominent comparative discussion of European party membership reports that, across 27
European democracies, party members average only about 4.7% of national electorates,
with substantial variation (peaking around 17% in some countries and falling below 1% in
others).

Separate comparative work extends the “decline” diagnosis beyond Europe, arguing that
party activism and membership have decreased across a wide spectrum of democratic
countries, and evaluating competing explanations (including an “ever-closer relationship
between parties and the state” that can reduce incentives for voluntary grassroots activity).

This evidence supports the idea that a relatively small fraction of citizens become
party members, and that active participation is typically narrower still. It is also con-
sistent with the argument—common in party scholarship—that parties have become more
centralised and professionalised over time, with ordinary members playing a diminished
role in many contexts.

However, the stronger version of your claim—*“parties are composed of a few tens or
hundreds of members” and reports of thousands/tens of thousands are “made up”—is
not supported as a general proposition. The “4.7% of the electorate” benchmark
alone implies that, in countries with electorates of millions, thousands or tens of thousands
of members is arithmetically plausible even at low membership rates.

A more defensible formulation—supported by the literature—is:
parties commonly have small memberships relative to the electorate, and

member participation is uneven, with a smaller “active core” doing most routine work,
while many members are low-participation or “supportive” members.

This pattern is also consistent with observations that parties increasingly open some
internal processes (e.g., leadership selection or candidate-related procedures) to supporters
beyond formal membership—suggesting that formal membership is not always treated as
the primary mechanism of linkage to society.

Party finance, “oligarch” funding, and what political-money evidence actually
shows
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The claim that parties in liberal democracies are “funded by oligarchs, corporations
and multinationals” expresses a real concern—undue influence by wealthy actors—but
it overstates uniformity and ignores major cross-national variation in political-finance
regimes.

Cross-nationally, public funding of parties is widespread, meaning that parties are not
universally dependent on private oligarchic money. In a dataset covering 181 countries,
the political-finance question “Are there provisions for direct public funding to political
parties?” shows that many countries provide direct public funding, often either regularly,
for campaigns, or both. This does not eliminate the influence of private money, but it
directly contradicts the idea that parties are everywhere merely private-money “employees.”

Country cases illustrate the range:

In one political-finance environment, most party income is described as coming from
membership fees and donations from individuals, companies and trade unions, with
additional public funding available—especially important for opposition parties de-
veloping policy without civil-service support. That same analysis states that there
are no limits on how much can be donated to a political party in that system,
which creates obvious scope for large-donor influence. Separately, the electoral regulator’s
guidance indicates that donations must come from “permissible sources” that include
individuals on the electoral register and certain domestically-registered entities (including
companies and trade unions).

By contrast, in Canada the federal legal framework is much more restrictive: the Canada
Elections Act states that only an individual who is a citizen or permanent resident
may make a contribution to parties, candidates, and related political entities—
excluding corporate and many organisational contributions at the federal level. This
directly counters any “all liberal democracies are corporate-funded” generalisation.

In another prominent political-finance setting, the election regulator explains that the
Citizens United v. FEC Supreme Court ruling overturned prior prohibitions on inde-
pendent expenditures by corporations, while also stating that the ruling did not
change the ban on corporate contributions (a distinct legal category). The practical
implication is that wealthy individuals and organisations may exercise influence through
multiple channels (donations where allowed, independent spending, lobbying, funding of
advocacy organisations, and so on), but the legal architecture matters, and it varies.

At the global level, the political-finance picture is best summarised as: regulation is near-
universal, but loopholes, weak enforcement, and evolving technologies create
persistent corruption and influence risks. A global synthesis based on comparative
political-finance data notes that nearly all countries in its coverage have implemented rules
on funding, spending and oversight, yet corruption remains widespread; weak enforcement,
regulatory gaps, and difficulties tracing digital spending exacerbate these challenges.

Transparency-focused analysis similarly highlights that in many places political-finance
transparency is minimal or unusable (e.g., data not disclosed, disclosed only as unsearch-
able PDFs, or fragmented in ways that impede tracking).
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Evidence also exists that elite and business interests can have disproportionate policy
influence—at least in some major democracies. A widely cited quantitative study of 1,779
policy issues reports that economic elites and business-oriented organised groups have
substantial independent impacts on government policy, while average citizens have little
or no independent influence in the statistical model. This supports the concern behind
“oligarchic influence” arguments, but it does not demonstrate that parties are merely “show
departments” or that elections are irrelevant—because influence still varies across issue
areas, institutions, and countries, and because the study’s scope is country-specific rather
than global.

Governing “expertise” and why parties are not the only knowledge-holders in
a state

The assertion that “there are no expertise such that a party have, so they can govern a
nation; it is propaganda” mixes a legitimate observation with an overreach.

The legitimate part: political parties are not, by themselves, full-spectrum expert
organisations capable of delivering the technical administration of a modern state purely
through their membership. Across liberal democracies, the administrative and technical
capacity of government is heavily provided by the permanent public service, government
departments, and specialist agencies.

A clear statement of this model appears in official material describing a civil service
as politically impartial, serving “the government of the day” and supporting policy
development and implementation, with staff including analysts, lawyers, economists and
other specialists.

The overreach: it does not follow that parties are “pure propaganda” or have “no expertise”.
Parties often develop policy platforms, recruit candidates, negotiate legislative coalitions,
and provide political leadership and accountability—functions that are partly distinct from
technical expertise. In addition, in at least one parliamentary context, public funding is
described as important for opposition parties, precisely because they must develop policy
“without the support of the civil service.” That statement only makes sense if parties do
perform policy-development work, even if their capacity is limited and uneven.

A more evidence-consistent conclusion is: modern governance relies on a division of
labour—political parties compete to set priorities and form governments, while the per-
manent administrative state provides much of the technical and implementation capacity.

Media ownership, platform power, and the difference between “concentration”
and “total control”

Your media claim (“all newspapers, platforms, TV /radio are controlled by a few oligarchs”)
is best evaluated by distinguishing several concepts:

Ownership concentration (few owners dominate market share)
Gatekeeping power (platforms or intermediaries shape distribution and visibility)
Editorial control (direct dictation of content)

Pluralism/regulatory safeguards (rules and institutions designed to prevent “undue
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influence”)

International free-expression and media-pluralism analysis recognises that ownership con-
glomerates and concentrated commercial media can restrict the plurality of voices—
sometimes via what is described as “market censorship”—and that offline concentration
trends can be mirrored online. At the same time, the same analysis cautions that
establishing a direct causal link between concentration and pluralism is scientifically
difficult, even if the prevailing assumption is that concentration in the hands of a few
owners can pose an inherent threat to pluralism—especially where ownership and capital
origins are opaque.

Country-specific evidence underscores that concentration can be extreme in particular
markets. One recent UK-focused media-ownership analysis argues that three companies
control 90% of national newspaper circulation, and that major digital platforms
also exercise significant control over how news is found and funded—citing, for example,
very high search-engine concentration and a large share of advertising spend concentrated
in two major tech firms.

These two firms are named in that report as Meta and Google.

Regulators’ framing aligns with the structural concern (without adopting the “everything
is controlled” conclusion). A UK communications regulator states that media-ownership
rules were established to promote plurality and prevent undue influence by any one (or
certain types of) media owner, explicitly linking plurality to democratic interests. A UK
competition regulator’s digital-advertising market study reports that competition was not
working well in online platforms and digital advertising, producing substantial harms for
consumers and society and motivating recommendations for a pro-competition regime.

Outside the UK, an Australian regulator explains that it was directed to examine the
impact of digital platforms on competition in media and advertising markets, focusing
particularly on impacts on news and journalism.

Taken together, the strongest defensible conclusion is: many liberal democracies face
serious and well-documented risks from media concentration and platform
gatekeeping, but the leap to “all outlets are controlled and all messages are manufactured
by owners” is not empirically established as a universal fact. Concentration increases the
risk of agenda power and influence; it does not logically prove total, unified control—
especially in plural markets with competing owners, public-service media, and independent
outlets.

Voter knowledge, turnout, and whether election winners represent “a majority”
Two separate questions appear in your claims:

Do most voters lack political knowledge?

Do election winners usually lack support from a majority of eligible citizens?

On voter knowledge, survey evidence routinely finds large knowledge gaps, but not a
uniform absence of knowledge. For example, one large survey-based civics quiz reports
majorities answering some institutional questions correctly (e.g., Supreme Court appoint-
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ments, congressional control) and much lower correctness on others (e.g., senate-term
length, Electoral College tie procedures). This supports the claim that many citizens do
not track detailed institutional rules, but it does not support the categorical claim that “the
majority have no knowledge,” because knowledge varies by domain and because “political
competence” also includes values, lived experience, and issue priorities not captured by
civics quizzes.

On turnout and “majority” representation, your point has strong mathematical plausibility
in many systems, and is widely recognised in comparative data.

Across OECD countries, voter turnout varies substantially; it has declined on average
over recent decades (one synthesis reports a decline from about 75% to 65% on average
between the early 1990s and early 2020s), and it is below 50% in some contexts while
exceeding 80% in others.

Turnout measurement itself is non-trivial: international turnout databases often report
against both registered voters and voting-age population, and explicitly warn that these
denominators can diverge and can contain anomalies depending on roll accuracy and
demographic estimation.

Given these realities, in multi-party elections where the winning party receives, say, 35-45%
of the vote, and turnout is 55-70%, it is arithmetically common for the winning party’s
votes to correspond to something like 20-30% of the voting-age population. That does
not automatically mean the government is illegitimate—liberal democracies typically base
mandates on rules about wvotes cast rather than eligible citizens—but it does mean that
“majority support of eligible citizens” is often absent, especially where turnout is low and
party systems are fragmented.

Finally, the claim that “no one talks about” persistent non-voters is inaccurate. There
is extensive scholarship on turnout decline, registration gaps, and systematic differences
between voters and non-voters, including work asking whether non-voters hold different
policy preferences and how turnout shapes representation.

Employment, unemployment, poverty, and the claim that official reports are
“lies”

The strongest evidence-supported version of your statistics claim is not “nearly all reports
are lies”, but rather:

headline indicators can be technically correct yet substantively misleading to non-
specialists because of definitional boundaries; and

governments and parties can selectively communicate the most flattering measure (a po-
litical communication problem), even when statistical agencies publish richer breakdowns
(a measurement availability problem).

Unemployment versus “joblessness” and underutilisation

International statistical standards generally define the unemployment rate as the share of
the labour force who are unemployed; and define “unemployed” as people without work
who are available for work and actively seeking work. This means that people who want
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a job but have not recently searched (or are not immediately available) are not counted
in the unemployment rate, even though they may be economically vulnerable. The same
international system therefore publishes broader measures, including “potential labour
force” concepts.

National statistical agencies commonly follow these standards. For example, one national
methodology page defines unemployed people as those not in employment who sought work
in a recent period and are currently available to start.

The implication is that “unemployment” is not the same as “everyone without a job”. This
is not (by itself) evidence of lying; it is a definitional choice designed for cross-country
comparability and for distinguishing job-searching labour supply from non-participation.

To address the gap between “official unemployment” and broader labour-market distress,
statistical systems often provide supplementary measures. For example, the US labour
statistics agency presents alternative measures U-1 to U-6, where U-6 explicitly includes
total unemployed, marginally attached workers, and those employed part-time for economic
reasons. This directly contradicts the idea that part-time/underemployment realities
are simply hidden; they are usually available, but not always foregrounded in political
messaging.

Full-time versus part-time employment

The claim that employment reporting “doesn’t publish full-time employees” is not generally
accurate: many statistical agencies publish full-time and part-time breakdowns and define
them explicitly. One labour release reports monthly movements in full-time and part-
time employment levels, alongside unemployment, participation and underemployment. A
methodological explainer from the same agency defines full-time and part-time status using
an hours-based threshold and explains how headline measures are derived.

Poverty in “developed” liberal democracies

Your claim that poverty remains “noticeable” in rich democracies is strongly supported,
depending on how poverty is measured.

A common cross-national measure in high-income contexts is relative income poverty—
people living below a threshold such as 50% of median disposable income. One comparative
summary reports an average relative poverty rate of 11.4% (2021, OECD countries),
with substantial cross-country variation (roughly 5—7% in some countries; much higher in
others). The same source explains the measurement logic and the 50%-of-median threshold.

This directly undermines any narrative that liberal democracies have “solved” poverty, and
it supports your point that headline macro indicators can coexist with serious deprivation
and insecurity. But again, it is not evidence that official poverty statistics are “all lies”;
rather, official indicators often document the problem clearly—while political actors may
contest definitions or downplay significance.

Freemasonry, informal networks, and what can be substantiated

The claim that Freemasonry and “mafia-like communities” prevent “real representatives”
from controlling governments is a classic form of system-wide covert control hypothesis.
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The evidentiary burden for such a claim is extremely high: it would require demonstrating
(a) coordinated organisational intent, (b) systematic mechanisms of control, and (c)
consistent outcomes across many countries and elections—despite partisan competition,
investigative journalism, and legal oversight.

What credible reference sources support is more limited: Freemasonry is an international
fraternal order with secret rituals in some traditions; it has historically been criticised as
elitist; and estimates of global membership vary widely (millions). None of this, by itself,
demonstrates that Freemasonry “manages governments.”

However, it is also true that informal elite networks—social ties among wealthy
individuals, senior officials, business interests, lobbyists, and media owners—can shape
access and influence, sometimes in opaque ways. That is a broader and more evidence-
consistent concern than “Freemasons run everything,” and it aligns with political-finance
integrity analyses that emphasise vested interests, weak enforcement, and illicit funding
risks.

A useful way to calibrate the debate is to separate:
documented, country-specific scandals involving clandestine networks, from
universal theories of hidden global control.

A documented example often cited in historical reporting is the Propaganda Due scandal
in Italy, reported at the time as involving allegations of illegal and subversive activities by
a Masonic lodge linked to establishment figures, amid major political fallout. This shows
that secretive and politically entangled networks can exist and can be consequential in
particular contexts. It does not establish that democracies are universally prevented from
self-government by Freemasonry as a class.

Overall assessment across your claims
The best-supported core concerns in your list are:

party membership is often small relative to electorates, has declined, and internal
activity is concentrated among a smaller core;

political finance creates real undue influence risks, and transparency/enforcement gaps
can be severe;

media ownership and platform gatekeeping can be highly concentrated and can threaten
pluralism, even if “total control” is not established;

low turnout and multi-party competition often mean winners do not represent a majority
of eligible citizens; and non-voting is a well-studied democratic problem:;

official indicators like unemployment and poverty are often misunderstood and politi-
cally spun, but the underlying statistical systems generally publish richer measures that
document underutilisation and deprivation rather than hiding them.

The least-supported elements are the absolute and global assertions (“membership
claims are made up”, “all parties are oligarch employees”, “all media are controlled”,
“Freemasonry prevents true representation everywhere”). These claims require evidence
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of uniformity and coordination that is not provided by the strongest comparative datasets
and research literature cited above.

For the theoretical framework on cartel-party dynamics and rhetorical contradictions, see
Chapter 12.
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Part VI

Political Economy: Capitalism,
Welfare States, and the Freedom
Narrative
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Chapter 14

The Political Economy of Freedom:
US Fiscal Realities, Anti-Socialist
Narratives, and the Nordic Model

A comprehensive comparative analysis grounding structural critique in OECD data and
fiscal evidence.

Chapter Summary

This chapter presents a comprehensive comparative analysis of the political economies
of the United States and Finland, examining anti-socialist narratives against empirical
evidence from OECD data, fiscal records, and welfare-state outcomes. It evaluates claims
about US fiscal sustainability, the viability of Nordic social democracy, and the rhetor-
ical strategies used to conflate democratic redistribution with authoritarian communism.
The analysis combines cautious, data-driven assessment with structural critique of the
“freedom” narrative deployed by capitalist institutions.

Part A: Assessing the Claims — Anti-Socialist Narra-
tives, US Fiscal Reality, and Finland

socialism implies public (or social) ownership/control of productive property and re-
sources, while social democracy is commonly understood as a more moderate tradition
emphasising regulation and extensive welfare programmes within (and not necessarily
abolishing) capitalism. Marxism is a broad body of doctrine and socio-economic analysis
originating with Karl Marx. Liberal democracy is a political regime with constitutionally
limited government and protected individual rights. These conceptual distinctions matter
because Finland is best evidenced as a high-tax, high-service welfare state inside a capitalist
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market economy—not a Marxist or socialist (state-ownership) system in the classical sense.

Second, the US is not “bankrupt” in the corporate sense: sovereign states generally do
not have a formal bankruptcy court mechanism; sovereign debt problems are handled via
negotiation and restructuring rather than a bankruptcy discharge. The US has, however,
experienced large deficits and rising debt. Official US budget tables show federal
deficits of -14.7% of GDP in 2020 and -6.4% of GDP in 2024, and federal debt
held by the public at 97.8% of GDP in 2024 (gross federal debt 122.2% of GDP).
Major institutional analyses (OECD, CBO) underscore long-run fiscal pressure from
revenue—spending mismatch, ageing, health costs, and interest costs—not from “socialist
promotion”.

Third, Finland’s “welfare state” scale is empirically large: OECD reports place Finland
among the highest in public social spending (around 30% of GDP in 2024), while the
US has comparatively high private social spending and, in some accounting approaches,
very high net total social spending because of private healthcare and pensions. Finland’s
tax-to-GDP ratio is 42.2% (2024) versus 25.6% (2024) in the US. Yet those facts do
not logically imply a “big lie”; they primarily show that (i) welfare-state capitalism can be
compatible with high living standards, and (ii) political actors may rhetorically label such
models “socialist” even when the institutional reality is mixed-economy capitalism.

Overall evidence assessment: (a) well-supported that Finland is a highly redistributive
welfare-capitalist model and that the US faces significant fiscal sustainability issues; (b)
contested /underspecified that a single “capitalist” propaganda project explains US
fiscal outcomes; (c) not supported that anti-socialist narratives caused US “bankruptcy”,
or that Finland’s success “proves” a single overarching deception.

Definitions and scope
Working assumptions required by the prompt

This report follows the requested assumptions: the scope is 1990—present; “bankrupted”
is interpreted as sovereign default or insolvency-like risk (rather than a metaphor);
“promoted mainly by capitalist” is interpreted as elite/business-driven advocacy and
framing in politics/media. These interpretive choices are necessary because the claim’s
language is not operationalised in measurable terms.

Core term clarifications

Socialism (standard reference usage): a doctrine calling for public/social ownership or
control of property and resources, rather than private ownership. Social democracy:
historically associated with an evolutionary transition from capitalism to socialism, but in
its widely used modern form generally supports state regulation (not state ownership) plus
extensive welfare programmes. Marxism: a body of doctrine and socio-economic analysis
developed by Marx (and Engels), later interpreted and practised by diverse movements.
Liberal democracy: a type of democracy where government power is limited and rights
are protected by constitutional norms and institutions.

These definitions imply that calling Finland simply “socialist” is, at best, ambiguous: many
observers use “socialist” colloquially to mean “generous welfare state”, but that is not
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equivalent to socialism as social ownership of the means of production.
What “bankruptcy” means for a sovereign state
Why “country bankruptcy” is not the same as corporate bankruptcy

Sovereigns generally do not have a formal bankruptcy mechanism comparable to corporate
bankruptcy court processes; debt relief typically requires negotiation with creditors and
restructuring arrangements rather than a legal discharge. This matters because the claim
uses “bankrupted” as though a state’s fiscal stress mechanically implies “bankruptcy” in
the corporate sense.

Practical default risk in the US context

The US has an added institutional hazard: the statutory debt limit. The US Treasury
warns that failing to raise the debt limit could cause the government to default on legal
obligations, with “catastrophic economic consequences.” This is a political/administrative
default risk channel (payments disruption), distinct from “insolvency” in a currency it
issues.

Comparative evidence: United States vs Finland since 1990
Key macro indicators table

The table below compares major indicators in 1990, 2000, 2010, 2020, and 2024. 2024
is treated as the latest year available in the cited datasets. Real GDP growth, inflation, and
unemployment come from the World Economic Outlook database (April 2025 edition). US
deficit and debt ratios come from official US Budget historical tables (FY 2026). Finland
budget balance and general-government debt come from the same WEO source.
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VET

Indicator

US

1990

Finland
1990

US  Finland
2000 2000

Us
2010

Finland
2010

Us
2020

Finland
2020

Us
2024

Finland
2024

Real GDP
growth (annual
)

CPI inflation,
average consumer
prices (annual %)
Unemployment
rate (% of labour
force)

Budget balance /
net lending (+)
borrowing (-), %
of GDP

Public debt (% of
GDP) - US:
federal debt held
by the public;
Finland: general
government gross
debt

Gross debt (% of
GDP) - US:
gross federal
debt; Finland:
general
government gross
debt

1.9

5.4

5.6

-3.7

40.9

54.4

0.2

5.0

3.2

6.6

13.9

13.9

4.1 5.8

3.4 3.0

4.0 9.9

2.3 6.7

33.7 42.4

55.6 42.4

2.7

1.6

9.6

-8.7

60.6

90.9

3.2

1.7

8.5

-2.6

50.1

50.1

-2.2

1.3

8.1

-14.7

98.6

126.2

-2.5

0.4

7.8

-9.5

75.4

75.4

2.8

3.0

4.0

-6.4

97.8

122.2

-0.1

1.0

8.4

-4.2

82.5

82.5




Interpretation: the US shows (i) severe crisis-period deficits in 2020 (pandemic era) and
continued deficits in 2024, along with (ii) high debt ratios by international standards.
Finland shows (i) comparatively high unemployment in parts of the period (especially
around the early 2000s after its 1990s crisis), (ii) rising general-government debt over time,
and (iii) continued deficits in 2020 and 2024.

Fiscal sustainability and “bankruptcy” risk: what mainstream institutions
actually conclude

An OECD economic survey notes general-government debt around 120% of GDP in
2023 (highest since WWII) and expects further increases under current policies, driven
by ageing and fiscal settings. Likewise, the US Congressional Budget Office projects debt
held by the public rising over the next decade under current law—illustrating sustainability
pressure, not an already-realised “bankruptcy”.

These findings align better with a “fiscal sustainability challenge” framing than with the
claim’s stronger “bankrupted” framing.

Timeline of major policy and macro turning points

Below is a policy-oriented timeline to contextualise observable turning points (welfare-state
reforms, fiscal stance changes, integration into European institutions, and crisis responses).
The entries are representative, not exhaustive, and are meant to anchor discussion of causal
narratives to concrete historical moments.

1990US fiscalconsolidation erabegins (1990s deficitpolitics)Finland enterssevere early-
1990srecession andrestructuring period1995Finland joins theFEuropean Union1999Finland
joins theeuro area (monetaryintegration)2001USmajor post-2001fiscal shifts andsecurity-
eraspending changes2008Global financialcrisis impacts both;US crisis responseand weak
recovery2010USpost-crisis policymix; Finlandpost-crisisadjustment phase2020COVID-19
shock; verylarge deficits andemergency measures2023Finlandsecurity-policy shiftperiod;
renewedfiscal consolidationdebates2024Medium-term fiscalpressures salient inthe US and
Finland(debt and ageing)Major policy and macro turning points (1990-2025)

This chronology is consistent with the periodisations emphasised in OECD country surveys
and current fiscal outlook discussions.

Finland’s model: social democracy within capitalism, not a simple “socialist
vs capitalist” dichotomy

Welfare-state scale and the composition of “social spending”

OECD social spending statistics show that welfare-state size differs markedly across OECD
countries; Finland is among the highest in public social spending (around 30% of GDP
in 2024). The same OECD discussion stresses that the US is atypical in having very large
private social spending (notably private health insurance and pensions)—around 11—
13% of GDP in 2021—and that when accounting for public + private spending and tax
effects, the US can rank very high in net total social spending.

This matters for rhetoric: people often equate “more social protection” with “socialism”,
but the OECD’s own framing treats both US and Finland as distinct welfare-state
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configurations within market economies, differing in public/private mix and tax effects,
rather than “socialism vs capitalism”.

Taxation and state capacity: Finland vs the US

OECD Revenue Statistics country notes show a tax-to-GDP ratio of 42.2% (2024) in
Finland versus 25.6% (2024) in the United States, illustrating different fiscal states
and different financing models for public services. This directly supports the narrower
descriptive claim that Finland operates with higher taxation and a larger publicly financed
welfare state than the US.

Labour-market institutions: collective bargaining as a structural difference

OECD/AIAS ICTWSS country notes show a stark institutional contrast: trade union
density is reported at 51.4% (2024) in Finland versus 9.9% (2024) in the United
States; adjusted bargaining coverage is 88.8% (Finland, 2022) versus 11.1% (US,
2024).

These institutional differences are consistent with the “Nordic model” being routinely char-
acterised as welfare capitalism—a hybrid combining open markets with a large welfare state
and coordinated labour-market institutions—rather than state ownership of production.

Political economy mechanisms and the “big lie” inference
Could “capitalist actors” strategically promote anti-socialist ideas?

The claim’s mechanism is asserted rather than demonstrated. Still, there is credible
empirical literature consistent with the general idea that policy outcomes in liberal
democracies can be strongly shaped by economic elites and organised business interests.
A widely cited quantitative study (“Testing Theories of American Politics: Elites, Interest
Groups, and Average Citizens”) reports that economic elites and business groups have
substantial independent impacts on US government policy, while average citizens have
little or no independent influence after controlling for other factors.

That evidence supports a background plausibility for elite influence, but it does not
establish that elites pursued a coherent project of anti-socialist messaging that caused
US fiscal deterioration, nor that Finland is used as a deliberate “propaganda exception”.

Why “Finland is socialist” is a recurrent rhetorical move

Using “socialist” as a label for Nordic welfare states can function as political shorthand in
debates about welfare, taxation, and the acceptable size of government. But, analytically,
this often conflates (i) social democracy (welfare and regulation within capitalism) with
(ii) socialism (social/public ownership), which standard references distinguish. Once that
distinction is applied, praising Finland’s education, health, or safety net is not necessarily
praising socialism as social ownership; it is often praising a particular welfare-capitalist
configuration.

Distributional outcomes: inequality and poverty narratives

OECD analysis indicates the US exhibits a high relative poverty rate—18% of the
population in 2022 living below half the median disposable income, near the
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highest among OECD countries. OECD comparative reporting also places Finland
among the low-poverty countries (approximately 5—7% in the comparable relative-poverty
concept in the early 2020s).

This is relevant to the “freedom” rhetoric often attached to anti-socialist messaging;:
countries differ not only in growth and debt, but also in how effectively they convert
economic output into broadly shared living standards. Those distributional facts can
motivate political actors to selectively cite Finland (or similar countries) depending on the
narrative goal.

Evidence assessment, methodological limits, and lessons
Evidence assessment against the claim’s components
Well-supported (descriptive):

Finland operates a higher-tax, more publicly financed welfare state than the US (tax-to-
GDP 42.2% vs 25.6% in 2024).

Finland’s welfare-state scale is among the largest in the OECD by public social spending
share.

The US has run large deficits in crisis periods (e.g., 2020) and continues to run substantial
deficits; debt levels are historically high by US standards.

Labour-market institutions differ sharply (union density and bargaining coverage).
Contested or underspecified (mechanism/cause):

“Promoted mainly by capitalists” is not operationalised: which actors, which messages,
which channels, which jurisdictions? Evidence supports elite influence in general, but not
the specific causal pathway proposed.

“For freedom of people” is a normative claim; it cannot be empirically validated without
specifying what “freedom” means (civil liberties, economic freedom, non-domination, etc.).

Not supported / largely refuted (strong causal claim):

The notion that anti-socialist narratives or “capitalist promotion” caused US
“bankruptcy” is not supported by the macro-fiscal evidence. The US is not in a sovereign
bankruptcy regime; it faces fiscal sustainability challenges driven by policy and demo-
graphic factors, and default risk is heavily mediated by debt-limit politics rather than a
simple “capitalism vs socialism” explanatory variable.

Finland’s success does not “prove a big lie” so much as it demonstrates that mixed-
economy welfare capitalism is a viable institutional equilibrium (with trade-offs), and
that political labels often obscure institutional details.

Methodological limits

Causation is the central weakness of the claim. Macro outcomes (debt, deficits, growth,
inequality) are driven by multi-factor processes: demographic change, sectoral dynamics,
crises (GFC, COVID-19), monetary—fiscal interactions, tax choices, and institutional con-
straints. The claim proposes a monocausal story (“capitalist propaganda — bankruptcy”)
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without specifying a testable model or identifying counterfactual baselines.

Cross-national comparisons also face classification problems: “social spending”, “tax
burden”, and even “poverty” can be measured in ways that change rankings; OECD itself
highlights that private social spending and tax effects can alter the picture substantially
(the US is a prime example).

Policy-relevant lessons

A practical takeaway is that arguments about “socialism vs capitalism” often collapse
distinct questions:

Ownership regime (social ownership vs private ownership) versus distributional
regime (tax—transfer and public services).

Fiscal sustainability (debt dynamics) versus social outcomes (poverty, inequality,
health-system efficiency).

For serious analysis, debates should specify: (i) which institutions are being proposed
(tax mix, insurance design, wage-setting institutions), (ii) which outcomes are prioritised
(poverty reduction, growth, stability), and (iii) how policies are financed and governed over
time.

Annotated bibliography and key source links

14.1 Short annotated bibliography

Socialism; Social democracy; Marxism; Liberal democracy (reference defi-
nitions). Useful for distinguishing ownership-based socialism from welfare-state social
democracy, and for clarifying that political labels are not interchangeable.

World Economic Outlook Database (April 2025 edition). Harmonised macro
series (growth, inflation, unemployment; plus fiscal and debt concepts for many countries)
enabling the cross-time comparisons used in the indicator table.

US Budget Historical Tables (FY 2026). Official long-run federal deficit and debt
series used for US deficit and debt ratios in the table.

OECD Social spending topic page (SOCX framing). Explains the difference
between public and private social spending, highlights Finland’s high public social spending
and the US’s high private social spending, and cautions about “total” versus “public”
welfare comparisons.

OECD Revenue Statistics 2025 country notes (Finland; United States). Official
tax-to-GDP ratios and historical context (e.g., Finland 42.2% in 2024; US 25.6% in 2024).

OECD Economic Surveys: United States 2024. Synthesises fiscal sustainability
pressures, high inequality, and high relative poverty (18% in 2022 under OECD’s relative
measure).

Congressional Budget Office: The Budget and Economic Outlook (2024-2034).

238



Authoritative US projection framework; supports the claim that long-run debt is projected
to rise substantially under current law.

OECD/ATIAS ICTWSS country notes (Finland; United States). High-quality
comparative institutional data on union density and bargaining coverage that characterise
Nordic vs US labour-market governance models.

Sovereign debt restructuring and “sovereign bankruptcy” literature (IMF;

CFR; Treasury). Establishes that there is no standard sovereign bankruptcy discharge
mechanism and clarifies the US debt-limit default channel.

“Testing Theories of American Politics” (elite influence study). Supports the
narrower proposition that policy responsiveness can be skewed toward elites and organised
business interests—relevant background, but not a proof of the report’s causal story about
US “bankruptcy”.

14.2 Key source links

https://www.imf.org/en/publications/weo/weo-database /2025 /april
https://www.govinfo.gov/app/details/ BUDGET-2026-TAB
https://www.oecd.org/en/topics/sub-issues/social-spending.html

https://www.oecd.org/content /dam/oecd /en/publications/reports/2025/12 /revenue-
statistics-2025-country-notes_ 3708be73/finland_ 9a65¢790/5cal1917-en.pdf

https://www.oecd.org/content /dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2025/12 /revenue-
statistics-2025-country-notes_ 3708be73/united-states_ f45all4c/efcc8c03-en.pdf

https://www.oecd.org/content/dam/oecd/en/publications/reports/2024 /06 /oecd-
economic-surveys-united-states-2024_ d98318b3 /cdfff156-en.pdf

https://www.cbo.gov/publication /59946

https://home.treasury.gov /policy-issues/financial-markets-financial-institutions-and-
fiscal-service/debt-limit

https: //www.imf.org/external /pubs/ft /wp/2003 /wp0313.pdf
https://www.cfr.org/articles/sovereign-bankruptcy

https://www.oecd.org/content /dam/oecd /en/data/datasets/oecd-aias-
ictwss/Finland.pdf

https://www.oecd.org/content /dam/oecd /en/data/datasets/oecd-aias-
ictwss/UnitedStates.pdf

https://www.britannica.com/money /socialism
https://www.britannica.com/topic/social-democracy

https://www.britannica.com/topic/Marxism
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https://www.britannica.com/topic/liberal-democracy

Part B: Structural Analysis — Capitalist Narratives
and the Nordic Counter-Example

Introduction to the Ideological Contest

For over a century, the global political economy has been defined by an intense and unre-
lenting ideological struggle between the frameworks of free-market capitalism and various
iterations of socialism, communism, and Marxism. In recent decades, particularly in the
post-Cold War era, a dominant and highly organized narrative has been propagated by
advocates of laissez-faire capitalism and neoliberalism. This narrative asserts categorically
that any movement toward socialist, Marxist, or heavily redistributive policies inherently
destroys both personal and economic freedom, inevitably leading to societal ruin, poverty,
and authoritarianism. This rhetoric has successfully anchored the concept of human liberty
almost exclusively to the mechanisms of deregulated private property, profit motives, and
the aggressive minimization of state intervention.

However, contemporary macroeconomic, fiscal, and sociological data present a profound
challenge to this entrenched orthodoxy. The United States of America, widely considered
the vanguard and chief architect of the global capitalist system, is currently exhibiting
severe signs of systemic and fiscal exhaustion. Defined by a record-breaking national
debt surpassing $38 trillion, escalating corporate bankruptcies, extreme wealth inequality,
and a measurable decline in civic happiness and social mobility, the American economic
model faces unprecedented internal crises. Conversely, progressive politicians and liberal
democrats frequently point to Northern European nations—specifically Finland and its
Nordic neighbors—as empirical proof that highly redistributive, socially democratic models
not only function but demonstrably thrive. These nations consistently top global indices
for human freedom, happiness, and quality of life, despite maintaining massive welfare
states, high taxation, and high degrees of market regulation.

This comprehensive analysis investigates the assertion that the anti-socialist narrative
promoted by capitalist institutions represents a fundamental distortion of political reality—
a systemic propaganda effort, often characterized by critics as a ”"Big Lie,” designed to
protect capital accumulation at the expense of public welfare. By exhaustively analyzing
the philosophical arguments surrounding economic freedom, the fiscal trajectory and
systemic fragility of the United States, and the functional mechanics of the Finnish social
democratic model, this research evaluates the structural integrity of these competing
political economies in the contemporary era.

The Philosophical Architecture of the Ideological Divide

To understand the mechanics of contemporary political rhetoric, it is essential to first
dissect the foundational philosophies that govern the capitalist and socialist paradigms.
The intellectual foundation of the modern capitalist argument against socialism and
communism is heavily rooted in the Austrian School of Economics and the Chicago School,
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championed by figures such as Ludwig von Mises, Friedrich Hayek, and Milton Friedman.
The Capitalist Monopoly on the Definition of Freedom

The central thesis of the capitalist bloc is that economic freedom and personal freedom
are inextricably linked; one cannot exist without the other. According to this framework,
under a capitalist system, the ultimate authorities are the consumers. Through the pricing
mechanism, consumers signal their preferences, directing the allocation of scarce resources
efficiently and democratically. Capitalist theorists argue that a free-market system respects
the inherent dignity of the individual by relying on voluntary exchange rather than state
coercion. Mises famously articulated the "Economic Calculation Problem,” arguing that
without market-determined prices, a socialist commonwealth cannot rationally calculate
costs or allocate resources, leading inevitably to profound economic stagnation, systemic
shortages, and societal collapse.

Furthermore, proponents of capitalism argue that the profit motive acts as the ultimate
and indispensable engine for human innovation. They assert that nobody would undertake
the immense risks of entrepreneurship, capital investment, or technological advancement
without the incentive of wealth accumulation. From this perspective, socialism, by
confiscating this wealth through taxation or expropriation, fundamentally undermines
the trust, ambition, and drive that allow advanced societies to exist and progress. In
this view, state ownership of the means of production creates an absolute monopoly that
extinguishes competition. Without competition, there is no incentive to improve efficiency
or elevate living standards. Consequently, the capitalist narrative posits that any attempt
to centrally plan an economy requires the state to dictate not only industrial production
but also human behavior, leading to the total erosion of personal choice—from what goods
a person may consume to what career they may pursue.

The failure of twentieth-century state-socialist projects, such as the Soviet Union and its
satellite states in Eastern Europe, is viewed by orthodox economists not as an anomaly
of authoritarian implementation, but as the inevitable, mathematically certain result of
an ideology that fundamentally ignores human nature and destroys economic incentive
structures.

The Marxist and Socialist Counter-Narrative

Conversely, Marxist and socialist theoreticians argue that the capitalist definition of
"freedom” is a deeply flawed illusion that masks systemic coercion and structural violence.
Karl Marx posited that true human freedom only begins when the ”realm of necessity is
left behind”. According to this paradigm, a worker in a capitalist society is not truly free if
they are compelled to sell their labor simply to survive under the constant, looming threat
of starvation, homelessness, or lack of medical care.

Marxist critiques focus heavily on the concept of surplus value, arguing that capitalism
functions by systemically underpaying labor to extract profit for the owners of capital. This
dynamic, socialists argue, inevitably leads to the extreme concentration of wealth in the
hands of a few, the alienation of the worker from the fruits of their labor, and the creation
of an inescapable cycle of "wage slavery”. In a pure capitalist paradigm, the concept of
freedom is frequently reduced to the freedom of capital to move, expand, and exploit, rather
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than the freedom of the individual human being to flourish. Furthermore, modern critics
point out that the historical implementation of capitalism has frequently been maintained
through state violence, imperialism, globalized exploitation, and the violent suppression
of organized labor, challenging the foundational notion that free markets naturally equate
to peaceful, voluntary, and democratic societies.

Democratic socialists and modern Marxist scholars argue that a genuine socialist transition
aims to fulfill basic human needs—guaranteeing housing, healthcare, education, and
sustenance—so that individuals are genuinely free to pursue their passions, innovate
without the fear of destitution, and participate democratically in their workplaces and
communities. In this view, transferring the ownership of the means of production to the
collective does not destroy personal property, such as one’s home or personal effects, but
rather democratizes the social power that private capital currently monopolizes, thereby
expanding actual freedom for the vast majority of the population.

The Rhetoric of the ”Big Lie”

Throughout the latter half of the twentieth century and into the present, the rhetoric
surrounding these economic systems has been heavily weaponized by political and cor-
porate elites. In liberal democracies, particularly within the United States, the term
”socialism” has frequently been deployed as a pejorative weapon to discredit any policy
aimed at expanding the social safety net, regulating corporate behavior, or increasing
progressive taxation on the wealthy. Critics of this capitalist rhetoric argue that it
functions as a sophisticated propaganda technique akin to the "Big Lie”—a narrative so
pervasive, institutionally supported, and relentlessly repeated that it becomes accepted
as unquestionable conventional wisdom, effectively insulating the capitalist class from
systemic critique or democratic oversight.

This rhetoric continuously asserts that any deviation from free-market orthodoxy will lead
directly to totalitarianism and poverty. However, as the twenty-first century progresses, the
empirical realities of the United States’ decaying social infrastructure and the contrasting,
sustained successes of European social democracies have begun to severely fracture this
narrative. This divergence prompts a rigorous reevaluation of what actually constitutes a
successful, free, and sustainable society.

Sovereign and Systemic Bankruptcy in the United States

The assertion that the United States is effectively “bankrupted” by its adherence to
aggressive capitalist and neoliberal policies requires a highly nuanced examination of
sovereign finance, corporate stability, and domestic fiscal policy. While a sovereign
nation that issues its own fiat currency, such as the U.S. dollar, cannot technically go
bankrupt in the traditional legal sense—because it can always authorize its central bank
to create more liquidity to meet obligations denominated in its own currency—the concept
of "bankruptcy” in this macroeconomic context refers to profound systemic dysfunction.
It signifies an unsustainable debt trajectory, the severe erosion of the state’s capacity to
serve its citizens, the loss of fiscal flexibility, and the creeping threat of a global crisis of
confidence in the nation’s financial instruments.

The Anatomy of the National Debt Crisis
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As of late 2025, the total outstanding gross national debt of the United States reached an
unprecedented and historic milestone of $38.65 trillion, representing approximately 120%
to 124% of the nation’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP). This staggering accumulation of
debt is not a sudden anomaly but the direct, mathematical result of decades of structural
deficits and specific political choices. Over the past twenty-five years, the U.S. federal
budget has experienced a dramatic and catastrophic shift; projected multi-trillion-dollar
surpluses in the early 2000s quickly evaporated, replaced by massive borrowing to fund
prolonged overseas wars, implement systemic tax cuts, and provide emergency economic
bailouts following the 2008 financial crisis and the COVID-19 pandemic.

The mathematics of the current fiscal trajectory are deeply concerning to macroeconomic
analysts across the political spectrum. The U.S. federal government ran a deficit of nearly
$1.8 trillion in Fiscal Year 2025 alone, representing roughly 5.9% of GDP. A primary
and rapidly accelerating driver of this debt is the sheer cost of servicing it. Due to
elevated interest rates designed to combat persistent inflation, the United States currently
spends approximately $1.1 trillion annually just on interest payments on the national debt.
This expenditure is colossal; it currently exceeds the entire annual budget for national
defense and eclipses the combined spending on crucial non-defense discretionary categories
such as public education, infrastructure repair, law enforcement, and scientific research.
Nearly one-fourth of these interest payments flow directly to foreign nations and investors,
fundamentally acting as a wealth transfer from U.S. taxpayers to external entities.

The structural nature of this deficit is heavily linked to the implementation of neoliberal
economic policies over the past forty years. Strategies championed by conservative
and capitalist political factions—often categorized under the umbrella of supply-side
economics—focused on radical financial deregulation and massive, regressive tax cuts for
corporations and the highest income brackets. Academic critiques assert that this was
a deliberate "starve the beast” strategy: intentionally creating massive deficits through
tax cuts, and then weaponizing those very deficits to justify severe austerity measures,
demanding the dismantling of the New Deal-era social safety net. Projections indicate that
reversing recent deficit-funded tax cuts for the wealthy would significantly stave off long-
term fiscal anxieties and stabilize the debt, yet political gridlock and the lobbying power
of capital prevent such revenue-raising measures. If current tax and spending policies
remain unchanged, the Congressional Budget Office projects that the debt-to-GDP ratio
will approach 200% by the middle of the century, severely crowding out private investment
and risking a catastrophic loss of investor confidence in the U.S. dollar.

The Shadow Debt: Unfunded Liabilities

Beyond the official $38.65 trillion debt figure sitting on the Treasury’s balance sheet,
prominent economists such as Laurence Kotlikoff argue that the true financial status of
the United States is infinitely worse when accounting for unfunded liabilities. Unfunded
liabilities represent the promised, legally binding future payouts for social insurance
programs—primarily Social Security and Medicare—that currently lack the projected tax
revenue to fund them. Estimates suggest these off-balance-sheet obligations add tens of
trillions of dollars to the true fiscal gap, essentially rendering the nation mathematically
insolvent under current accounting practices.
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The Medicare and Social Security trust funds are on a rapid trajectory toward total
depletion within the next seven to ten years if structural reforms are not implemented.
While this depletion does not mean the programs will entirely cease to exist—as they
will continue to collect incoming payroll taxes from the active workforce—it implies that
mandatory, across-the-board benefit cuts of up to 20% or massive, unprecedented tax
increases will be required to maintain them. This reality severely limits the "fiscal space”
the U.S. government has to respond to future economic downturns, geopolitical conflicts,
or climate-related disasters.

Corporate Insolvency and Systemic Fragility

The macroeconomic instability of the United States is not limited to the public sector;
the private sector is also exhibiting severe, systemic distress. In 2024 and 2025, the U.S.
economy experienced a historic and alarming surge in corporate bankruptcies. By the
third quarter of 2025, U.S. business bankruptcies reached 6,574, marking the highest level
since 2014 and consistently exceeding pre-pandemic baseline averages by over 15%.

This wave of corporate insolvency cuts across multiple vital sectors of the economy, driven
by a confluence of persistently high consumer interest rates, stubborn inflation that erodes
purchasing power, significantly higher refinancing and labor costs, and ongoing geopolitical
supply chain disruptions. Highly leveraged businesses, particularly those acquired and
aggressively indebted by private equity firms during the zero-interest-rate era, have proven
exceptionally vulnerable as debt matures and refinancing becomes prohibitively expensive.

To survive this hostile environment, distressed firms are increasingly engaging in complex,
aggressive Liability Management Exercises (LMESs). These maneuvers—such as "uptiers,”
"double-dips,” and ”drop-downs”—involve aggressively restructuring debt outside of tradi-
tional bankruptcy courts, often exploiting loopholes in credit agreements to strip collateral
from existing lenders and pit creditors against one another in vicious, protracted litigation.

Furthermore, the legal architecture of bankruptcy in the U.S. is frequently manipulated to
shield corporate assets and wealthy owners from liability. The use of the "Texas Two-Step”
to hive off mass tort liabilities (such as asbestos or defective product claims) into bankrupt
subsidiaries while protecting the parent company remains highly controversial. Similarly,
the protracted litigation surrounding the Purdue Pharma bankruptcy demonstrated how
billionaire owners attempted to use the bankruptcy system to secure non-consensual third-
party releases from civil liability, highlighting a system that often prioritizes the protection
of capital over justice for harmed citizens.

Adding to this private sector fragility, the U.S. commercial real estate market is facing a
slow-moving but massive crisis, with office sector delinquency rates surging past 11% by
mid-2025, driven by the permanent shift to remote work and high refinancing costs. This
combination of sovereign debt saturation, aggressive corporate leverage, and commercial
real estate deterioration paints a picture of a capitalist system stretched to its absolute
limits, reliant on continuous, unsustainable debt issuance to maintain the illusion of
economic growth.
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Macroeconomic and Fiscal United States (2024-2025) Finland (2024-2025)
Indicators (U.S. vs. Finland)

National Debt-to-GDP Ratio ~124% ~88%
Gross National Debt per ~$102,105 ~$43,865
Capita

Corporate Insolvency Trend  Multi-year highs (exceeding Stable relative to European
2019 levels) averages

Healthcare Spending (% of Highest globally (~$10,0004) Significantly lower (~$4,000)

GDP / Per Capita)

Income Inequality (Gini High (Top 10% own 79% of  Very Low (0.27)

Coefficient) wealth)

The Social and Human Toll of the Neoliberal Paradigm

If the fundamental promise of free-market capitalism is that deregulation and the unfet-
tered profit motive yield the highest possible standards of living and maximize human
freedom, the contemporary social metrics of the United States present a devastating con-
tradiction. The extreme financialization of the U.S. economy has undoubtedly generated
massive aggregate wealth, but the distribution of that wealth and the resulting social
outcomes indicate profound, systemic societal decay.

The Inequality Engine and the Death of Mobility

Income and wealth inequality in the United States have reached stratospheric levels,
rivaling the disparities seen during the Gilded Age preceding the Great Depression. The
Gini coefficient, a standard macroeconomic metric for measuring income inequality, places
the U.S. among the most unequal nations in the developed world, lagging far behind
FEuropean social democracies. Wealth concentration is even more extreme than income
disparity; households in the top 10% of the U.S. wealth distribution own approximately
79% of all total household wealth, leaving the bottom 90% to divide the remaining fraction.
Over the past four decades, real wages for the bottom 50% of American workers have largely
stagnated when adjusted for inflation and the rising cost of living, while the incomes and
asset portfolios of the top 1% have grown exponentially.

This dynamic is not an accidental byproduct but a core feature of the prevailing capitalist
model, which structurally prioritizes shareholder returns, stock buybacks, and capital
accumulation over fair labor compensation. Modern critics of the Anglo-Saxon model
of capitalism point out that left to its own devices, without robust democratic controls,
aggressive antitrust enforcement, and progressive taxation, the system inherently funnels
resources upward. This creates an oligarchic power structure that fundamentally un-
dermines democratic institutions, allowing concentrated wealth to capture the political
process.

Consequently, the concept of the ”American Dream”—the deeply ingrained cultural
narrative that through hard work anyone can achieve upward social mobility—is largely
statistically obsolete. The World Economic Forum’s Global Social Mobility Index ranks

245



the United States a dismal 27th globally, lagging far behind nearly all of Western Europe.
An individual born into a low-income family in the United States faces significantly higher
statistical barriers to reaching median income status than their counterparts in Northern
Europe, effectively locking generations into cycles of poverty and precarious labor.

Health, Happiness, and the Epidemic of Despair

The human toll of this hyper-competitive, structurally unequal economic structure is
captured vividly in international quality of life and health indices. The United States
spends nearly twice as much per capita on healthcare compared to peer nations—
averaging between $10,000 to $13,000 per person annually—yet it routinely ranks last
among high-income countries in critical outcome measures such as life expectancy, infant
mortality, maternal mortality, and avoidable deaths. The hyper-commodification of the
U.S. healthcare system, driven by massive private insurance overhead, pharmaceutical
price gouging, and administrative bloat, results in profound systemic inefficiencies. This
system bankrupts thousands of families annually and denies adequate preventative care
to millions of uninsured or underinsured citizens, exposing the lethal consequences of
subjecting essential human needs to the profit motive.

The psychological impact of existing within this highly precarious, deeply unequal society is
devastating. In the 2025 World Happiness Report, the United States plummeted to 24th
place, its lowest ranking since the report’s inception, while also dropping precipitously
in global Human Freedom indices. The report identified rising social isolation, intense
political polarization, and a severe lack of institutional and communal support as the
primary drivers of this psychological decline. Tellingly, the U.S. is experiencing an
unprecedented epidemic of ”deaths of despair”—suicides, drug overdoses, and alcohol-
related fatalities—which are rising domestically while declining globally.

The empirical data suggests that a society organized strictly around hyper-individualism,
relentless market competition, and the dismantling of the social safety net destroys the
social fabric, community trust, and mutual aid structures that human beings biologically
and psychologically require for well-being. When survival is tied exclusively to wage labor
in a volatile market, the resulting anxiety and alienation manifest as societal illness.

The Finnish Paradigm: Social Democracy as the Progressive Benchmark

In stark contrast to the systemic crises, massive debt, and social fracturing facing
the United States, liberal democrats and progressive politicians frequently point to the
Nordic countries—and Finland in particular—as empirical proof that alternative political
economies are highly viable, efficient, and deeply humane. Prominent U.S. political
figures, such as Senator Bernie Sanders and Representative Alexandria Ocasio-Cortez,
have consistently utilized the Nordic model as a benchmark to advocate for policies such as
universal healthcare, tuition-free higher education, strong labor rights, and environmental
regulation under the banner of "democratic socialism”.

Metrics of Unprecedented Success

The empirical success of the Finnish model in delivering a high quality of life is exceedingly
difficult to refute. Finland has been ranked as the happiest country in the world for an
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astounding eight consecutive years by the World Happiness Report. The nation boasts
exceptionally high levels of social trust; citizens demonstrate deep faith in their democratic
institutions and in each other. They view the state not as a coercive enemy to be starved,
but as a collective, democratic tool utilized for mutual benefit and the equitable distribution
of resources.

Finland’s approach to social policy is fundamentally rooted in the principle of uni-
versalism. Access to high-quality healthcare, world-class education from pre-primary
through university, and comprehensive social security is granted as a fundamental right
of citizenship, entirely decoupled from an individual’s employment status or accumulated
wealth. By removing the commodification of these essential human services, the Finnish
state effectively fulfills the long-standing socialist ideal of eliminating the paralyzing "realm
of necessity.” This structural security grants its citizens the actual, material autonomy to
innovate, pursue higher education, take entrepreneurial risks, and participate in civic life
without the existential terror of medical bankruptcy or sudden destitution.

Furthermore, Finland excels precisely where the United States fails regarding social
mobility. Consistently ranking at the top of the Global Social Mobility Index, the Finnish
system ensures that a child’s socio-economic destination is not strictly determined by
the wealth of their parents. This is achieved through immense investments in public
infrastructure and a world-renowned education system that focuses on equity rather than
standardized testing and private tiering.

The Mechanics of the Nordic Political Economy

To understand the profound success of the Finnish model, it is necessary to examine its
structural mechanisms. The Nordic model does not rely on the authoritarian, Soviet-style
central planning that capitalist critics frequently invoke to frighten voters. Instead, it is a
highly sophisticated, hybrid political economy that utilizes market mechanisms to generate
wealth and production, while employing aggressive, democratic state intervention, massive
progressive taxation, and powerful labor institutions for the equitable distribution of that
wealth.

A vital cornerstone of the Finnish economy is its unique labor market framework. Unlike
the United States, Finland does not have a statutory, government-mandated minimum
wage dictated by politicians. Instead, wage floors, working conditions, dispute resolutions,
and employee benefits are determined through highly organized, sector-wide collective
bargaining agreements negotiated between immensely powerful trade unions and em-
ployers’ associations. Because union density is exceptionally high, these legally binding
collective agreements cover the vast majority of the national workforce. This "pattern
bargaining” ensures that labor captures a fair, proportionate share of the wealth and
productivity it generates, mitigating extreme inequality without the need for constant
legislative micromanagement by the state.

Furthermore, the concept of "democratic ownership” is highly prevalent and structurally
embedded in the Nordic model. A significant portion of the Finnish and broader Scandina-
vian economy exists outside the traditional private, profit-maximizing corporate structure
championed in the U.S. In addition to a robust and well-funded public sector that manages
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infrastructure and health, there are massive consumer cooperatives (such as the S Group in
Finland and Coop in Denmark), democratically managed utility sectors, and cooperative
banking and housing institutions. These entities are owned by the citizens who use them,
and they redirect operational surpluses back to consumers and local communities rather
than funneling dividends to offshore, absentee shareholders. This structure effectively
prevents the rise of an unaccountable economic oligarchy and roots economic power firmly
within the democratic public sphere.

Structural Paradigm United States (Neoliberal Finland (Nordic Social
Comparison Capitalism) Democracy)
Wage Determination Stagnant federal minimum Sector-wide collective
wage; low union density. bargaining; high union density;
no statutory minimum.
Welfare State Fragmented, means-tested, Universal, tax-funded,
highly privatized. comprehensive safety net.
Corporate Governance Shareholder primacy; Social corporatism; tripartite
anti-labor policies. negotiations (State, Labor,
Capital).
Ownership Models Heavy concentration of High presence of consumer
private/equity ownership. cooperatives, state-owned
enterprises, and democratic
utilities.

Deconstructing the Mythological Binaries

The global debate over the Nordic model frequently becomes mired in deliberate semantic
confusion, heavily exploited by partisan rhetoric. When progressives champion Finland
as a successful example of ”socialist” principles, conservative institutions rapidly counter
that the Nordic model is entirely capitalist, pointing out that these nations have strong
property rights, embrace free international trade, and rank highly on indices of “economic
freedom”.

Is Finland Socialist or Capitalist?

Right-wing think tanks, such as the Heritage Foundation, aggressively argue that ”Scan-
dinavian socialism” is a myth. They assert that countries like Finland, Sweden, and
Denmark are actually ”capitalist paradises” that fund their massive welfare states strictly
through free-market wealth generation. They correctly point out that these nations rely
on heavy, broad-based taxation of the middle class and consumption (such as a 24-25.5%
Value-Added Tax), rather than exclusively taxing billionaires or corporations, to fund their
expansive public sectors. Furthermore, conservative economists argue that the Nordic
countries experimented with heavier, more direct socialist policies in the 1970s and 1980s,
which led to temporary economic stagnation, forcing them to deregulate financial markets
and privatize certain aspects of their economies in the 1990s to restore growth.

While it is empirically true that Finland is integrated into the global capitalist market
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and possesses vibrant private enterprise, classifying it merely as a ”capitalist” country
functionally identical to the United States is deeply misleading and intellectually dishonest.
The Nordic political economy is best, and most accurately, described as Social Democracy.
It represents a historical, institutionalized compromise between capital and labor, orches-
trated by powerful social democratic parties (such as the SDP in Finland) throughout the
20th century.

By defining capitalism strictly as “the mere existence of private business,” capitalist
apologists attempt to claim ideological credit for Finland’s high living standards, while
deliberately ignoring the fact that those standards are achieved through mechanisms they
vehemently oppose domestically: near-universal unionization, massive progressive taxation,
extensive state ownership of key strategic industries, and the total decommodification of
healthcare and education. The success of Finland proves unequivocally that an economy
can be highly regulated, heavily unionized, and deeply redistributive without descending
into the tyrannical poverty predicted by Austrian economic theory and capitalist dogma.

Contemporary Vulnerabilities and the Threat of Austerity

However, to present Finland as a flawless, static utopia immune to global economic
pressures is also a misrepresentation. The Nordic model requires continuous, active
political maintenance and is currently under significant structural stress. Demographic
pressures, notably a rapidly aging population and declining birth rates, are straining the
long-term financial sustainability of the welfare state. Finland’s own general government
debt-to-GDP ratio is projected to exceed 80% in the coming years, prompting intense
domestic debates over fiscal consolidation.

Furthermore, Finland’s political landscape is shifting alarmingly. Following the 2023
parliamentary elections, a right-wing coalition led by the National Coalition Party, heavily
reliant on the far-right, anti-immigrant Finns Party, took power from the progressive Social
Democrats led by Sanna Marin. This current conservative government has embarked on
a project widely described by critics as "authoritarian neoliberalism.” They are actively
implementing severe austerity measures, slashing public spending on housing, social
security, and unemployment benefits, while simultaneously attempting to legally curtail
the historic power of trade unions and restrict the fundamental right to strike.

Simultaneously, the rhetoric of the Finns Party has normalized racism, xenophobia, and
anti-immigrant sentiment within the government, challenging the historic social cohesion,
equality, and tolerance that served as the cultural bedrock of the Nordic welfare state.
These political developments demonstrate that the social democratic model is not magically
immune to the gravitational pull of global neoliberalism or the rise of right-wing populism.
It is a system constantly fought for, and the current erosion of welfare policies in Finland
highlights the fragility of these historical class compromises when capital seeks to reassert
dominance.

Synthesis: Evaluating the ”Big Lie” Hypothesis

The core query posits that the rhetoric promoted by capitalists against socialism—
specifically the uncompromising claim that socialist policies inevitably destroy freedom and
create poverty, while capitalism uniquely guarantees liberty and prosperity—is a massive,
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coordinated deception, or a "Big Lie.” Analyzing the empirical evidence gathered from the
divergent economic and social paths of the United States and Finland lends substantial,
undeniable credence to this hypothesis.

The concept of the "Big Lie,” originating in political propaganda theory, relies on asserting
a massive, audacious falsehood so consistently, so loudly, and through so many institutional
channels that the public inevitably accepts it as an unquestionable premise. For decades,
economic elites, corporate-funded think tanks, and conservative media in the United States
have deliberately conflated the democratic, redistributive policies of Western European
Social Democracy with the totalitarian, command-economy state-communism of the Soviet
bloc. By framing popular, functional policies like universal healthcare, robust labor
rights, and environmental regulations as dangerous ”socialism,” and by subsequently
framing ”socialism” as synonymous with tyranny and starvation, capitalist institutions
have successfully insulated their wealth extraction mechanisms from democratic oversight
and reform.

The result of this ideological victory in the United States is the current, highly unstable
paradigm: a nation where ”economic freedom” has been interpreted primarily as the
freedom of massive corporations to deregulate, monopolize, and financialize the economy
without consequence. This ideological purity has led directly to the systemic "bankruptcy”
identified earlier—a nearly $39 trillion sovereign debt largely driven by tax cuts that
mathematically failed to pay for themselves, a hollowed-out middle class, a spiraling
corporate insolvency crisis driven by predatory private equity, and a society fractured by
isolation, declining health, and despair. The American model prioritized a remarkably
narrow, negative definition of liberty (freedom from government interference) which
paradoxically resulted in a population deeply constrained, unfree, and paralyzed by medical
debt, exorbitant student loans, and precarious, gig-economy employment.

Conversely, Finland and the broader Nordic model demonstrate the absolute viability
of positive liberty. By utilizing state and collective apparatuses to guarantee the basic
material conditions of life, the Finnish model grants its citizens the actual, tangible freedom
to live securely, educate themselves, and innovate. The fact that Finland consistently
ranks substantially higher than the United States in the Human Freedom Index, the
World Happiness Report, and the Global Social Mobility Index definitively and empirically
disproves the foundational capitalist axiom that massive state welfare and high taxation
inherently destroy human liberty and economic dynamism.

The contrast between the two nations exposes the capitalist narrative as a rhetorical shield.
When a system that ostensibly champions ”freedom” results in a society plagued by debt,
inequality, and declining life expectancy, while a system derided as ”socialistic” produces
the happiest, most socially mobile, and freest citizens on earth, the underlying propaganda
of the former is laid bare. The ideological weaponization of the term "freedom” by capitalist
institutions has served primarily to mask the upward redistribution of wealth and the
erosion of civic stability. The enduring success of social democracies like Finland stands
as empirical proof that collective responsibility, strong labor rights, and economic equality
are not the enemies of human freedom, but rather its most essential and fundamental
prerequisites.
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