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At the conclusion of the Second World War the United States was the overwhelmingly
dominant military and economic power. The other major colonial powers, in particular France
and the United Kingdom, had been financially exhausted by the war. Germany was shattered,
its industry in ruins. The United States has a monopoly on nuclear weapons and there were
serious plans to use those weapons on the Soviet Union (Operation Unthinkable) (1).
The Soviet Union had borne the vast brunt of the fighting against the Germans, losing at least
28 million soldiers and civilians, a sacrifice of people and treasure that has never received the
acknowledgement in the west that it is due. Generations of Australians and New Zealanders
among others were raised on the mythology of “plucky Britain” standing alone against the Nazi
hoards.
In fact, as many Russians died during the siege of Leningrad (September 1941- January 1944)
as total US and UK casualties combined for the whole war. Nearly half a million Russians were
killed in the battle of Stalingrad (July 1942 to February 1943), which is more than total US
losses for the whole war.
Had Churchill’s plan for a surprise nuclear attack of the Soviet Union after the defeat of the
Germans in May 1945 eventuated, additional casualties would have been incalculable. It is the
memory of those horrendous losses during the war, and the treachery of the British and the
Americans after the defeat of Germany that is essential to an understanding of the reaction of
Soviet, then Russian, leaders ever since to the actions of the western powers.
Any thoughts of a military confrontation between the Western powers, notably the United
States and the United Kingdom, were solved in 1949 when the Soviet Union successfully
exploded its own nuclear bombs. Instead of a “hot” war, the two sides instead engaged in what
is generally referred to as a Cold War. That term is somewhat of a misnomer, as war was indeed
waged on a number of fronts: ideological, propaganda, economic and via a series of proxy
actions in third countries.
The other great shock to American sensibilities in 1949 was the defeat of the Chiang Kai Shek
nationalist forces in the Chinese civil war. In what was to be a precedent for the following
decades, the United States refused to accept Mao’s Government as the legitimate rulers of
China, but fought to retain the nationalists as China’s Representative on the United Nations
Security Council. US Navy ships patrolled the narrow straight between Formosa (is it then was)
and the Chinese mainland.
The fiction of Taiwan being the representative of China in the United Nations persisted until
1971.
In an echo of Operation Unthinkable, the United States military command in the Korean War
(1950-53) urged President Truman to allow the use of nuclear weapons against China (2), after
China entered the war on the side of the North Koreans. US and Allied forces defied the clear
intention of United Nations Security Council resolution 82 and invaded North Korea,
continuing to the Yalu River which marked the border between North Korea and the People’s
Republic of China.

The Allied forces were quickly driven back to the North/South border, itself a unilateral
creation by the Americans in 1945 without reference to the citizens of either the North or the
South (3). From then until the armistice of 27th of July 1953 the United States and Allied troops
waged a relentless war against the north. The entire country was devastated, with civilian
infrastructure almost completely destroyed. That, together with the use of chemical and
biological weapons, amount to a sustained war crime against North Korea (4). As is the case
with all atrocities committed by the United States and its allies in the almost continuous warfare
waged since 1945 against mostly poor and relatively defenceless nations, the issue of
accountability for war crimes is a non-issue as far as the western powers are concerned.
In the American case, not only do they not subscribe to the international criminal Court, they
have threatened sanctions and worse (5) should that body ever have the temerity to investigate
the actions of its military personnel or those of its allies, much less prosecute them.
As a result of that war, North Korea lost an estimated 8 to 9 million people, or about one third
of its total population at that time. By comparison, the United Kingdom lost 0.94% of its
population during World War two, which lasted twice as long as the Korean war.
An understanding of that war, as well as the history of United States intervention in Korean
affairs, which dates back to the 1880s (6), is essential to an understanding of the contemporary
geopolitical situation on the Korean peninsula.
The post World War II military and economic dominance of the United States and its
imperviousness to international law had a number of other consequences. In particular it bred
an attitude best expressed in their own self-description of being the “exceptional nation”. The
ordinary definition of the word exceptional implies being atypical, extraordinary, or out of the
common or usual mode.
In the American case however, it came to be equated with much more, and in particular a
profound belief in all levels of society that their way was the only way. Deviations from that
defined the path were not to be tolerated, and recalcitrant nations or individuals work subject
to “regime change” operations, economic and financial sanctions, and in extreme cases
invasion and occupation (7).
These actions will always justified in terms of “bringing democracy”, or “upholding the rules
based international order” or some other patently self serving justification.
It is difficult to reconcile these high-minded concepts with the actual behaviour of the United
States and its allies. Operation Boot (UK name) Ajax (US title) on behalf of the Anglo Persian
oil company overthrew the democratically elected Iranian government. That coup was reversed
with the Islamic revolution in 1979, an outcome that still dominates United States attitudes and
behaviour towards Iran.
That was followed in 1954 by Operation PBSuccess, the overthrow of the Guatemala
government, to the great benefit of the United Fruit Company. Operation Condor from 1968 to
1989 involved the assassination or disappearance of tens of thousands of Latin American
civilians, and the installation of a series of brutal dictatorships, all supported by and paying
obeisance to, the United States.

From an Australian perspective there is a common thread running through many of the CIA
coups of the post war era. There was a coup in South Korea in 1961; in Indonesia in 1965
(where more than 500,000 were killed at the instigation of the CIA); Chile in 1973 and
Australia in 1975. The common denominator to all four was a State Department diplomat
named Marshall Green, name in CIA and State Department circles as the “coupmaster.”
Declassified CIA and State Department documents show that Green was sent to Canberra as
ambassador in 1973 with a specific brief to deal with the “Whitlam problem.” (8)
Whitlam was threatening to close Pine Gap spy station, the United States lease on which was
due to expire in December 1975. The Governor General sacked him in November 1975 the day
before he was to make an announcement in the Australian parliament about Pine Gap.
Again to return to the earlier point, it is impossible to understand the stance taken by Australia
viz a viz the Americans and their illegal wars without understanding the effect that the coup
had on successive Australian governments.
Efforts by historian Jenny Hocking to uncover the role of the British, and in particular the
correspondence between the Governor General Kerr and Buckingham Palace, while worthy, in
this writer’s view misses the main point (9). By 1975 the British had become of peripheral
relevance to Australia’s geopolitical perspective. Then as now, Australia was an appendage to
US foreign policy, “joined at the hip” in former Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull’s infamous
phrase.
Australia has joined illegal wars in Afghanistan, Iraq and Syria to support the Americans, when
any vital Australian interest is vanishingly small.
American hubris reached its pinnacle following the collapse of the Soviet Union in December
1991. Boris Yeltsin became president and the following decade was catastrophic for the
Russians. Life expectancy plummeted. State assets were sold off at fire sale prices to western
corporations and Russian oligarchs. Yeltsin, an incompetent drunk, would in all probability
have lost the 1996 presidential election were it not for blatant and large scale US intervention
for his benefit (10).
That they had “their” man in office only added to the sense of US triumphalism. This history
is bitterly ironic given the hysterical and wholly fake allegations of Russian interference in the
2016 US presidential election.
From an American perspective, the demise of the Soviet Union, and the election of a pliable
puppet in the form of Yeltsin, meant that they had won the Cold War. In what was a common
and disturbing pattern, the undertaking given by George HW Bush to President Gorbachev that
NATO “would not advance 1 inch to the east”, was almost immediately broken. Successive
US presidents have overseen the expansion of NATO allies and US military bases right up to
Russia’s borders.
This was a pattern repeated in the east with again a steady increase in US military bases on
China’s borders. They made no secret of the fact that the policy was to “contain” China (11).

Despite the frequent invocation of phrases such as “Chinese assertiveness” or “a threat to
America’s allies” in the Asian region, there was never any evidence to support such claims.
What the US sought to “contain” in fact was the rise of an economic and military powerhouse
that threatened US hegemony the world. On the basis of parity purchasing power, China is now
the world’s largest economy, and the gap is destined to widen for the foreseeable future. The
US reaction to this has been an increase in economic warfare through sanctions, tariffs, and an
unrelenting propaganda barrage to paint each and every positive development emanating from
China in negative terms.
This is not a new phenomenon. Victor Marchetti told the United States Congress decades ago
that the CIA provided $250 million annually (in modern value) to the Asia Foundation for antiCommunist academics to disseminate a negative view of China, and paid journalists and
publishers elsewhere in the world to do the same.
Operation Mockingbird was a large-scale CIA program that began in the 1950s to infiltrate
student organisations, newspapers and magazines, and other forms of media outlets to
“manage” the news in such a way as to favour US interests (12). Any resemblance to the truth
was coincidental. The only thing that is changed since the 1950s is the scale and the
sophistication of the penetration of news outlets.
The German journalist Udo Ulfkotte’s book Gehanfte Journalisten (Bought Journalists,
2014) which exposed how German mainstream journalists had been compromised, had its
English rights bought by a Canadian company, but was never published. Amazon does not
stock it, although it can be bought (in German) on Book Depository for A$41.95.
When Vladimir Putin replaced Yeltsin as President of Russia he initially sought to cooperate
with the United States. He has been criticized within Russia for persisting in seeking détente
in the face of constant rebuffs and unilateral moves such as the United States withdrawal from
the antiballistic missile treaty in 2002, and the aforementioned constant expansion of NATO.
Putin’s change of heart became most clearly evident when he addressed the Munich Security
Conference on 10 February 2007. His speech included the following remarks that are worth
quoting:
”What is a unipolar world? ….. It refers to one type of situation, namely one centre of authority,
one centre of force, one centre of decision-making. It is a world in which there is one master,
one sovereign. At the end of the day this is pernicious not only for all those within the system,
but also for the sovereign itself because it destroys itself from within.
I consider that the unipolar model is not only unacceptable but impossible in today’s world.
Today we are witnessing an almost uncontained hyper use of force in International relations,
force that is plunging the world into an abyss of permanent conflicts…… we are seeing a
greater and greater disdain for the basic principles of international law. One State, first and
foremost the United States has overstepped its national borders in every way”.
If the unipolar world is not only unacceptable, but “impossible in today’s world”, what then is
the alternative? The pattern of voting in the United Nation’s General Assembly over the past

few decades in particular shows that the overwhelming majority of the world’s nations want a
better alternative than the unipolar model dominated by the United States.
Those nations see for example, the transformation of China in the 40 years since the “reform
and opening up” of the Chinese economy and society that officially began under Deng
Xiaoping. Those reforms have seen more than 600 million Chinese (more than the whole of
Europe’s population) lifted into the middle class since the turn of the century.
China outspends the United States on basic science and technology research by a ratio of 4:1.
It leads the world in patent applications, with more than twice the number than the United
States (1.38 million versus 606.9 thousand in 2017) which in turn represented more than a third
of all the world’s patent applications in that year.
Significantly, Chinese patent applications to the world intellectual property office (WIPO) in
Geneva grew by 14.2% over the previous year, while United States applications grew by 0.2%
(so much for allegations of intellectual property theft).
The fundamental difference between the rise of China to a dominant position compared to that
of the United States is that China does not seek either to dominate the world, or to impose its
system on others.
The philosophy underlying China’s international posture was clearly set out by President Xi
Jinping in his speech to the World Economic Forum in Davos in January 2017. Again, it is
worth quoting some brief key passages from Xi’s speech.
”The global economic landscape has changed profoundly in the past few decades. However,
the global governance system has not embraced these new changes and is therefore adequate
in terms of representation and inclusiveness.
(Red Cross founder) Henry Dunant once said ‘our real enemy is not the neighbouring country:
it is hunger, poverty, ignorance, superstition and prejudice.’
We should pursue a well-coordinated and connected approach to develop a model of open and
win-win cooperation.
There is a growing call from the international community for reforming the global economic
governance system, which is a pressing task for us.
We should adhere to multilateralism to uphold the authority and efficacy of multilateral
institutions. We should honour promises and abide by rules. One should not select or bend rules
as he sees fit.
No country should view its own development path as the only viable one, still less should it
impose its own development path on others.”
It is not difficult to identify which country Xi had in mind. The Chinese model of development
is seen for example in the following organisations.

The Belt and Road Initiative (BRI) is the best known of these modern vehicles for
multilateral development, but it is far from the only one. Others include the BRICS nations
(Brazil, Russia, India, China and South Africa), which has as a primary aim the establishment
of an equitable, democratic and multipolar world. Dating from 2001 BRICS has developed its
own bank and other forms of financial cooperation. It is not a coincidence that both Brazil and
India are targets of United States’ foreign policy aimed at undermining their growing
relationship with China.
The Shanghai Cooperation Organisation (SCO) also began in 2001 with six original
members (China, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan, Russia, Tajikistan and Uzbekistan. Pakistan and
India both joined at the same time in 2017. In addition, there are four observer States
(Afghanistan, Belarus, Iran and Mongolia) and six dialogue partners (Armenia, Azerbaijan,
Cambodia, Nepal, Sri Lanka and Turkey).
Countries as diverse as Egypt, Israel and Ukraine among others have applied for observer or
dialogue partner status and others in the Middle East such as Iraq, Bahrain and Qatar have
expressed interest.
The North South Transportation Corridor (NSTC) grew out of the Ashgabat Agreement in
2011 and a rail link from Mumbai to Moscow via Iran, Armenia and Azerbaijan is now up and
running. Again, a range of countries in proximity to the original route have expressed an
interest in becoming part of this transformative transport project. As with the major rail projects
that are an integral component of the BRI, these developments have the potential to slash both
transport times and costs for goods traversing Eurasia.
Eurasian Economic Union. This organisation was formalized in 2015 and incorporates
Armenia, Belarus, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan and Russia, with Iran signing a free trade
agreement in 2018.
There is a notable overlap of membership of these organisations. They increasingly trade in
their own currencies, part of a rapidly increasing move toward the elimination of the United
States dollar as the principal medium of international trade. The demise of the dollar from its
central role will remove one of the United States’ most powerful tools for imposing its policy
preferences upon sovereign nations.
The reserve status of the dollar has enabled the United States to defy economic logic, running
huge internal and the balance of payments deficits without the logical consequences that would
ordinarily flow. That day of reckoning is rapidly approaching.
The United States has for decades neglected its own vital infrastructure and educational
standards as more than half of each federal dollar is spent on its military industrial intelligence
complex. It has not been value for money, as both Russian and Chinese military technology is
significantly superior, as even the Americans now acknowledge (13).
There is little evidence however, that the United States recognises the cause and effect between
its preference for military expenditure over civilian needs; the political, economic and
reputational costs of endless wars for and on behalf of vested interests; and its steady decline
in the world both in absolute and relative terms.

The United States will undoubtedly continue waging its wars, whether they are hybrid wars
using terrorist proxies which it has done since the least Operation Cyclone began in the 1970s,
or overt invasions and destruction of sovereign States as in Korea, Vietnam, Laos, Cambodia,
Afghanistan, Iraq, Libya and Syria to name but a few.
There is a remarkable correlation between victim countries of the past two decades and the
“seven countries in five years” identified by General Wesley Clark (14).
The world has tired of this endless aggression and the chaos that ensues. The win-win
philosophy expanded by President Xi is for an increasing number the most attractive option.
This is why more than 128 nations have now signed Memorandum of Understanding with the
BRI, in Africa, Latin America, Island States in the Pacific and Indian Oceans, the Middle East
and throughout the Eurasian continent. They clearly view the multipolar world as the preferable
alternative. The question is whether they will be able to continue to develop along their
preferred path, or will the frankly insane US political class make one final attempt at regaining
world hegemony, and in the process destroy us all.
*(Top image: Russian President Vladimir Putin with President of Iran Hassan Rouhani
(left) and President of Turkey Recep Tayyip Erdogan. Credit: Kremlin.ru)
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