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    Foreword


    
      Dear Reader,
    


    
      It may seem strange that the Governor of the Central Bank responsible for monetary policy decided to write a book
      about a topic other than monetary policy. What may seem even more strange is that the Prime Minister wrote a
      preface to this book.
    


    
      But we Hungarians have always felt a kind of earthbound mundaneness in the undeniable wisdom of the proverb that
      the cobbler should stick to his last. The history of Hungarian political philosophy has, for hundreds of years,
      shown examples of government professionals taking excursions to forbidden intellectual areas. You are holding in
      your hands another fine example of this uncontainable, unremitting and soaring Hungarian intellect.
    


    
      History often goes round and round for decades like a treading horse on its own path. And the intellect, albeit
      reluctantly, follows this well-trodden path. Then there are times when the flow of events suddenly accelerates,
      with wild and turbulent sections, and the world surrounding us turns to new avenues that the reigning scientific
      consensus can hardly follow, let alone predict. This is the time for forward-looking ministers, politicians,
      central bank governors and prime ministers to take the stage. This is when the ability to see and present current
      events and future prospects in a cross section is most valued. And this is no longer the domain of scientists and
      sciences, but that of polyhistors, reformers, philosophers and politicians. The age in which we live is a moment
      in our history that will hopefully shed new light on a great deal of facts experienced over long centuries, and
      the unique fusion of mosaic stones will produce an unprecedented and fascinating picture.
    


    
      I hope you enjoy the journey!
    


    
      Budapest, October 2019
    


    
      ORBÁN Viktor
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    PART ONE

  


  
    I.


    
      The Euro Failure
    


    
      INTRODUCTION
    


    
      The first edition of this book was published 15 years ago.
    


    
      At that time the main purpose of my book was to awaken both the European and Hungarian elites to the national
      interests, grand strategies and efficient warfare of the American Empire. The Empire – as with all empires in all
      times – wages wars against all who threaten the hegemon political, military and monetary status of the United
      States in the world.
    


    
      By the time of the first edition of my book, in 2004, we were just a couple of years after the introduction of
      the euro in Europe. In the meantime, as Hungarians we suffered a political setback losing the general elections
      to irresponsible political forces in 2002. The European political elites were in an upbeat mood having smoothly
      launched the euro. As Hungarians, we were just at the beginning of a catalogue of economic disasters due to the
      new government’s mismanaged economic policies. For the Hungarian political class my message was a simple one: in
      Central Europe do not fight against the only superpower, take into account the Empire’s local interests, ride the
      waves instead of swimming against the tide.
    


    
      For the European political and business elites I tried to send out another simple message: the American Empire
      will not put up with a rival global currency, they will wage all types of modern warfare to break up either the
      eurozone or the European integration, maybe both.
    


    
      As a former Hungarian economic minister of course I failed to change the vision, strategy and decisions of
      European elites. As for Hungary, my book may have contributed to the change of political thinking in the
      conservative part of the Hungarian political class, leading finally to the change of course and government of
      Hungary in 2010.
    


    
      Publishing a revised second edition of my book just 15 years later also comes with a simple purpose. I firmly
      believe that Europeans must wake up and admit the complete failure of their European Dream. Just for the
      beginning of the next two decades of the common currency, it is worth trying to persuade Europeans for a sincere
      reckoning.
    


    
      The main element of the European Dream was to defeat the American Empire at home, in Europe and globally.1 This European Dream was not publicly
      debated, on the contrary, it was a hidden project and deeply rooted in some western European thinking on the
      future of Europe. The key to this European Dream is indeed the introduction of the euro, because this was the
      first historical experiment to create a common currency for different nations without a joint state.2 A currency without a state means two
      different future avenues at the same time. On one hand, it means a continuous endeavour to create the missing
      joint state: the euro is the final proof of the well-guarded mission of some European elites to establish the
      United States of Europe, the European Empire. On the other hand, a single currency without a common state means
      vulnerability only up to the creation of the missing element: the European state. By the time of the introduction
      of the euro the American Empire had become the only superpower, the US dollar enjoyed the monetary hegemon status
      as the only global currency: the consequences were clear and they could be foreseen.
    


    
      The introduction of the euro challenged both the political and monetary hegemon status of the Empire,
      vulnerability meant not less than continuous threat of monetary warfare with all the potential losses, pains,
      sufferings and setbacks due to the half-baked euro project.
    


    
      This vision of a European Empire turned to be a nightmare instead of a sweet and nurturing dream. It was a false
      dream that ended in a catalogue of disasters in many European countries from Greece to Germany.
    


    
      Concerning the next 20 years, Europe should turn back to the roots of all European success stories, even economic
      miracles of the second half of the 20th century. At the very heart of all the successes
      we can find one vital element. The compass for all political, economic and financial decisions was to build up
      prosperity and keep peace in Europe. During these glorious times Europe did not want to become a rival global
      power to the American Empire: they wanted to be rich, happy and peaceful European nations.3 To start with, a French-German
      rapprochement was essential. The Americans initiated and supported the project to keep the Soviet Empire at bay,
      definitely keeping them out of Western Europe. The core strategy of Western Europe was to unify the western part
      of the continent to create an integrated political entity with four free flows: the free flow of goods, capital,
      people and ideas. At that time no one dared to come up with the idea to establish a rival global power against
      the United States of America.
    


    
      Europe should rediscover the main concept of Ludwig Erhard, the chief architect of the German economic miracle,
      who used to say: “The purpose of economic governance is to give prosperity for all”. Again, we need to follow the
      same concept on a much larger scale. By now, the main purpose of European integration is to give prosperity for
      all Europeans.
    


    
      The making of European economic miracles did not use a common currency in the second half of the 20th century. Evidently, a common currency was not needed for the excellent macroeconomic achievements
      of Europeans. Having used a common currency, however, resulted in a failure of historical proportion in the first
      two decades of the 21st century. All Eurozone countries fared better in the two decades
      before joining the euro than in the two decades with the euro. All EU countries outside of the eurozone fared
      better than the economies using the euro. The eurozone was lagging behind the two global rivals, America and
      China, in all vital macroeconomic areas, especially with regard to GDP growth figures and employment ratios, rate
      of unemployment, rate of employment, rate of unemployment in younger generations. The eurozone suffered from a
      diminishing role and ratio of the total global output, in the meantime China heavily increased its ratio and the
      American economy kept its former share of the world economy.
    


    
      The euro proved to be a complete failure for the whole eurozone due to the huge negative gap between the gains of
      the lucky countries Germany, Austria, The Netherlands, Luxembourg, and the total losses of the losers Italy,
      France, and Portugal. In addition to the huge losses in the first 20 years, in the next two decades of the euro –
      without substantial structural changes of the currency zone – gains might diminish and losses may increase
      hugely. There are two reasons for that: the winners failed to prepare themselves for the future and the losers
      lured themselves into a vicious circle where nearly all macroeconomic trends form a downward spiral.
    


    
      Germany became the clear winner in the last two decades of the euro within the EU and the eurozone, but due to
      widespread complacency German political and business elites made many wrong decisions and delayed good decisions:
      finally, by the end of the early two decades of the euro they joined the group of losers.
    


    
      As for the biggest loser, Italy, eurozone membership offered the Italian political and business elites mainly bad
      or worse economic policy decisions due to the unbearable exchange rates and the strict austerity policies of
      Brussels and Germany. The ECB’s QE programs saved the losers – mainly Italy – from collapsing, but monetary
      policies have their limited scope and capacities. They can prevent the financial collapse of an economy but they
      are not able to ignite GDP growth or higher employment in the real economy based on enhanced competitiveness. The
      real losses of the loser euro member economies are still hidden because lower economic activities during years,
      even decades will cast long shadows on the future.4
    


    
      In the case of a non-euro EU country, Hungary, all the wrong economic policy decisions made in the run up to the
      accession to the European Union, between 2002 and 2004, resulted in a lost decade for the country. Hungary lost
      exactly 10 years in terms of economic convergence due to 3 years, 2002 to 2005, bad economic policy management:
      the multiplying factor is higher than three.
    


    
      Since 2010, Hungary has pursued an outstandingly successful crisis management based on the completion of an
      efficient fiscal consolidation scheme and the turnaround of the monetary policy of the Hungarian central bank.
      Hungary was pretty lucky, because the country failed to join the eurozone prior to the global financial crisis.
      That was the real reason why both the government and the central bank were able to follow innovative policies to
      turn the economy around. Hungary’s extremely successful crisis management used both orthodox and unorthodox
      economic policy tools: the mix counted for a lot. The fusion of traditional and surprising new elements of
      economic policies resulted in the only successful crisis management of the EU in the aftermath of the global
      financial crisis and the eurozone crisis. Hungary’s success and the failures of all other European crisis
      managements based on austerity policies in all other EU countries offers us the single most promising signal for
      the future of European integration. There is always a way out of the crisis by changing the course of our
      policies. There is still a deep eurozone and European crisis (there are parallel and intertwined political,
      social and economic troubles in all euro countries), so we clearly need a way out of it.
    


    
      Historically, there is always a way-out for individuals, families, communities and even nations: the real thing
      is whether one starts to seek for it or not. There is definitely a way-out for the communities and nations of
      Europe from the trap of the already failed but still dangerous European Dream. Two simple changes seem to be
      necessary:
    


    
      Firstly, European elites should change their vision for the future of Europe by saying no to the creation of a
      rival global power and saying yes to the wealth creation for all Europeans.
    


    
      Secondly, the governing elites of the EU should change their policies dropping all programs based on austerity
      thinking. Regarding the next two decades of the European Union, a new vision for the future of the euro is
      instrumental to ending the open and hidden warfare of the Empire. The strategic solution for the eurozone seems
      to be crystal clear: change course, drop the daydreaming of a European global power and choose the vision of
      prosperity for all Europeans.
    


    
      This change of course needs completely different political solutions, economic policies and monetary decisions on
      the part of the European Union from those presently. We need a new Age of Reformation, our deeply rooted, but
      failed and still almost religious beliefs of the role of Europe should be revised and completely reformed. The
      failed concept of the euro also needs to be reformed. It is not a means for building up a global power called the
      United States of Europe, on the contrary, it is one of the most useful tools to create wealth for all Europeans.
    


    
      This reformed European currency5
      might be completely different from the present euro as we know it. It might be the successor of the former DM
      zone, a much stronger currency, similar to the Swiss franc, for a smaller group of member countries. It might be
      based on all national currencies of all European nations. It might be an e-currency based on electricity after
      the fall of the petrodollar era and gold might also be one of the anchors of the new currency. There might be
      several other new and old structures, however, the present project should not be followed in the next two
      decades.
    


    
      There are two simple reasons for that: the American Empire will continue all-out warfare against it and the final
      framework of a fully-fledged common currency – the United States of Europe – must not be completed.
    


    
      Politics and politicians should lead the transition from the policies of austerity to the policies of abundance,
      but as an economist I may wish to start with a swift transition from the economics of shortages to the economics
      of abundance. Anyway, the main reason why the eurozone avoided financial catastrophe after the breakout of the
      eurozone financial crisis in the early years of the second decade of the euro were the ECB’s QE policies. The
      abundance of money, the first signal of a financial transition from austerity to abundance, whatever it takes,
      saved the euro and prevented the European Union’s breakup.
    


    
      All austerity thinking and policies should be out and all policies aiming for a sustainable and green future
      should be in. The Age of Abundance based on sustainability is here. Anyone who sticks to the former age of
      shortages based on unsustainable thinking and using austerity policies would rid the Europeans of their bright,
      creative and prosperous future.
    


    
      CONCLUSIONS
    


    
      1. The euro is not a success – it is a failure.
    


    
      We have to tell all Europeans: the euro project proved to be a failure in the last two decades. On the surface,
      this statement seems to be arrogant, untrue and biased.
    


    
      One can argue that the euro is a success because the euro has delivered its two initial promises: price stability
      and exchange rate stability. Concerning price stability, however, the argument is flawed. The two decades before
      the introduction of the euro, in1999, were divided into two completely different eras and decades: the 80s and
      the 90s. The high inflation of the 70s due to the two oil-shocks resulted in the peak of the eurozone inflation
      rate of 11% by 1979, after the peak it fell close to 1% by 1999. In the second decade – between 1999 and
      2018/2019 – it went up to nearly 3% by 2007 and in the aftermath of the global and eurozone financial crisis it
      fell to zero by 2015, coming again back to 1.7 by 2018.
    


    
      It was not the euro or the lack of it that determined the price stability in the eurozone – and outside of it –
      in the last 40 years, from 1979 to 2019 there were extraordinary upheavals in the global and the European economy
      – oil shocks, consolidations, financial shocks – which resulted in double digit or near zero inflation rates in
      both the global and the European economies. The price stability of the first twenty years of the euro was not a
      uniquely eurozone achievement – the majority of the developed world enjoyed the same price stability during this
      period – and it was not due to the euro in the first place: the major cycles and trends of the global economy
      resulted in the same price stability patterns globally and in western European economies outside the eurozone,
      namely in the UK, Sweden or Denmark.
    


    
      Regarding the exchange rate stability of the eurozone in the past two decades the argument is true, but there is
      another side of the same coin. The southern belt of the eurozone lost its flexibility to use competitive
      devaluation policies in order to enhance their economic growth and to create jobs. The euro-dollar exchange rate
      remained more stable with an average rate of USD 1.21 between 1999 and 2018, but this low volatility came with a
      high price tag: at least one-third of the eurozone lost its flexibility in the monetary policy. The euro became
      strong for the southern belt and cheap for the northern members.
    


    
      Both resulted in a sharp decline of the eurozone competitiveness globally, because the gap between the southern
      and northern members of the eurozone expanded. Both groups seemed to gain a lot in the first decade – southern
      members piled up cheap loans and northern members financed this extravaganza – but both lost a lot by the end of
      the second decade. The first group became entrapped in a vicious circle of low growth, low employment, high
      unemployment, high public debt and low competitiveness. The second group became also entrapped in a somewhat
      hidden way, a part of the core countries of the eurozone (Germany, the Benelux countries, Austria, Finland) fell
      into the trap of a strange vicious circle. Financing the southern members was more profitable than investing at
      home, benefiting from a favourable exchange rate via exports was easier than investing in future industries and
      services: Germany shows all the unintended negative side-effects of this “vicious circle” by 2019.
    


    
      2. The break-up of the western alliance.
    


    
      The decision on the creation of the euro led to the break-up of a post-war alliance between America and Europe,
      between the American Empire and Western Europe. All clear and hidden hostilities between the US and the European
      Union were based on the strategic threat made by the euro to the global currency, the US dollar. The majority of
      the EU’s fundamental problems in the last two decades – the huge and growing North/South divide, the global
      lagging position compared to America and China, the crisis of the euro, the migration crisis, Brexit, EU/Russia
      hostilities, a new East/West divide within the EU and the missed further enlargements of the EU – cannot be
      separated from the warfare of the American Empire against an ally turned rival.
    


    
      3. Two decades – two different stories.
    


    
      The first decade of the euro, from 1999 to 2009, was an outright victory due to the smooth introduction of the
      euro and the gradual enlargement of the initial eurozone. All changed with the outbreak of the global financial
      crisis in the fall of 2008. All of a sudden the flawed structures of the eurozone resulted in a permanent crisis.
    


    
      There were different and also intertwined crises in the eurozone: budget crisis, public debt crisis, crisis of
      the banking system, social crisis and political crisis. The causes for different types of European crises seemed
      to be different, however, the roots of all crises were the same: the challenge of the US dollar by the euro. In a
      war all the weaknesses of a fighter will be hit by focused and timely managed means of the other fighter. The
      American Empire used all means of modern warfare to hit firstly the weakest points of the European Union – Greece
      and the Southern belt of the eurozone – and later the strongest countries of the European Union – Germany and its
      close allies.
    


    
      Behind all calamities of the last two decades of European history we can find two new approaches. On the European
      side, they made the deliberate decision to challenge the American Empire creating a rival global currency. On the
      American side, we find a carefully crafted decision – made most likely not later than by the turn of the century
      – to keep the dollar as the number one global currency by all means and at all costs. The clash of these two
      approaches was and still is inevitable.
    


    
      The deliberate decision of the European political elites meant far more than a common currency for the members of
      the European integration. It meant the creation of a new European Dream: to build a new United States of Europe
      in order to challenge and defeat the American Empire. By the time of the Maastricht Treaty, in 1992, making the
      decision to create the euro, the nations of Western Europe were rich, some of them fared better economically and
      financially than America.
    


    
      4. European successes did not need a common currency.
    


    
      One can argue that the restoration of Western Europe did not use a common European currency and this is just not
      pure coincidence having economic miracles on one hand and the lack of a common European currency on the other
      hand. All successful economic recoveries used their tailor-made national currencies as the financial vehicle
      supporting the different economic policies of the various European countries. The Italian lira served well the
      Italian economic miracle of the 50s and the 60s, similarly, the French franc did it during the same decades, the
      Austrian schilling a little bit later or the almighty DM for the Germans until the euro. Different national
      currencies and monetary policies were suitable for all the economic successes because all the countries, their
      economic structures, labour markets, tax systems were hugely different from each other.
    


    
      The “one fits all” currency would have been as wrong for the recovery of Western Europe after WWII, as the 10
      points of the Washington Consensus were for many countries in the 80s and later. France, Italy, Spain, Portugal
      and Greece were extremely lucky to not have a common currency during their recovery and rise.
    


    
      Finding the right timing to introduce a common currency for the hugely different economies and financial sectors
      of the European integration was a nearly impossible mission. Common currencies came with the completion of
      economic and political integration of regions, nations or countries: they emerged at the end, not at the
      beginning of a long integration process. National currencies emerged in the framework of nation states, new
      states created their new currencies as it occurred after WWI in Central Europe. The decision to create a new
      common currency for the members of the European integration, in 1992, after a couple of decades after starting
      it, in 1957, shows urgency: the economic integration of the founding eurozone members was still far from
      completion. The political integration was also far from completion: the common European government, budget and
      Parliament were very much symbolic gestures rather than representing real power. Just two decades later, however,
      all these initial gestures became the final governing bodies for all the members of the EU with real power.
    


    
      5. Behind the euro: the future United States of Europe.
    


    
      We can spot the real nature of the decision to create a common currency: it was based on the hidden agenda of
      some European political elites to accelerate the evolution of a new political entity6: The United Nations of Europe. The founding fathers of the
      European integration were outstanding French, German, Italian, and other politicians of their nations with a
      European perspective. They were pragmatic enough not to dream about a one-state Europe. Later, the politicians
      making the decision on the creation of the euro were dreamers of a totally unified Europe, they were not
      pragmatic at all, they were led by wishful thinking instead of realpolitik. The creation of a common currency by
      definition means to aim for a unified state, a joint government, a common budget and a common Parliament with all
      the powers over member nations and countries, as former nation states hold over their citizens.
    


    
      The decision to create the euro meant several other decisions in disguise. At the heart of it there was a
      decision to build up the European counterpart of the United States of America, even the European version of the
      American Empire. A decision not based on the end results and firm foundations of the final stage of Western
      Europe’s integration by definition does not mean less than a historical experiment to change the course of modern
      Western history. The hidden agenda was to change the end result of Western political evolution, the American
      Empire, by replacing it with a new globally leading European power.
    


    
      6. Timing is everything, timing is telling.
    


    
      Why exactly in 1992? This was the first and probably the last moment to make the decision on the common currency
      and to show up with the European Dream. Up until 1992, the threats of the Soviet Empire did not permit the
      Europeans to break away from the American Empire. Indeed, Europeans could not afford the luxury of breaking up
      with the Americans. Conveniently enough, the Soviet Empire collapsed in 1992.
    


    
      What about delaying the decision on the euro by a couple of years or decades? The reunification of Germany
      evidently promised to need plenty of energy, time and money in the 90s. Later, Germany might have emerged as a
      European superpower. By that time, Germany could not be persuaded to scrap the almighty DM. Delaying the decision
      might face the re-emergence of threats on the part of a new and old Russia. Later the euphoria of the victorious
      American Empire might evaporate, inviting unwanted early responses from the U.S. just at the outset of the euro
      project.
    


    
      7. The euro was a political decision.
    


    
      Evidently, the urgency to create a common currency cannot be explained by professional arguments. The common
      currency was not needed for the successful recovery of Western Europe, it was not needed for further
      advancements, even for the full unification of the continent it would not necessarily be needed either. If there
      were no professional causes behind the decision, the hidden political agenda to create a United States of Europe
      should be found as the culprit.
    


    
      Introducing a common currency is just a part of the project, the single most important core element is to create
      a new central bank. Money has a long history with thousands of years of evolution, on the other hand central
      banks are new institutions with hundreds of years of history. Historically, central banks were founded either to
      wage wars or in peaceful times to recover after major wars. The central bank of Sweden, the central bank of The
      Netherlands and the Bank of England were established in order to gather money to finance the state’s warfare. The
      central bank of Austria was established, in 1816, in order to finance the economic recovery of the Austrian
      Empire after the Napoleonic wars and to strengthen the military power of the Empire for future wars. The Federal
      Reserve was established, in 1913, for the preparation of imminent European warfare, especially aiming to topple
      the British Empire. Indeed, the almighty British Empire entered WWI as the world’s biggest creditor and left the
      war as the world’s largest debtor in 1918. The mission was partly accomplished for the Fed, however WWII was
      needed to complete the change of the guard of global power.
    


    
      Against this historical backdrop one can easily argue that the creation of a central bank is always a political
      project.
    


    
      Building up a new European central bank was – historically and by definition – a political decision, so it is
      legitimate to pose the million dollar question: what for?
    


    
      By now we see, that the establishment of the European Central Bank proved to be the single most significant
      achievement of the European Dream. Of course it is a sine qua non institution for a common currency, but the real
      firepower of the central bank was instrumental in saving the euro during the past 10 years. But the initial
      purpose of the European Central Bank was not preventing or handling a global or European financial crisis: in
      1992 there was no one capable of foreseeing the 2007–2008 global financial crisis or the eurozone crisis in
      2011–2012. So, what is the real reason for the political decision on launching the euro and founding the European
      Central Bank?
    


    
      The real reason is crystal clear: a common currency and a central bank will – finally, gradually, step-by-step,
      during the usual ups and downs of European political evolution – result in a new state. Simply it could not be
      any other outcome, otherwise the whole European House would collapse. The political decision to create the
      financial twins of the euro and the European Central Bank poses the financial risk for all member countries: if
      you fail to create the state for the euro, the euro cannot be saved in the long run. Western Europe could lose
      nearly all its wealth, assets, jobs, pensions and incomes if the eurozone members would hesitate to go the extra
      mile to finalise the project of the European Dream: it is exactly the creation of the new state of the United
      States of Europe.
    


    
      This is the “all-in” game of the euro.
    


    
      8. The euro paradox.
    


    
      It is a part of the euro paradox that, on one hand, individual national central banks most likely could not fend
      off the financial warfare of the American Empire in the last decade, only the ECB was able to do the job. On the
      other hand, it is also true that in the lack of a rival global currency, the American Empire could not feel the
      necessity to wage wars against the euro and the EU.
    


    
      One can argue that the real purpose of the creation of the euro was not war, but peace, the main purpose being to
      finance the recovery of all European economies after the era of the American-Soviet Cold War. In principle, it
      might have been true, but practically it was not the case. In 2004, at the time of the EU’s biggest enlargement,
      the accession to the EU could have come with joining the eurozone at the same time. Some new members did it,
      others did not: it was not conditional. Having achieved the conditions for EU membership, it should have also
      meant meeting the conditions for joining the eurozone, having the common currency in place. But it was not
      conditional, so the euro was not planned to finance the recovery and reconstruction of Europe, it was planned to
      accelerate the evolution leading to the completion of the European Dream.
    


    
      Another part of the paradox of the euro was that the common currency was designed for booming times, but proved
      to be instrumental in times of crisis. The ECB was indeed the lender of last resort and managed to save the
      eurozone. Still, with the lack of an effective common economic policy on the part of the European Union the ECB
      is the only game in town. It means two things at the same time: the ECB with efficient leadership is capable of
      saving the euro and the EU from the final breakup, but it is not able to – because central banks are not designed
      for this – prevent further stagnation, underperformance and economic policy failures of the EU.
    


    
      Precise timing is everything. Timing to create the euro seems to be perfect: it could not have happened earlier
      or later. From a historical point of view, however, this excellent timing was the single most harmful mistake
      made by the European elites. The creation of the euro led to American-European warfare in the last two decades –
      latently in the first, openly in the second decade – preventing Europe from benefitting from the exceptional new
      opportunities of the 21st century. The European Union lost ground to the two global
      rivals – America and China –, suffered tremendous losses during American warfare and by the end of the two
      decades of the euro the EU is in a much worse shape than it was 20 years before.
    


    
      The gap between the north and south in the eurozone is larger now than it was two decades ago due to the euro.
      Losers were not prepared to join the currency union when the winners did. The criteria outlined in the Maastricht
      Treaty7 seemed to have adverse
      effects on all members on the eurozone: for some members it came too late and offered too little and for others
      arrived too early and required too much from them. A currency union of the founding countries might have enjoyed
      the support of the U.S. in 1957. At the time of widespread dynamic European economic growth, a new common
      currency did not cause so much harm, as it did in the last two turbulent decades.
    


    
      For the southern eurozone members, a common currency would have been viable much later, they would have needed a
      couple of more decades to catch up with the core countries capitalising on their independent economic policies
      and monetary policy regimes. It might seem wishful thinking now, but there is one lesson from human history – and
      it is worth repeating it again and again – helping us out of the trap. It is never too late to change course and
      move in the right direction.
    


    
      9. There are hidden agendas in the euro project.
    


    
      Evidently, there were and still are vital missing elements of a common currency: a joint and sizable budget, a
      finance minister and a ministry of finance, a banking union, clear exit rules to leave the currency zone, an
      updating mechanism for the criteria of eurozone membership, etc. Also there were hidden agendas: the lack of a
      reliable dialogue on the consequences of scrapping the former independent monetary policy, a careful forecast for
      the risks of exchange rates that might be detrimental to some member’s economies, unbiased country-to-country
      investment and labour market forecasts.
    


    
      The most significant hidden agenda was the re-run of some national rivalries of the past: some strong members of
      the currency union regarded the euro as a new tool to contain or defeat some other members of the union. Looking
      at the outcome of the last two decades of the euro one can spot – with the benefit of hindsight – the
      re-emergence of European warfare between leading European nations, this time through hidden financial wars
      instead of outright military conflicts.
    


    
      Blatantly, the euro was a political decision on a political project against the American Empire, not a reasonable
      business decision for the future to achieve better economic performance, enhanced competitiveness and stronger
      prosperity for all member countries. Due to some hidden agendas it was also a special political decision to
      reshape the political map of Western Europe via an expected restructuring of economic power in Europe.
    


    
      The French and the Germans might have had a joint dream to topple the American Empire and build a new European
      global power but both have had hidden agendas against each other. To a lesser extent, smaller eurozone members
      have also had their own more modest dreams to reshape their regional and European roles.
    


    
      It is most likely that only a small part of the European business elites – only the largest German, French,
      Italian and Benelux corporations – participated in the political decision making of the euro through the 80s and
      90s of the last century.
    


    
      10. The euro belongs to the 20th century.
    


    
      That is the key to the failure of the euro: it is a genuine 20th century decision made
      for a completely different, new 21st century. It was a win-or-lose decision not a
      win-win decision. By now we can see a duplicity of the win-or-lose game. On one hand, the US was on the winning
      side and the eurozone on the opposite side, while within the eurozone the former DM zone members were on the
      winning side and nearly all others were found on the losing side. The roots of the euro decision can be found in
      Europe’s past history and not in the future of Europe. It aimed for global power, not for individual freedom or
      local, regional and European competitiveness. It aimed for rivalries not cooperation with the incumbent global
      hegemon power, the American Empire.
    


    
      It is almost comical that the last major European decision to win in the 21st century
      ended in losing at least the first decades of the new century. The key to this is misunderstanding the nature of
      the 21st century. Indeed, the creation of the euro was completely against the new tides
      of the next century.
    


    
      The three main challenges of our century are migration, technology and money. The threats of largescale migration
      come from geopolitical decisions based on the grand strategies of the main global players. The origin of
      decisions leading to the Arab spring, to the Syrian war, to the mass migration targeting Germany and some other
      rich European countries can be found in the grand strategy of the American Empire. The European political elites
      preparing for the Maastricht Treaty and for the introduction of the euro clearly missed the prospects of
      geopolitics and the threats of migration. Europeans evidently were not aware of the single most significant risks
      of the next century.
    


    
      At the root of this blindness we can spot the total misunderstanding of the main motives and actions of the
      American Empire. The former alliance and helping hand of the Americans were taken for granted, because European
      elites did not recognise the turn of the tide in America towards its former European allies. How can we not
      regard this European behaviour as anything other than complacency?
    


    
      As for the challenge of technology in our century, disruptive new technologies tend to redistribute power,
      economic strength and financial resources regionally and globally. Having missed the geopolitical threats, the
      European elites lost the American option for winning together in the new tides of disruptive technologies. They
      missed the unique time of successful European integration to create globally leading European companies until the
      introduction of the euro. They also failed to use the peaceful first decade of the euro to do the job. In the
      second decade of the euro, during the permanent crisis of the eurozone between 2009 and 2019, it would have been
      much harder to achieve these goals, but they did not even try.
    


    
      11. The German trap: complacency in all endeavours.
    


    
      Large German companies targeted America to conquer its domestic markets and their global share instead of
      building up European champions together with their European partners. With the help of a strong euro for their
      European rivals and a weak one for the German business sector the latter swept aside their European competitors
      instead of forging an innovative new alliance with them focusing on education, innovation, research and
      development.
    


    
      Due to complacency, Germans targeted America alone and they failed. The vision to make some global corporations
      the largest with the conquest of their American rivals in traditional economic areas – where the Germans are
      still strong – ended in disaster. The real loss is still hidden: Germany lost precious time to build up new
      globally competitive players together with all European partners. They missed the single most important building
      material of our time: connectedness, networking, and partnership. They focussed on the past instead of the
      future, they used rivalries instead of cooperation, they aimed for conquering old territories instead of
      discovering new ones. They misused their outstanding innovative networks in Germany: apart from SAP, they did not
      even dream of a German-European Facebook, Amazon, Google, Alibaba, Tencent, ByD and so on. In the absence of a
      German tech revolution similar to the past, at the end of the 19th century, and in the
      30s and 40s of the 20th century, they let their best and brightest settle down in
      America.
    


    
      In the last two decades of the euro both Germany and the European Union failed to find the right answers to the
      first and second challenge of our century: they lost the geopolitical and technological battles against the
      American Empire.
    


    
      12. The failed response to the third challenge.
    


    
      When it comes to the third challenge, money, at first sight the euro seems to be a success story. It became a
      global currency, it survived the Greek financial crisis and the eurozone crisis, new members joined it, the
      European Central Bank – finally, thanks to the new president, Mario Draghi – managed to follow the monetary
      policies of the American Empire, the QE policies of the Federal Reserve, and finally managed to keep a stable US
      dollar/euro exchange rate. First impressions can be deceptive, indeed, they are in the case of the euro.
    


    
      During the first two decades of the euro, nearly all eurozone members fared significantly worse than before
      joining the new currency zone. Vital macroeconomic figures were worse with the euro than without it. Public debt
      levels are higher, GDP growth figures are lower, employment figures are lower, unemployment figures are higher,
      especially for younger generations, global competitiveness is weaker and the share of the global economy is lower
      than in pre-euro times.
    


    
      All these losses and failed opportunities are closely connected to the euro. A small group of countries won
      little and a large group of eurozone member countries lost heavily with the euro between 1999 and 2019. In the
      second decade, 2009 to 2019, the majority of eurozone countries lost more than they won in the first decade, 1999
      to 2009. The main culprit for all these losses was the structure of the eurozone. This means a couple of things
      simultaneously.
    


    
      The exchange rate of the euro was good for the former DM zone members, but was not suitable for all others. We
      have seen that there were, and still are, missing core institutions for the euro, joint sizable budget with
      10-20% of the total eurozone GDP, a Ministry for Finance for the eurozone, a joint Finance Minister, a European
      Monetary Fund, rules for leaving the eurozone, contingency figures for the Maastricht Treaty criteria when nearly
      all the members missed at least one of the initial criteria.
    


    
      There are no mirrors, a reliable feedback mechanism is missing to evaluate the former austerity policies of
      Brussels, and the ECB’s monetary policies in pre- and post-crisis times. In the absence of a reliable feed-back
      mechanism nothing really changed after the global financial crisis within the European Union. The euro came too
      late, won too little and lost too much. The benefits of the euro for European integration are marginal, the
      losses are huge.
    


    
      The greatest loss seems to be the blindness to the new trends in finance. Focussing on the new but traditional
      currency and the old banking system the European Union did not grasp the opportunities offered by the new and
      innovative “fintech” industry. The ECB had to concentrate on saving the euro and preventing the eurozone from a
      break-up. They had no energy, time and resources to discover and win the new world of finance. They focused on
      winning the past and the 20th century – creating and saving a traditional currency – but
      in the meantime they failed to win the future, the 21st century. The future of money is
      digital, fast, cheap, available for all, and by definition global. The future of credit will depend on the fusion
      of new technologies: all of us will have access to tailor-made individual and corporate credit-lines buttressed
      by Big Data and AI. The age of the petrodollar will come to an end soon and we enter a new age of several types
      of e-money, based on electricity, with digital central banks.
    


    
      Concentrating on the new, but traditional currency the EU missed posing the vital questions about the future of
      money and the money of the future. European elites failed to give the right answers to the challenge of money in
      our century mainly due to daydreaming. Concentrating on the euro they missed the fusion of geopolitics,
      technologies and finance. They seemed to stick to the failed European Dream instead of a much needed awakening.
    


    
      All in all, by the end of the early two decades of the new global currency it remains flawed. It still fails to
      admit past mistakes leading to major failures for the majority of eurozone countries. Personally, I think this
      latter is the single most worrying of all the flaws because it arrests all sincere discussions to improve future
      outlooks for the eurozone.
    


    
      DELIBERATIONS ON THE FUTURE
    


    
      Having had a couple of conclusions based on the past decades of European integration it is worth posing the
      question: what about the future of the European Union and the eurozone?
    


    
      After Brexit and the next wave of new eurozone members, Croatia, Bulgaria, probably Romania, a minority of EU
      members will not be members of the eurozone.
    


    
      In the short run no major breakthroughs are expected due to the cemented political decision-making structures of
      the EU and the ECB. In the long run, however, the incompetence of the political and administrative structures of
      the European Union might prove to be unsustainable.
    


    
      As for the future of Europe in the next 20 years, we can see three main options.
    


    
      Two-speed European Union
    


    
      Regarding the first outcome we can have a much stronger but much smaller Euro Union for the core and also for the
      smallest members of the present eurozone, while all others might belong to a much looser European Union. It would
      be the breaking up of the present eurozone, but all the members leaving the eurozone might remain within the
      European Union. Practically it is a two-speed EU, where the former DM zone comes back with some new smaller
      members, Finland, the Baltic states, Croatia, Bulgaria, probably Romania and some small Balkan countries. The
      strongest and the weakest would belong to the new Euro Union, all the others would follow their own way. All
      economic and monetary policies outside the Euro Union would be much more flexible than at present, it would mean
      the partial returning to the former tailor-made economic and financial policies of the 60s and 70s of the last
      century. Within the currency union, however, a fast track would be followed to complete the political, economic
      and financial unification of the core, Germany, France, Austria, the Benelux countries, and the rim of Finland,
      the Baltics, Croatia, Bulgaria, etc. countries of Europe.
    


    
      New regional alliances – the break-up of the EU
    


    
      Concerning the second option we would witness a complete break-up of the European Union resulting in the
      establishment of a couple of new regional alliances – Euro Union, New Hansa, Visegrad4, Club Med8 Alliance. Apart from the Euro Union,
      some of the new regional alliances might be tempted to create their own common currency. Having followed this
      route, it is most likely that all these experiments will use a completely new concept of the money of the future
      and also for the future of money. The money of the future might be discovered in these new regional alliances. At
      the end of the day, these new financial discoveries might lead to a new global currency because none of the new
      currencies, including the currency of the smaller Euro Union, will pose any threat to the dollar and also cannot
      be regarded as an efficient ally for the Chinese renminbi.
    


    
      A new Bretton Woods conference – this time on European soil – might be held to agree on the structure of the new
      global money recognising the fusion of the main elements of new money. It should be e-money, supported by AI and
      based on three main resources: electricity, gold and all national currencies of the global economy. It would mean
      the end of the petrodollar era that will have run its course by that time.
    


    
      Alliance of European Nations
    


    
      Finally, a loose Alliance of European Nations might emerge out of the break-up of the present European Union that
      could incorporate Russia, Turkey and all the Balkan countries.
    


    
      In terms of European history, major changes were ignited by wars and peace-making treaties after wars. There is
      an ongoing war between the American Empire and the European Union, so a new Treaty might close hostilities at the
      end of the next two decades.
    


    
      What would be the best outcome for the incumbent global power, the United States of America, for
      the future of the European Union in the next 20 years?
    


    
      Having ruled out the euro future as the new global currency replacing the US dollar and the United States of
      Europe as the new global hegemon, the three other outcomes of the evolution of Europe would be suitable for the
      American Empire.
    


    
      According to the American grand strategy to safeguard global leadership in the 21st
      century they need to achieve only two simple goals. Firstly, to make sure that America keeps the leading position
      in the West. Secondly, to make sure that the only potential Eastern rival, China, remains in Asia contained by
      surrounding American allies.
    


    
      To achieve these two goals, the American Empire should follow some clear cut and simple enough strategies. They
      have to prevent the creation of a rival western superpower threatening the leadership of the number 1 western
      position. Also, they have to pre-empt any – real or supposed – Chinese actions to take over as the new global
      and/or Asian superpower.
    


    
      Having created the euro two decades ago Europe sent out the wrong signal to the American Empire. The integration
      and peaceful restoration of Western Europe was an American project and the unification of Germany was supported
      by the American Empire, then still the United States of America. Later, the accession of the East and Central
      European countries to the EU was ignited and buttressed by the US.
    


    
      Later, however, the euro and the hidden European Dream behind it aiming for global leadership was and still is
      regarded as the main challenge for the Empire. At the heart of this perception one can find a hidden element of
      American thinking: they do not fear the rise of the East, they only see existential risks in the West.
    


    
      They are right to consider the main lessons learnt from European history. One essential lesson to be learnt is
      that Europe was threatened by Eastern and Southern powers many times in the course of European history, but they
      always managed to prevail. Europe, on the other hand, always sent out fleets and armies to conquer the world:
      they proved to be successful. Against all odds, they built up vast empires such as Spain, Portugal, England, The
      Netherlands, Russia, France, and Belgium time and time again. One of the strongest genes of European DNA is
      expansion by all means and at all times.
    


    
      Anyway, America was discovered and conquered by European nations and not vice versa.
    


    
      From the point of view of the American grand strategy, Europe’s potential strength might surpass America’s by
      unifying Western European creative human resources with large Russian human and natural resources. In the course
      of Europe’s history, all the main European continental powers initiated warfare to unify Europe in order to
      create the superpower of their age – Charlemagne, The Habsburgs, Napoleon, Germany, and the Soviet Union. The
      course of history might change, but the expansive DNA of European nature will remain basically the same.
    


    
      Having learnt all these historical lessons, the euro rightly was considered as a real threat to the dollar’s
      hegemon global currency role. Controlling the high seas, the information oceans and the global money flow all
      were and will be indispensable for the American Empire for their global leadership. None of them can be taken
      over by anyone else: friend or foe, it does not really matter.
    


    
      This is the reason why the political elites of the leading European nations made a strategic mistake creating the
      new European Dream and the euro. They regarded the collapse of the Soviet Union as a new, once in a lifetime
      opportunity to free themselves from the historical trap caused by the two world wars in the first half of the
      20th century. Western Europe became an in-between land of two major powers, the American
      and Soviet empires, Germany was divided, East and Central European nations were in the cage of the Soviets.
    


    
      The political elites of Western Europe were absolutely wrong: the historical trap used to be a golden nest for
      economic recovery and social prosperity via peace and cooperation in the post-war decades. Just the two single
      most dangerous European genes were cut off from recent European history: rivalries and wars. They were replaced
      by the two other single, most helpful European genes: harnessing creativity in the development of technology and
      managing innovation in all areas of life.
    


    
      Western European nations, via mutually beneficial integration and peaceful cooperation that was strongly
      supported, even controlled by the U.S., played at their strengths and cut off their weaknesses due to the
      strategic vision and leadership of the American Empire in the post-war decades of the Cold War.
    


    
      Europeans and all other nations should never forget that Europe defeated Europe in two WWs. The Americans might
      have played a role in the outbreak of WWI, but Europeans launched warfare and they made all the strategic
      mistakes leading to the tragedies of Europe in the first half of the 20th century. By
      the middle of the last century, Europe became a hostage of two seemingly hostile, but from time to time silently
      cooperating empires: the former Soviet Union and the United States of America. After the end of the Cold War and
      the collapse of the Soviet Empire, Western Europe lured itself into another trap. They changed the course of
      European integration based on the cooperation of European nations and nation states.
    


    
      On the surface, they only followed the successful strategy of former integration using new challenges for
      strengthening the unification of Europe. They always cited and used the ancient Roman saying based on the hidden
      leading principle of the Roman Empire: all challenges, both threats and opportunities must be grabbed in order to
      build the Empire stronger, larger and more powerful. As the old saying goes, sub pondere crescit
      palma, the palm tree grows under pressure. Every new challenge is a new opportunity in disguise, because
      in the absence of new challenges the nation states are reluctant to transfer their sovereign decisions to
      Brussels, Strasburg and later to Frankfurt. They followed the same strategy, but changed the vision – and for the
      worse.
    


    
      They replaced the initial vision of a peaceful and prosperous Europe with the dream of a global superpower based
      on a super-state, a European economic fortress and a global currency. In the original vision the continuously
      unifying Europe used to be the junior partner with the leading position in the American Empire. In the modified
      vision firstly Western Europe, after the entire European continent, becomes a rival global power to the American
      Empire.
    


    
      This historical offer made by the European elites might have seemed attractive for the Americans: let us replace
      your former ideological enemy, as your strategic partner, with a friend who shares all the Western values – free
      market principles and democratic institutions – with you. As for the romantic offer, they offered the future
      United States of Europe as a new equal, global strategic partner for the American Empire. There was only one
      snag: having destroyed the only global rival, the Americans might need a new one, anyone? Having become the only
      leader of the entire west, why should the empire share its leadership with anyone in the west? Becoming the only
      hegemon globally, why should the empire take the risk to lose the leadership of the west when they trust the “Who
      rules the West, rules the world” law of history? It does not make any sense, because it is nonsense.
    


    
      The American Empire followed a successful dual strategy during the decades of the Cold War: firstly, to contain
      the Soviets in order to prevent the conquering of Western Europe by Soviet tanks and secondly to contain their
      Western allies from becoming their political, military and economic challengers, potential future successors in
      the West. The Europeans were both allies and rivals at the same time, similarly, the Soviets were rivals, foes
      and sometimes strategic partners during the Cold War.
    


    
      In terms of the core mindset of American elites, we can sort out the three main pillars of thinking of
      exceptionalism:
    


    
      Firstly, America is the American’s, 1823, because in order to spread liberty and prosperity worldwide the U.S.
      deserved to be protected by cooperating neighbours.
    


    
      Secondly, historically speaking, the West defeated all others due to the creativity, free market ideology and
      democratic institutions of Western people, hence who rules the West, will rule the world.
    


    
      Thirdly, the American Empire should lead the West because with individual freedom, free market capitalism and
      plural democracy America reached the end of the evolution of human history. The final proof to be eligible for
      future leadership is the present leadership of the American Empire. All potential and real global rivals should
      be contained in order to safeguard the final results of evolution: one who threatens America’s leadership risks
      the future of mankind. Period.
    


    
      For the future of Europe, it does not really matter whether this American exceptionalism historically is true or
      false: it serves as the compass for the vision of the American empire and it also shapes the main strategies of
      American administrations.
    


    
      What about Europe’s future from an American and Chinese point of view?
    


    
      The three main avenues for the future of the European Union might be viable for both superpowers of the
      21st century, for the Americans and the Chinese, naturally for different reasons.
    


    
      Regarding the Americans, they cannot allow the evolving of another Western global superpower because they believe
      in the golden rule of global power: “Who rules the West, rules the world”.
    


    
      As for China, they do not need global leadership and probably they do not really care if the Americans or the
      Europeans provide the global common good of peace, stability and free trade. They need friends and partners in
      order to be safe and to safeguard the historical achievements of new China. From this point of view, all three
      main outcomes of future European evolution will be suitable for the first (from 1921 to 2021) and the second
      (from 1949 to 2049) 100-year plans of China. Strangely enough, what might be enough for the American Empire in
      Europe, might also be good for China. Stability and open markets for the latter, a junior partner in the west and
      a reliable strategic partner globally for the first.
    


    
      China cannot change the course of European history alone without the strong cooperation of Europeans in the
      coming decades. The European Union will not deliver this strong support for many reasons.
    


    
      On the other hand, the American empire is able to shape and reshape Europe’s future history against the will of
      some parts of the European elites and EU member countries. They were able to do it in the course of the
      20th century, basically they were also capable of doing it during the first two decades
      of the euro. They can do it in the coming decades, probably also in the long run, in the second half of the
      21st century.
    


    
      As for the future of Europe, we have to face the issue of Russia. Historically, there are a lot of
      misunderstandings about Russia and the Russians.
    


    
      Politicians tend to regard Russia with extreme visions for its future. One camp considers Russia the single most
      threatening power in Europe, the Middle East and even globally. This notion is based on John MacKinder’s theory
      of the Heartland9: “Who rules the
      Heartland, rules the world”. It has been never true, it is also untrue in these times.
    


    
      It was a deceptive geopolitical theory that convinced the German political and business elites – actually twice
      in the first half of the 20th century – to turn against Russia, later the Soviet Union.
      The concept was born around 1900 in the British Empire, when Germany was on the rise and the American elites
      created the blueprint for future global leadership. Both – of course with opposite reasoning – aimed to prevent
      the alliance of Germany and Russia. The German elites trusted the Heartland theory, it seemed to be viable for
      them to conquer the reachable continental land masses and huge natural resources of Russia via major wars.
    


    
      The concept of a continental Heartland was misleading. By the turn of the 19th century,
      the control of oceans offered the best opportunities for trade, trade led to wealth, wealth led to power, power
      helped to keep global waterway trade routes open. This is the key to the British Empire and this was also the
      dream of the rising new power, the United States of America. Germany and Russia were on the rise, a war between
      the two continental powers was desirable. In order to ignite it a magnetic, even hypnotic new vision was needed:
      that was exactly the Heartland theory.
    


    
      A unified European continent was always the dream of European elites and the nightmare of powers outside Europe.
      By the turn of the 19th century, however, the previous theory became obsolete, due to
      the new significance of the high seas for global trading powers. After Trafalgar, in 1805, it was simply not true
      anymore, that controlling a continent was enough to control the world, because a rising continental power needs
      to control the high seas, the global waterway to become a global hegemon.
    


    
      By 1900, we were at the dawn of the Atlantic Age, the British Empire was capable of preventing the alliance,
      later even unification of Germany, Europe and Russia via WWI and WWII, and meanwhile, the Americans were the real
      hidden force behind the two world wars.
    


    
      By 1992, the Soviet Union was gone, however even at the peak of the Soviet Empire they could not conquer the
      whole world: the heartland theory proved to be untrue. Since 2000, Russia has made a comeback, but the heartland
      theory remains untrue. Russia remains a regional power having the core territories of the Heartland. On the
      surface, all the political moves against Russia are motivated by fears of the false Heartland concept. But the
      origins of the political decisions leading to the deep division of Europe cannot be found in the threats of the
      Heartland theory. It was only the mischief of deception.
    


    
      The real reason for the hostilities against Russia from the Anglo-Saxon powers is, Germany. Not the potentials of
      the Heartland, the unification of core economies of Western Europe are the main threats for the American empire.
      A German Europe, instead of a decentralised European Germany is regarded as the number one vital threat for the
      global hegemon power due to the golden rule of global power (who rules the west, rules the world). The biased
      perception about a Russian threat serves well for the American Empire to deter western Europeans away from
      Russia. The policy of sanctions serve the same goal: you have to choose to be a friend or an enemy. This is a
      simple, digital geopolitical world.
    


    
      Keeping America’s influence in the EU offers flexible vehicles for the empire to prevent the creation of a United
      States of Europe with a new global, number one currency, the euro.
    


    
      As a regional power, Russia might build up a stronger influence in its large neighbouring regions in all
      geographical directions. In terms of the three future European visions, following the drop of the European Dream,
      Russian-European economic ties will be stronger than they are now. It should not be a problem for the empire,
      because the American business sector will also play a much stronger role in the future of European economies than
      it does now: the latter will be a dominant force in the next technological revolutions of all western nations.
    


    
      At the end of the first two decades of the euro one can become totally lost in the midst of U.S.-EU open and
      hidden warfare, in the clouds of U.S.-Russia hostilities, in the ups-and-downs of U.S.-China trade wars, the
      repercussions of the final era of the petrodollar system and the concealed battles for the Middle East.
    


    
      Nevertheless, the future has arrived. The future is simple, viable and crystal clear: it is the G2 leadership for
      the new golden age of the global community. Two global superpowers will deliver the basic essential public goods
      of stability, peace, open markets and technology-driven evolution of mankind for all members of the global
      village. The turning point is over: both members of the new tandem learnt the lessons of human history, in the
      meantime, all others, who did not do their homework and missed out on learning the lessons of their history
      became the odd men out of the global village.
    


    
      Why do the Americans fear only the West and not the East, including new China? The second part of the question
      should be answered here, the answers to the first part of the question can be found in the last 500 years of the
      history of Western successes in all history books.
    


    
      Around 2000, the American Empire likely made the blueprint for the global rerun of the 30-years war of Europe in
      the 17th century. It might have started in 2003, all the steps of the first half of the
      war might have taken – the Danish and the Swedish stages of the war – but something might have changed the
      initial concept from the beginning of the next step. The re-run of warfare between the Habsburgs and France that
      determined the second half of the European 30-years war failed to break out. Presently, there are skirmishes
      between the G2 partners, but a fully blown war failed to emerge and hopefully it will not erupt in the coming
      years and decades. The American Empire changed its mind learning the lessons of the disasters of the
      17th century.
    


    
      The Spanish did not win the European 30-years war, France and its allies were in a better position by the closing
      Treaty in 1648. In the meantime, Catholics lost ground to Protestants. New Spain, the American Empire learnt the
      lessons of the first 30-years war: new France, China cannot be defeated, it does not make any sense to open up
      the final long chapter of the first 30-years war. All in all, for Spain and America a re-run of the
      17th century 30-years war does not bode well for the rest of the century. America can
      preserve its global leading position if it accepts a sort of “sharing deal” with China.
    


    
      What might be the main insights coming from the past, 17th century
      Europe, and also from reading the signs of the future, the 21st century of globally
      connected mankind?
    


    
      Firstly, the American Empire cannot win the global warfare against China in the coming decades: it is too late.
      At the same time, China will definitely refrain from trying to build up a hegemon global power in the coming
      decades, either because it does not need it at all, or it is smart enough not to invite the all-out warfare of
      the American Empire.
    


    
      Secondly, the Empire can defeat the European Dream, the EU and the eurozone due to the weaknesses of the EU and
      the blindness on the part of the leading European elites. The main conclusion drawn from this insight is
      reassuring: America is able to keep leadership of the West, including Japan. This achievement bodes well for the
      future due to the historical pattern of the last 500 years of human history: who rules the West, rules the world.
    


    
      Thirdly, China, from an American point of view, faces two main avenues for future evolution, both will prove
      suitable for the American Empire. One of them is a Western-type open democracy, the other is a closed, failed
      fortress. For the American Empire both are regarded as promising outcomes. A Western-type democracy might be
      vulnerable, domestic tensions and foreign covert/open interventions might result in the break-up of the whole
      country, as occurred several times in the history of China. In this outcome, mission completed, G2 reduced to G1.
    


    
      Concerning the other avenue of the future, keeping an upgraded but definitely not Western-type political order
      will clash with the basic structures of capitalism – competition, profit, private wealth, economic rivalries,
      financial power turned to political power, etc. – and finally it might result in closed borders, the stifling of
      capitalism, a cut-off community from global information networks and revolts against the ruling elite. This
      option might also result in a mission completed and a global system reduced to G1 leadership.
    


    
      Nevertheless, as a Hungarian living in a country where we have been protesting against the excesses of western
      liberal democracy and free-market capitalism since the beginning of the transition from a command economy to a
      market economy, in 1990, I may see a third way for the evolution of Asian, especially Chinese politics and
      economic governance. Since 1979, the Chinese have been following the original policies of European economic
      miracles, where the main purpose of governance was to give prosperity for all. At the same time, they have been
      following the blueprints of the two 100-year plans: one can witness the outstanding successes of both by 2019.
    


    
      They managed to build up a fusion of the collective values of the whole Chinese community – presently 1.4 billion
      people at home – represented by the state, both the central and decentralised governments, and private initiative
      of all individuals. This extraordinary fusion is the core belief and the gist of the mindset of Chinese people:
      this is exactly the harmony of conflicting forces, this is exactly the balance of yin and yang. At the very heart
      of all recent successes of China one can find the balance of these two conflicting forces: the collective and the
      individual forces. It does not really matter whether it is democracy or capitalism, free-market ideology or
      liberalism: the balance is what counts, not the excesses.
    


    
      On the other hand, liberalism is a western utopia, it is not a precise philosophy, it is an attitude. The common
      currency of all liberals is that they share a belief of individual human agency. They trust in the capacity of
      individuals to decide all things for themselves. They do not trust the belief of balancing all conflicting
      forces, they only believe in their own course. This has radical implications for the whole community: each member
      of society has the right to follow their way at the expense of all other members of the same community.
    


    
      This liberal attitude ended in disaster in the global economy in 1929, the same happened in 2008 and many more
      times. The number one public enemy of a liberal course, the active state had to step in to save both capitalism
      and democracy. It also resulted in major wars initiated by exceptionally individualistic nations who regarded
      themselves eligible for everything they put into their plan. In the absence of harmony, losing the balance of
      conflicting forces always leads to excesses: it might be war, failed states, economic or financial catastrophes.
    


    
      The excessive nature of liberalism is in the DNA of liberal thinking. It always leads to the excess power of the
      strongest small minorities and results in the losses of all others who represent the overwhelming majority of
      society. It always happens between individuals and societies, as it happens globally, regionally and domestic.
    


    
      A balance needs to be struck between the interests of individuals and the whole community in order to create and
      safeguard harmony in life, politics and business. Western liberal democracies have an excess nature rooted in
      their liberal genes, the Chinese have the opposite group of genes in their DNA. It is not excess leading to
      imbalances and instability, it is the opposite. It is all kinds of balances leading to stability in life, family,
      politics and business.
    


    
      This is the very reason why we can be sure of the third way for Chinese evolution. To create the balance of yin
      and yang, to reach harmony in life are the core elements of the Chinese mindset10 instead of following the excesses of individuals. China will
      find all the avenues and means to keep balance in domestic and global matters, between individual wishes and
      social interests.
    


    
      This bodes well for the future of humankind. In the last 500 years, in all western societies there was a tendency
      to lose balance between individuals and communities, between nations and continents. Western powers have followed
      their DNA patterns of imbalances and excesses. The last 500 years of human history has been shaped by western
      powers using their YANG energies. In the next 500 years, we badly need to regain balance globally and
      domestically. We need a new global balancing force, a global YIN force to do the job: this force is new China.
    


    
      Historically speaking, the emerging new pattern of a G2 world is quite promising, offering to balance all global
      yin and yang forces. The European Dream was still daydreaming to repeat the last 500 years of western YANG
      adventures: the dream to build up a rival western superpower and global currency is typically “yang” by its
      nature. By 1992, when the Maastricht Treaty launched this outdated adventure, the old balance of a military and
      political G2 world was over: the Soviet Empire collapsed.
    


    
      In 1992, China still was not in a position to create global balance, the Europeans offered to take the empty
      chair of the G2 tandem for the American Empire.
    


    
      In principle, the EU might have been the balancing global YIN force because there were more sophisticated social,
      political and economic policy solutions on offer for the global community than the more straightforward American
      versions. The German social-market economy model, the French social distribution and health-care system, the
      Swedish model for strong competitiveness, the Danish and Finnish model for innovation, the Austrian model for
      neutrality, the “greenness” of European thinking, the cultural diversity of Europe, and many more elements would
      have been attractive enough for the global community. Not anymore, because of the huge losses of the first two
      decades of the euro, due to the deep political, social, economic and financial problems of the eurozone countries
      in the aftermath of the global financial crisis. The failure of the euro flawed nearly all former European
      achievements. Europe’s de facto stalemate on all major decisions concerning the future of the EU – migration,
      sizeable budget, relationship with China and Russia, major innovations, Society5 and Industry5, creating global
      companies, future enlargement, strengthening military capabilities, energy, etc. – has had a negative impact on
      the credibility and efficiency of the EU globally. Due to the lack of major new decisions and due to the
      inefficiency of the EU even the future of European integration is in jeopardy.
    


    
      Again, the main culprit for that is the open and hidden warfare of the American Empire against the euro and the
      European Dream. As Europeans, we have to admit the root cause of this warfare: the nightmare-turned European
      Dream for global leadership.
    


    
      Throughout history, money mattered a lot and history is back again with the euro. The concept of a rival global
      currency meant the returning to the western genes of excesses, rivalries and finally wars. The euro was the real
      tipping point for the vision of an American-EU global leadership. Just to use the ancient Asian symbol, two yang
      forces are not able to balance each other and the euro admittedly is a real yang force with a rival, warring
      nature.
    


    
      Historically, one can witness the corrective forces of mankind: after the collapse of the former American-Soviet
      G2 world, there was a need to create a new G2 tandem with two opposite but balancing forces. Two rival western
      partners could not balance each other, they will always fight each other and that warfare will always result in
      bigger imbalances than before.
    


    
      After 1945, due to the sweeping technological revolutions of the preparation for war and during warfare, the
      world economy became larger, much more complicated and connected than ever before throughout human history.
    


    
      In a much larger and hugely interdependent world economy there was a need to coordinate the post-war economies of
      the world in order to prevent new global wars or global economic collapses.
    


    
      In terms of history, the solution was a really efficient one: create a tandem of the two largest and strongest
      global players: the United States of America and the Soviet Union. On one hand, the western world set up a new
      international framework for global trade and finance. These were the Bretton Woods institutions, initially three,
      later two main pillars of open international trade and stable financial order: the International Monetary Fund
      and the World Bank.
    


    
      On the other hand, the Soviet Union also established a new world order for all countries under the umbrella of
      the Soviet Empire: that was the Comecon and the Warsaw Pact, a mandatory framework for all not so voluntary
      members of the Eastern club.
    


    
      In principle, there was a multiple currency system, practically it was a global dollar golden-standard regime
      lasting until President Nixon’s decision to drop it in 1971.
    


    
      It was a G2 world, with two divided groups of nations and with many more independent countries called “The Third
      World”.
    


    
      The former G2 world was based on rivalries, conflicts and wars. The long Cold War used to be the main framework
      for the whole era between the end of WWII and the collapse of the Soviet Union in 1992. Historically, the former
      G2 world order did not create balance between global yin and yang forces, because both pillars of the G2 order
      were Yang powers. The purpose of this previous G2 order was not to establish balance and harmony, on the
      contrary, the substance of the post-war era was the continuation of war without all-out, global military
      conflicts. This former G2 world order was based on fear, rivalries and conflict, all ending in division and
      separation, because yang forces tend to fight, compete and defeat all other players.
    


    
      Both global powers of the previous G2 world order were born in major wars. The military might and powerful
      industrial basis of both global partners were created during the 1930s and early 1940s in the run up to the
      incoming world war and in the course of global warfare. All energies of both major powers – the U.S. and the USSR
      – were substantially yang energies, as their former rise was based mainly on expansions using plenty of yang
      energy. Russia became a major power through expansions of 300 years before entering WWI. The birth of the Soviet
      Union was partly due to the losses of WWI and partly to the civil war that followed the two revolutions in 1917.
    


    
      The United States was also born in wars: the War of Independence, the war against the English invasion, in 1812,
      and the bloody and painful civil war, from 1861 to 1865, resulted in a new western power. WWI and WWII
      established this new western power as number one in the western hemisphere and the end of the Cold War created
      the number one global hegemon. The American Empire seems to be a par excellence yang power: born in wars and
      waging wars practically permanently.
    


    
      In the meantime, the global economy, global finance and the hyper-connected global village were all growing
      larger and larger, faster and faster, hotter and more capricious. It is not a global village now, it is a huge
      global megacity of almost 8 billion habitants. Global physical networks and global supply chains became the new
      arteries of mankind, where the internet creates the huge global brain for the whole human community. This new
      unified world offers huge opportunities on one hand and poses high risks on the other hand. An ever more
      sophisticated world economy means two things at the same time: opportunities and vulnerabilities, both in a
      gigantic scale.
    


    
      This is the very reason why a former type of G2 leadership cannot work: this gigantic and hyper-sensitive new
      global megacity could not bear the high risk of existential warfare of the G2 partners. The former
      American-Soviet G2 leadership survived for many decades, even sustained global development and helped new players
      to rise because there was a unique force to maintain the global system: there were two, even three different and
      divided world systems at the same time.
    


    
      The majority of potential conflicting forces were caged in one or the other world system. There was a permanent
      military standoff between the two superpowers, but all the social, economic and financial conflicting forces were
      entrapped in one or the other network of nations. In the meantime, the third world system, the Third World was
      still weak and far from connected with anyone of the two major rivals. There were parallel trade networks,
      parallel financial orders and parallel political systems.
    


    
      Their potential rivalries did not destroy the former G2 order, because the overwhelming majority of their
      potential conflicts remained within the one or the other G2 partner. They were basically separated not
      intertwined.
    


    
      The completely new global community, the global megacity of almost 8 billion people of the 21st century needs a new G2 leadership, but a different one from the previous U.S.-Soviet G2 world
      order. It cannot be based on wars, because the sheer size, strength, speed and connectedness of the parts of our
      megacity could not afford the luxury to risk major warfare. A different kind of G2 leadership cannot be based on
      the partnership of two yang powers, because this type of fusion always tends to launch warfare. Major global
      warfare must not be allowed in the global megacity: it is too dangerous, it is too costly because it might have
      totally unpredictable effects.
    


    
      The new G2 leadership should be based solely on the strategic partnership of two different major players: one
      with a yang and another with a yin energy. The American Empire is undoubtedly the major global yang force and
      China became the other type of major strategic partner with a strong yin force.
    


    
      China is just in the closing years of the completion of its first 100-years plan. By 2021, China will have
      definitely built up a modern state with a modern economy. The country is well-organised, the leadership tends to
      deliver the main common goods politically, economically and financially. The new middle class – around 400
      million people by 2019 – serves as an anchor for Chinese society. Both the leadership and the business sector are
      offering real opportunities for the next millions of Chinese people to join the middle class rising socially step
      by step, in a predictable manner and on a clear horizon.
    


    
      China, there should be no doubt about that, is a yin force, a major, globally effective yin force now. Exactly
      this type of global force is needed for a new G2 world order to deliver peace, progress, security and
      coordination to face and solve global challenges.
    


    
      Why is China the major yin force of mankind?
    


    
      It is in its DNA to create harmony between rivalries and cooperation, due to the economic and political
      necessities of Chinese history. From rice plants in the economy to the lessons learnt from the warring states era
      in politics, from the teachings of Lao-Tze to the world order of Confucius and also the teachings of Buddhism,
      the DNA shaped by Chinese history calls for the creation of harmony and balance.
    


    
      The modern DNA of new China also represents the same values, because the rise of China in the last 40 years was a
      peaceful rise: that recent history is definitely yin, not yang in nature. Even the present skirmishes between the
      American Empire and China launched by the incumbent world power continuously strengthens the yin nature of China.
      Historically, it is a unique global mirror: when Chinese sees the mischiefs of the American Empire in this
      mirror, they see the opposite of China in the mirror. Having seen the face of a strong yang force playing power
      games in the global megacity, they deliberately choose the opposite face of a major yin force: this is the face
      of the Belt and Road Initiative, the guardianship of open global trade, predictable access to a multicurrency
      system, partnership and friendship.11
    


    
      Due to Chinese history, the recent peaceful rise of new China and the forceful strategies of the American Empire
      the global megacity has already won the major global yin force to balance the other major force.
    


    
      Nevertheless, it is still only one of the two major outcomes of our times. New world wars can still occur,
      because all yin forces – by nature – have their yang twins: a rising global yin force cannot afford the luxury to
      give up the vision for their people and for the world. They cannot give in because they represent the positive
      future of the global megacity.
    


    
      In a simple, scattered, non-connected and small world one major power seemed to be enough to deliver global
      public goods, as the British Empire did in the 19th century. Throughout history, two
      divided worlds were able to survive – the former G2 world of the American and Soviet Empires, or the Roman Empire
      and ancient China two thousand years ago. They were either nearly completely separated from each other, as in the
      latter case, or waged a carefully crafted cold war against each other, using a special fusion of open hostilities
      and hidden cooperation. Our world could not be more different from all others of our history. We need two major,
      strong global powers to counterbalance each other, balancing the conflicting forces and rivalries emerging from
      an extremely intertwined and hyper-connected world, even megacity.
    


    
      Practically, we need a major yang and also a major yin force to create a new balance for the new world. We have
      both: the American Empire and China.
    


    
      Who needs a third, who needs the United States of Europe? Absolutely nobody, not even the members of this
      would-be major power. A U.S.-EU G2 world order would be tragically flawed by continuous economic and financial
      warfare, because two yang powers are not able to change their colours: permanent rivalries would lead to a new
      major war for the hegemon leadership of the West.
    


    
      A sole yang power is also not good enough for the global megacity, because a new balance should be struck among
      all confronting political and business interests of the hyper-connected global economy. The era of a sole global
      power, the age of the hegemon American Empire is over,12 because one kind of global power is not able to deliver all the
      common goods globally where the global megacity needs to harness all the outstanding opportunities of the
      21st century.
    


    
      All in all, the euro could not be and should not be the rival global currency representing the European Dream and
      promising the gradual creation of a United States of Europe. It is unavoidable that the euro project will be
      diminished and pushed back to a much more modest course: it might be the next Swiss franc and the true successor
      of the former DM, a strong regional currency for a much smaller group of economies.
    


    
      All these insights have had an effective impact on the initial American strategy to keep global leadership via a
      re-run of 17th century warfare. The concept changed for the better, resulting in the
      drop of the final stage of the plan, skipping all-out warfare between America and China.
    


    
      Now, there is a new global player in the US-EU power game: China. From the point of view of Chinese grand
      strategy, a peaceful and prosperous Europe is needed in order to keep the global order. China must avoid all
      types of major global wars at all costs because former emerging superpowers – Germany in the first half of the
      20th century, the Soviet Union and Japan in the course of the last century – were all
      halted via special warfare by the American Empire during the last 100 years.
    


    
      The British Empire was also toppled by the Americans via major global wars, but in an uncanny way the incumbent
      British Empire and the up and coming new American Empire were close allies, not enemies.
    


    
      It was concealed stealing not robbery in broad daylight.
    


    
      Europeans decided to follow the American strategy, grabbing global power from their incumbent strategic partner,
      but the American Empire recognised the threat and we can see the end of European daydreaming.
    


    
      According to the second 100-years plan of China drafted in 1949, new China should restore its former global
      leading position by 2049. In terms of long Chinese civilisation and history, it does not mean global leadership
      or the building up of a new hegemon in the new global age of the 21st century. It means
      a globally leading position in economy, finance, technology, culture and also the ability to defend all
      historical achievements by military strength.
    


    
      In the last 5000 years of Chinese history global leadership was never an option, on the contrary, regional and
      global powers attacked China from time to time, sometimes conquering its vast inner, continental Empire.
    


    
      China has changed a lot in modern times, but the core beliefs of Chinese leadership remain the same: China needs
      the world, however, the world needs China even more. This core belief was and still is based on well-deserved
      self-esteem and rightful patriotism. If China becomes the best place on earth again, why does China need to rule
      other places outside its own paradise between heaven and earth?
    


    
      There is crucial insight coming from this thinking. China does not want to rule the world, but the world might
      target China to rule. In the course of human history all people regarded as “barbarians” waged war in order to
      conquer people, cities, city-states and nations regarded as “civilised” and surely wealthy lands. It happened to
      China many times throughout its vast history, it happened in Mesopotamia, Hellenistic Greece, the same also
      happened in the Roman Empire and we can see the endless flow of this historical pattern.
    


    
      In the single most transparent way one can spot the major difference between American and Chinese mindsets. The
      Americans do not have friends, they only have national interests. The old saying might have come from the French
      aristocrat Talleyrand, but both Anglo-Saxon empires pursued the same principle.
    


    
      Contrary to the main western principle to build up and retain power, the Chinese need friends in order to defend
      their national interests. This slight nuance means everything for war and peace in modern times, especially in
      the 21st century.
    


    
      This is the reason why reaching for a leading global position without a global empire China needs order, peace
      and friendship. It is called the Belt and Road initiative instead of trade, currency, cyber or traditional wars.
    


    
      China as a global player wishes the completion of the initial concept of the euro. In principle, having a
      friendly global currency balancing the US dollar would help to keep the global economy on the right track. Sadly,
      it is simply not viable. The American Empire does not wish to hand global financial power over to anyone, either
      to a former ally or a potential foe, because both are seen as rivals. Besides, the euro is the core part of the
      dangerous European Dream, keeping the euro as a challenger to the dollar will lead to the continuation of warfare
      of the two western partners: it does not bode well for global balance and harmony in our century.
    


    
      Coming back to the three options for Europe’s future, from China’s point of view all three might seem suitable
      for the success of their historical visions.
    


    
      Firstly, a two-speed or two-tier EU, a smaller but stronger Euro Union on one part and keeping a loose but larger
      EU together on the other part has the advantage of stability for China. Beyond that, a much stronger euro means
      greater pressure on the Germans and allies to increase their competitiveness via innovation, research and
      development. It might offer excellent business opportunities for globally leading Chinese companies to compete
      with the American Empire.
    


    
      Secondly, the complete break-up of the European Union might also lead to new business options for the global
      Chinese business sector. This outcome will not result in the emergence of new large European global corporations
      as new rivals for both the American and the Chinese global players.
    


    
      As for the second outcome of Europe’s future, having old/new national currencies the Club Med Union and New Hansa
      would grow faster than members of the Euro Union, offering larger markets for Chinese exports. The Visegrad4
      Union and the other East-European economies might also open new fast-growing markets for China.
    


    
      Thirdly, the creation of a loose European Alliance might mean that all European players open up their markets and
      all can grow faster than alone. A loose European Alliance – with new e-money based on former national currencies,
      gold and electricity – by definition means new trade agreements leading to new opportunities and faster growth
      for all the members.
    


    
      The worst option for China is the present one: a vulnerable EU with low economic growth and high political risks
      due to permanent attacks from the American Empire.
    


    
      Finally, what would be the best option for Europe and for Europeans?
    


    
      Let us start with the possible single worst future outcome: that is war. It means all things: old and new wars,
      wars at home or abroad. History is back, nation-states are back, rivalries are back: can we definitely rule out
      European wars in the 21st century? The gap between the north and the south has been
      enlarging within the present eurozone and also in some member countries. The gap between the winners and the
      losers within formerly rich western European countries has been widening too. Can we absolutely rule out civic
      wars in Europe in the 21st century? The spiritual gap between Christian and Islamic
      communities is also widening: can we surely rule out religious wars in Europe in our century?
    


    
      The second worst option is the continuation of present warfare between the euro and the dollar, between the
      American Empire and the European Dream. This might be regarded as “only” the second worst option for the future:
      it means “only” economic stagnation, financial problems and social tensions but does not mean necessarily a rerun
      of the 20th century.
    


    
      What would be the best future for Europe? Abandoning daydreaming, scrapping the false European Dream to build up
      a rival global power against the American Empire, tacitly aiming to replace the incumbent. A new awakening would
      lead to a new vision: to become the single most innovative, creative and dynamic economic zone globally by the
      mid-21st century.
    


    
      Leading globally in innovation and creativity means the need to return to the centuries of the European
      “Renaissance”, precisely a return to the 16th century, when European open-mindedness,
      cultural diversity and spiritual revolutions led to the cradle of future breakthroughs in science, technology and
      governance.13
    


    
      How should we handle the three main challenges of our century to win a promising future for
      Europe?
    


    
      As for geopolitics, a couple of major decisions should be made to change the course of European history. May I
      just outline a couple of would-be steps for the new two decades for future European leaders:
    


    
      1. A new agreement with the American Empire should be reached covering all aspects of US-EU warfare.
    


    
      2. A two-speed, indeed a two-tier, European Union should be built up in order to help all European creative
      energies and abilities to unfold.
    


    
      3. The euro can be safeguarded by offering orderly exit strategies for countries inclining toward leaving the
      currency zone.
    


    
      4. Further enlargement of the EU should cover the whole continent.
    


    
      5. Democracy should be restored by strengthening the nation states of the EU. The long march towards a United
      States of Europe must be given up: publicly, officially and finally.
    


    
      6. A new Russia strategy should be agreed upon, based on long-term mutual benefits.
    


    
      7. A long-term China strategy should be agreed upon, based on closer economic and financial cooperation.
    


    
      8. A new, 100-years Eurasia strategy should be agreed upon, based on mutual interests of all countries on the
      Eurasian continent.
    


    
      9. Creativity and innovation should be cherished, buttressed and strengthened via education, media, politics and
      social networks. Ancient Greek and Italian Renaissance should be chosen for historical patterns to follow,
      empire-building European patterns should be scrapped and put behind us.
    


    
      As for finance, a much smaller eurozone and many different national currencies should be supported by a new
      financial agreement between EU countries and the American Empire. In the meantime, a new global financial
      agreement will be put together in order to leave the petro-dollar era: an orderly closure is needed via a new
      non-Bretton Woods agreement. All G20 countries should be invited to be a part of the new global currency
      agreement. That agreement should be open to all other economies globally. The new money-era should be ushered in
      using electricity, gold, major present global currencies and AI technologies as basic elements of the new
      currency.
    


    
      When it comes to technologies, global remedies are needed to harness the opportunities of the new Renaissance and
      also to fend off the enormous new threats coming with new technologies.
    


    
      BACKGROUND
    


    
      At the very heart of my book there is the recognition of the importance of money in modern times. One may be
      surprised by this, given the significance of all other elements influencing the grand strategies of all major
      global players. Major political and military decisions, key economic and financial decisions with a deep impact
      on the future of the cooperation of leading players in the global community has not led to the break-up of
      post-war alliance in the West. The decision to launch a common European currency however, did lead to the
      break-up of the post-war American-European alliance.
    


    
      My understanding is that the mirror of money, the money-mirror, is the single most reliable tool to recognise the
      real nature of global players. For the American Empire, launching a rival western currency was a clear-cut sign
      of middle-sized European powers trying once again the same historical pattern: to build up global power, this
      time together and not alone, aiming to topple the US dollar and the Empire. We have the culprit, but what about
      the motive?
    


    
      We should pose the ancient Roman question: cui prodest? In whose
      interest was the euro, anyway?
    


    
      The moment of birth was 1992, however, years were needed to make the project viable and decades to ponder it
      intellectually. The euro was a political endeavour, not a financial or economic necessity. The euro was not
      present during the previous stages of European integration. It was blatantly not needed for the long and
      successful march of Europe towards a peaceful, rich and historically unique power.
    


    
      Timing is everything, indeed, the birth of the euro could not be understood without the chaotic political changes
      of the late 1980s and the early years of the 1990s. By 1989, the American strategy resulted in breakthroughs in
      Europe and globally. The main aim was – and remained – to keep the U.S. first in the West. Additionally, since
      the Nixon-Mao cooperation, it was to divide the Communist East into Chinese and Soviet camps, a great success.
      Another part of the grand strategy was to limit the rise of Japan. By the end of the 1980s Japan was halted
      mainly via financial warfare. One more element was taming Germany in Europe, limiting German power to economic
      and financial matters and constraining any German or Soviet-Russian experiment to build a unified continent under
      one leadership of an old/new superpower.
    


    
      All American aims were completed by the beginning of the 1990s and the U.S. became the only superpower globally.
    


    
      Nevertheless, there were some new challenges for the American Empire. German reunification resulted in the threat
      of the re-emergence of the old European hegemon. France was especially concerned, having a unified and
      potentially too strong economic juggernaut in Europe. It seemed reasonable to seek for means to contain the rise
      of Germany. There were political possibilities within European institutions, but other financial “taming” tools
      were also pondered.
    


    
      German unification went full steam ahead, but still the final impacts on the future competitiveness of the German
      economy were not clear. The threat was there: in the long run a unified Germany will be too strong for Europe,
      especially for France, Italy and for some other smaller economies. By now we all know that the German Chancellor
      did not follow the advice of the German central bank, the unification of Germany proved to be exhausting
      financially and the German economy suffered a temporary setback in its competitiveness by the end of the 1990s.
      But at that time the real costs of German unification were not known, it was necessary to find an efficient tool
      to curb the rise of Germany in Europe.
    


    
      That tool was the euro. The French President practically blackmailed Germany into the euro, Germany focused only
      on Frankfurt, the future headquarters of the European Central Bank. The core belief of the French was that
      without the powerful DM Germany could not sway its former influence over Europe.
    


    
      The year 1992 – the year of the birth of the euro via the Maastricht Treaty – was the first and also the last
      time to pull together all the founding fathers to launch the euro project. Before 1992, the Germans could not be
      persuaded to drop the almighty DM, after the unification the Germans could not be forced to make all the
      compromises that led to the introduction of the euro in 1999.
    


    
      The euro was not a fully-fledged currency either in 1992 or in 1999, due to the political push to make the
      decision at the earliest and also at the latest possible time. The future members were not in the same club in
      terms of competitiveness or the structure of their economies. The gap between the north and the south was far
      wider than in the case of all other global currencies, the U.S. dollar, the British pound and the Japanese yen.
    


    
      There was no such thing as a European Monetary Fund, a joint Ministry of Finance, a joint finance minister or a
      joint budget for the eurozone. There was not a unified nation or language behind the euro either.
    


    
      It was clear cut from the outset that the euro was a purely political project with many weaknesses. Can anyone
      confidently imagine the Germans scrapping their financial “secret weapon” at any other time other than the euro?
      Not really.
    


    
      Why didn’t the Americans veto the euro project?
    


    
      As for the American Grand Strategy, by 1992 it reached its zenith and they saw no imminent threats, neither
      globally, nor in Europe. They concentrated on the political, economic and financial earthquakes emanating from
      the collapse of their former arch rival, the Soviet Union.
    


    
      They spotted the financial difficulties of the German unification, also the failings of the euro design, no
      imminent threats. They focused on Central-Europe in order to curb the emergence of an old/new German
      “lebensraum”, which had no real chance in the 1990s. They also had to deal with their own economic problems at
      the turn of the 1980s and at the beginning of the 1990s.
    


    
      What about the Rest?
    


    
      Beyond France and Germany there were other countries at the table by 1992: why had they joined the club? The
      former de facto DM zone countries – Austria and the Benelux countries – mainly regarded the looming eurozone as
      an enlarged DM zone. For decades, the latter proved to be good for them, the new one will also be suitable for
      the future.
    


    
      As for Italy, it could not miss out on this new endeavour, risking a somewhat second rate position in Western
      Europe. Spain, Portugal and Greece were indeed flattered to be invited into the eurozone.
    


    
      By 1992, however, the reckoning of the euro was over.
    


    
      In 1992, the Soviet Empire completely collapsed, the core country of the former Empire emerged as a new Russia.
      The West remained the only viable political, ideological, economic and financial path globally, with the U.S. as
      the only superpower. China was just at the beginning of its peaceful rise, no other emerging powers were on the
      horizon.
    


    
      The euro emerged as a political project, politics should always be for something and/or against something. There
      were no enemies, no threats, with the collapse of the Soviet Empire, meaning that the main political reason to
      launch a common currency had ended.
    


    
      As a political project, it might have aimed to support another cause, most likely the further integration of
      Europe. Indeed, the enlargement of the European integration was on the table from the outset of new democracies
      in Central-Europe. We had the German Chancellor Helmut Kohl promising the first freely elected Hungarian Prime
      Minister József Antall, a fast tracked accession to enlarged European institutions in 5-years’ time. Until 2004,
      the time of accession of Central-Europe to the EU, there was a popular joke in Hungary saying that Hungarians
      were always 5 years from joining the EU.
    


    
      The enlargement of European integration and the launching of the euro proved to be two options, ruling out each
      other at the same time. The Maastricht Treaty included two decisions: one for launching the euro, the other to
      delay the accession of Central-Europe to the integration. One was public, the other was not.
    


    
      The political project called the euro could not aim to defend Western Europe against the Soviet Empire, due to
      the collapse of the Eastern Empire. Signing the Maastricht Treaty could not aim to strengthen the European course
      via enlargement, because in practice it was postponed precisely in time.
    


    
      Around 1990 – from the point of view of the American Empire – there were four main political games in Europe. By
      far the most important was the disintegration of the Soviet Empire. After that came the unification of Germany,
      but avoiding a potentially German-led Europe. The integration of the newly freed Central-European countries came
      at the end of the row.
    


    
      The Hungarian-born wise man of the euro project, Alexander Lámfalussy, regarded the euro as the vital bond
      strengthening the unity of Western Europe against the Soviet Empire. He was right, all pillars to build the
      European House were necessary to bind Germany and France together in the first place, and to build strong
      economic and financial ties among the members of the integration. With the reasoning of Lámfalussy, the euro was
      vital to strengthen Western Europe against the threats of the Soviet Empire. But the Empire was gone by 1992,
      exactly the time of the birth of the euro. The raison d’etre for the euro had ended by
      the time it was born. That is the real euro paradox.
    


    
      President Mitterrand lured Chancellor Kohl into the euro trap, Kohl led Germany into the “transition trap” by
      rejecting the advice of the Bundesbank, but finally Germany won the euro battle. After an exhausting decade of
      unification, Germany went through a politically painful but economically efficient transformation based on the
      programme called Agenda2000. In the run up to the 2008 global financial crisis, the German economy re-emerged as
      the single most powerful and competitive economy of the EU. Germany – with Poland and some smaller EU countries –
      fended off the crisis and became the economic juggernaut of Europe.
    


    
      One of the most significant sources of German success is the euro. By regaining its competitiveness, the German
      economy benefitted strongly from the euro due to the fact that the euro proved to be strong for their EU
      competitors and weak for German players. The Germans are always innovative, efficient and creative, but with a
      relatively weak currency they easily won against their eurozone competitors in Europe and globally. Their former
      DM zone members fared relatively well, for the same reasons, but all others suffered heavily during the crisis
      and after that.
    


    
      France lured Germany into the euro trap, trying to tame the Germans by forcing them to drop their most efficient
      economic weapon, the DM. In the meantime, French and Club Med countries of the eurozone lost their only efficient
      economic weapons against the Germans, their national currencies, their independent central banks and their
      tailored monetary policies. That is the other side of the euro paradox.14
    


    
      Germany managed to pull itself out of both traps, the euro and the integration of East-Germany, and the euro
      played a vital role in its success. In the absence of the euro it is most likely that the Germans would still
      fall into their own “transition trap”, but the DM could not help them out of the trap even with the most
      conservative monetary policy of the Bundesbank. The core of the German monetary policy prevents the rate of
      inflation from going above 2%, by definition it means a very cautious approach, erring on the side of lower
      figures. It means a strong national currency, even further strengthened by a strong economy.
    


    
      This conservative monetary policy supported the German export machine efficiently during the glorious decades
      after WWII, but the real cost of unification tested it.
    


    
      The new structure of Germany might have needed a newly defined monetary policy on the part of the Bundesbank.
      However, there might be some doubts about the outcome of this potential struggle between the different political
      and monetary stakes and institutions.
    


    
      All in all, Germany did not fare so well during the first decade of unification with the DM still in place and
      fared quite well in the second and third decades of unification without the DM, having the euro in place. The
      euro rid the southern members and France of their often used financial weapon, their national currencies and
      monetary policies, helping Germany manage the historical task of reunification.
    


    
      By 2019, however, German fortune turned sour. Precisely at the 20th birthday of the
      euro, Germany became – again – the sick man of the EU. As after World War II, and in the aftermath of German
      unification in the 90s, Germany became weak, vulnerable and divided. The German economic model based on the
      globally competitive Mittelstand proved to be an outstanding success during the first 20 years of the euro, but
      Germany itself, the cradle of the successful SME sector, faced old/new challenges by the end of the second decade
      of the 21st century.
    


    
      The previously stable political framework of the German economic success – the coalition government led by the
      reluctantly controlling force of Europe, the Chancellor herself – nearly collapsed. Out of the blue a couple of
      old/new weaknesses became visible, former merits turned sins, stability changed for fragility. On the surface,
      the mismanagement of migration policies seemed to be the main culprit.
    


    
      But there were some other factors that were partly or fully independent of the nearly two million migrants
      allowed in by the Chancellor in the second half of 2015. Suddenly, the banking sector became a liability instead
      of an asset. Leading German financial institutions – first and foremost Deutsche Bank, but also the whole
      Landesbank-model of the German financial sector – became ill. The big players of the almighty German car industry
      faced scandals, past mistakes haunted them, and skeletons were pouring out of the closet.
    


    
      Some other big projects turned out to be huge mistakes: the Bayer-Monsanto deal, the halting of German nuclear
      plants, the delays of transition from diesel to electric cars, just to name some of the biggest mistakes made by
      both, the management of the largest German companies and the Government.
    


    
      At the same time, the model of New Germany, the new German political, social, constitutional model after 1945 was
      shaken by forces unforeseen by the German elite. At the very heart of these unspotted forces the euro project can
      be found. Germany was lured and blackmailed into the euro, but finally managed to benefit from it, coming out
      stronger than ever from the trap. Too good to be allowed to continue according to the American Grand Strategy.
    


    
      New Germany was based on and shaped by the American strategy after 1945, essentially after 1947, helping the
      Adenauer-Erhard tandem to build up the German economic miracle. The euro project, however, was completely hostile
      toward the US dollar. All the ups and downs of the first two decades of the euro and Germany could not be
      understood without the true nature of the America-Germany partnership. New Germany was based on American
      interests, a new global currency was not part of it, punishment followed the French-German adventure, and failure
      followed early successes.
    


    
      The main reason for German woes in 2019 is complacency. The Germans – nearly all leading politicians, CEOs,
      professors, employers and employees – deeply believed in the superiority of Germany in technology, management,
      finance and governance. They were fully convinced of the infallible nature of the German way. American troops
      were, and are still, in Germany but they believed in a nearly independent way away the US. As the Japanese in the
      1980s, Germans started to despise the American way, they were starting to look at the US as a falling Empire.
    


    
      The Americans and the Germans forged a close partnership in global finance and they practically micromanaged the
      dollar/euro exchange rate. The Germans thought it was good enough for the American Empire. They believed in a
      weakening American superpower and a rising new economic and financial superpower, the Eurozone.
    


    
      They failed to see the real nature and hidden strategy of the US. By introducing the euro do not forget that by
      joining the EU, eurozone membership became mandatory instead of optional for all new members, with one exception,
      the U.K. The American strategy turned hostile against Europe. It permitted the eurozone to pile up huge debts in
      its southern members, they allowed the creation of enormous imbalances between the north and the south of the
      eurozone and they let the Germans believe in the special partnership between the US and Germany.
    


    
      They followed the “wait and see” strategy publicly, however, they were fully aware of all the weaknesses of their
      new rivals. The Americans had all the means to change the economic and financial policies of the northern members
      of the eurozone via the IMF, Brussels and the special German relationship. They did not intervene, because they
      waited for the next storm. A structurally divided and vulnerable eurozone better suited the American strategy
      than a nearly perfect currency zone with a joint Ministry of Finance, a Finance Minister, a European Monetary
      Fund, and a 10-20% of GDP eurozone budget.
    


    
      In the absence of all these institutions, the eurozone could not function as a global financial player with a
      global currency. From time to time, it suffers from the structural weaknesses of the euro. In booming times
      northern members capitalise on their financial prowess, in time of crisis they force southern members to follow
      austerity policies in order to defend the financial positions of their northern peers.15
    


    
      In the course of German history nearly all political, economic and financial upheavals were caused by
      complacency. Germans were and are strong, creative and efficient, but they tend to consider themselves the
      strongest, most creative and single most efficient nation worldwide and in Europe. They seem to be rational but
      they are also romantic and irrational: this dual nature of Germany tends to result in rational decisions for a
      long period of time, but also in out of the blue irrational decisions after a while. Germany proved indeed to be
      the strongest and the weakest at the same time: never stronger than all the others put together, but strong
      enough to try to be more powerful than all the others. Historically, this does not bode well for future decisions
      because it always invites all other powers to rise together against it.
    


    
      Then, they were joined by the French who were and are one of the luckiest – a new book is needed to explain this
      appraisal – nations on earth and regard themselves as the most glorious nation worldwide and in Europe. They both
      are strong, efficient, creative, but the notion to merge the two into one political, economic and financial
      entity has clearly failed. They used each other to become the primary new, historical force to unify Europe,
      together they managed to lure Western Europe into the EU, aiming for one of the three largest global players
      beyond the US and China.
    


    
      The French and the German elites silently targeted the same historical pattern that led to global leadership for
      the British Empire, the United States of America, later the American Empire, and presently China. They tacitly
      and gradually built up the dream of a United States of Europe, a new unified country on the basis of former
      European nation states.
    


    
      By 2019, it is clear that Italy became the odd man out of the EU. At first, Greece seemed to be the single most
      troubled country in the eurozone, but with the benefit of hindsight we can regard the Greek tragedy as the litmus
      test for the eurozone, not the main battlefield for the future of the euro. The American strategy used Greece to
      break out of the eurozone, paving the way for the departure of some bigger members. It was crystal clear that the
      Greeks could not break up the eurozone, it was the rehearsal, not the opening ceremony for the end of the
      eurozone. The rehearsal was a failure, because the German Chancellor overruled the German Finance Minister: the
      first step of the American strategy to break up the euro ended in a stalemate. Next time a bigger player might be
      needed from the American point of view: Italy seems to be eligible for this role.
    


    
      We received the Freiburg Report on the winners and losers of the first 20 years of the euro. Italy lost 4300
      billion euros worth of GDP, France lost 3600 billion euros during the first two decades of the euro.16 Was it because of the euro or was the
      real reason for losses the lack of structural reforms in both countries? Was it the absence of stable governments
      in Italy that increased losses resulting in the biggest loss?
    


    
      As for the future of the eurozone, Italy seems to be the main player, considering the future of the European
      Union, clearly France is the main driver. France and Germany could not be separated within the eurozone, the
      Germans will always grant concessions for the French in terms of the budget deficit and public debt, but
      essentially for all of the 5 criteria in the Maastricht Treaty. France was and is indispensable for the Germans
      and vice versa.
    


    
      Italy was and is regarded as a lighter fighter: it is always up to the financial markets to tame Italians. France
      has its political and historical power, Italy does not have anything close to any type of leverage.
    


    
      Adding to Italian woes, the country was and is geographically, socially and economically deeply divided. northern
      Italy was and is globally competitive, southern Italy was and is vulnerable. In booming times, the north can
      share its fortune with the south, however, in austerity times European and Italian financial transfers dry up. In
      Italy, there were and are two countries in one, basically they represent two different members of the eurozone.
      In the first 20 years of the euro, Italy lagged behind nearly all other members of the eurozone, because the euro
      served the richer countries well, but punished the weaker players tremendously. It especially punished a weak
      country with a relatively strong industry: it was and still is Italy.
    


    
      Concerning the next 20 years of the Eurozone one can easily spot the biggest future battleground for the euro:
      Italy. The American strategy will not change, one of its strongest elements is to keep the US dollar as the
      leading global currency. The euro was and will be targeted by financial and political warfare. The purpose of
      this old/new warfare is to break up the eurozone, pulling out the weaker players and letting the stronger ones
      face the new challenges of a very strong euro, a sort of second Swiss franc. Due to Brexit, the EU lost
      tremendously and the American Empire can win a great deal in the coming decades.
    


    
      In the not entirely public US Grand Strategy we can find parallel avenues to keep America First, one of them is
      the “restructuring” of the eurozone. The former DM zone might re-emerge due to American interests and the whole
      EU could become an even looser alliance than we see it today.
    


    
      These elites failed to recognise the true nature of European integration: it was an American project in the first
      place. The French-German strategic partnership after WWII was a product of the American strategy, also the
      European integration, the gradual enlargement of the EU was not only supported by the American Empire, but it was
      a part of the Grand Strategy of the US as well. In 2004, the single biggest enlargement of the then EU was indeed
      an American project aimed at creating a new division within the European Union, creating a sort of New Europe
      beyond the old, called Old Europe. The old/new division in the framework of the EU targeted a new cordon sanitaire between France, Germany and Russia, between technologies of Western Europe and
      natural resources of Russia. It also serves as a borderline between Europe and China, pre-empting the creation of
      an irrationally much-feared new super integration and would-be superpower called Eurasia.
    


    
      The old/new marriage of the French and German elites – following in the path of Charlemagne – unified the two
      sorts of complacency: seeking for French “gloire” and trusting German efficiency. They
      failed to recognise the real difference between the age of Charlemagne and the age of the 21st century: it is the American Empire.
    


    
      The two globally, medium-sized European nations joined forces to become one of the largest players in a
      non-European global age, but they did it half-heartedly. They did not merge their large utility companies, they
      failed to create really large global companies, they did not recognise the decisive role of science and
      technologies, they did not build joint globally leading universities, they lagged behind the American and Chinese
      IT revolution and they failed to create a fully-fledged global currency.
    


    
      Why did they not reach out for all of these achievements? In some areas the Americans blocked the way to success.
      In other cases, they did not trust their European strategic partners. They were both weak to create a European
      Silicon Valley, a Boston-type innovation centre or a continental London in Frankfurt or Paris. They might have
      been misled by the western European success story after WWII. They might have become satisfied with the wealth
      and European lifestyle built up by all the generations after WWII. Maybe the business sector did not share the
      two political elites’ European Dream of a new global power. Maybe, the two allies did not trust each other fully.
      Maybe they were too complacent by taking the support of the American Empire for granted.
    


    
      The euro was the real turning point in the Atlantic partnership. The French and German elites failed to recognise
      the significance of the US dollar for the American Empire. Having failed to recognise or complacently not taking
      into account the American stakes, either one or both at the same time. The result is the same: the American
      Empire made the decision to turn against the European Dream.
    


    
      The fall of the Deutsche Bank became the symbol of complacency. By mid-2019, Deutsche Bank, the flagship of
      German financial prowess and the fourth largest European bank, finally made the decision to leave the US
      financial markets. After 20 years of financial warfare to conquer America, New York and Anglo-Saxon equity
      trading they admitted complete failure. They returned the business to its roots: financing German and European
      corporate clients and domestic retail banking. They decided to axe 20,000 jobs and hoard close to 100 billion
      assets in a “bad bank”. They gave up fighting an uphill struggle to become a global player and Europe’s main
      rival to Goldman Sachs.
    


    
      The fate of Deutsche became the symbol of the collapsing European Dream, really the collapsing French-German
      dream. As dreams tend to deal with traumatic events of the past, the two globally, middle-sized countries aimed
      at reviving historical successes: together this time. But they did not forge a real partnership, they failed to
      create strong enough European champions, they did not merge their middle-sized corporations. Deutsche was alone,
      Bayer was alone, Allianz also, they were strong in Europe but weak in America. Volkswagen seemed to be large
      enough to become Europe’s player against the American car industry, but they too were complacent. They thought
      they could afford the luxury of cheating the Americans: they were discovered and punished.
    


    
      The French were smarter than the Germans, probably due to their weaknesses, they did not want to conquer
      strategic industries of America, they mainly focused on luxury brands not seen as strategic threats to the
      American Empire.
    


    
      Airbus seemed to be the only success story to build up Europe’s rivals against major American players. It was a
      true EU adventure, the Germans, French and British joined forces to create a new global player in a strategic
      field for the American Empire. It still remains to be seen whether in the aftermath of Brexit the joint European
      project can prevail. Anyway, the success story of Airbus should have been a clear signal for the large European
      economies on how to compete globally with their two main rivals, the Americans and the Chinese. By 2019, this
      historical chance is nearly over, due to Brexit and the 20 years of missed investments in the Club Med members of
      the eurozone.
    


    
      After the failure of Deutsche’s dream to conquer America the bank will be a globally middle-sized player,
      focussing on Europe. It is true for the whole of the European Union. All outstanding success stories of post-war
      Europe came from the economy: strong GDP growth in the 1950s and 1960s fuelled political integration and not vice
      versa.
    


    
      All political successes came with the support of the American Empire. All the steps to enlarge the European
      integration were initiated and buttressed by America and vice versa, in the absence of approval by the US, no
      countries were allowed into the EU.
    


    
      It is with only one exception: the euro. No wonder the euro became the turning point for the Atlantic Alliance
      and also for the Atlantic Age. It is also true that with the fall of the Soviet Union the Atlantic Age came to an
      end. The American Empire needed Western Europe, the German-French tandem and European integration to contain
      Soviet appetite to conquer Europe. By 1992, both were over: Soviet threats disappeared with the collapse of the
      Soviet Union and the importance of Western Europe for the American empire was also fading very fast. By 1992, the
      reckoning of a common European currency had evaporated, with the collapse of the Soviet Union there was no need
      to strengthen the bonds among European nations via a common currency. Exactly at that time, a new rationale
      showed up and made a new argument for the euro: to create a rival for both the US and the dollar.
    


    
      Suddenly a new type of appetite turned up in some stronger western European business sectors: to conquer newly
      independent Central- and East-European economies. They used the points of the Washington Consensus and the help
      of the IMF to privatise, to conquer in reality, the new free lands of the former Soviet Empire. Nevertheless,
      conquering the newly independent future EU members’ strategic industries did not need a common currency, the main
      privatisation projects in the region happened before the euro.
    


    
      In 1992, core European powers made a wrong decision: to challenge the US and the US dollar by creating the euro.
      All the vital elements of a common currency were absent: there was no common state, budget, government, language,
      market or melting pot for different nations. There was only one core element for a common currency, it was the
      political will of the largest European governing elites to challenge the US and step into the shoes of the former
      Soviet Empire. The new European Dream abandoned the gist of the former dreams of European nations after WWII: to
      live in peace and prosperity. They wanted to become a strong global player together, economically and financially
      first, and later politically. They learnt nothing from the collapse of their own empires: all former European
      empires based on a political will and a common currency collapsed due to the interests and Grand Strategy of a
      new emerging global power: the United States of America. The US wanted access to all parts of all former empires
      and they managed to have it via global warfare: WWI, WWII and the Cold War gave them access to all former closed
      parts of all previous empires and semi-empires.
    


    
      The creation of the euro was the first grand European project that did not enjoy the approval of the American
      Empire. It is most likely, that it was also the last grand European project opposing the US.
    


    
      By 2019, after the first 70 years of the new European integration project and after the first 20 years of the
      euro the European Dream is in a shambles. A great new awakening is needed to reignite Europe, but in the right
      direction this time. We should admit all the failures of the past and admit the dark consequences of the
      catalogue of disasters of the last two decades springing from false expectations and bad decisions.
    


    
      We should face a couple of embarrassing facts of recent European history:
    


    
      Firstly, all European power games failed, all European empires disappeared and all the projects of the European
      political and business elites aimed at global power ended in disaster in the last 100 years of Europe’s history.
    


    
      Secondly, Europe ruined Europe through two world wars in the first half of the 20th
      century, and finally managed to make a comeback only with the help of the American Empire in the second half of
      the 20th century.
    


    
      Thirdly, the American Empire from the outset of the European unification process needed a loose European
      integration instead of a new global rival called the United States of Europe.
    


    
      Fourthly, by 1992, with the collapse of the Soviet Union the need for further European unification leading to a
      New State was out of the core elements of the American grand strategy to safeguard the globally leading role of
      the American Empire.
    


    
      Fifthly, the creation of the euro challenged the very core ingredient of the American Empire, threatened the US
      dollar’s hegemon position in the global economy. The Empire hit back via open and hidden financial warfare: all
      the ups and downs of the last 20 years of the euro and the eurozone seem to bear the marks of this warfare.
    


    
      Sixthly, the American Empire does not need a unified Europe anymore, on the contrary, and especially does not
      need a rival global currency, the euro. The Empire will continue fighting against both the creation of a strong
      unified European superpower and a rival global European currency. This strategy will use all the means of the
      last two decades and will also use new elements.
    


    
      To be honest, American warfare against Western Europe started in the beginning of the 1970s, when the Germans and
      the French rejected support of the US dollar by investing in American government bonds. In the last two decades,
      however, this warfare has become more intense due to the creation of the euro. The future fate of the euro will
      not be determined by the euro itself, the interests of the American Empire will have a major impact on the future
      of the EU and the euro.
    


    
      According to the American grand strategy, Europe should avoid three potential scenarios in the
      21st century:
    


    
      • Becoming too weak and divided, giving a chance to Russia to gain the upper hand in European politics and
      business,
    


    
      • Becoming too strong, building up a powerful global player called the United States of Europe, offering Asia and
      especially China a special partnership and alliance,
    


    
      • Tempted to create a new/old Eurasian economic and financial integration, a continental would-be empire not
      based on oceans and high seas controlled by the U.S.
    


    
      In order to pre-empt all three potential future developments of Europe the American grand strategy has many
      options. They can continue some policies used in the past and they can also orchestrate new ones.
    


    
      They can support the further enlargement of the EU in order to create different interest groups within the
      European Union. Some of them might water down the core countries strategies to build up the threatening United
      States of Europe. The American grand strategy supported the accession of the Visegrad countries to the EU,
      rightly so, they formed an influential alliance to fend off French-German empire-building projects. The northern
      members of both the EU and Europe – with the exception of Finland – are not very much in favour of a United
      States of Europe, because a joint budget by definition means distributing their wealth to the southern members of
      the new unified superpower.
    


    
      As Europeans, we must admit the bitter truth of our shared history. Some European powers conquered and colonised
      a good part of our Earth, we initiated two devastating world wars and ruined ourselves. We could not build a
      peaceful and prosperous Europe alone. We revolted against the helping hand of the American Empire by creating the
      euro and some of us are silently considering to make a comeback as a global superpower. Too much, too early, too
      late – anyway too European again.
    


    
      As for the American grand strategy, they can even follow the opposite strategy: they can deepen all the
      differences in the EU and in the eurozone in order to persuade some countries to leave either the eurozone or the
      EU. All austerity policies instructed by Brussels led to deepening frictions between the north and the south of
      the eurozone. These austerity policies will cast long shadows in the southern belt of the eurozone, because
      missed business opportunities, delayed investments and lost younger generations do not bode well for future
      economic successes. In the absence of a competitive and successful business sector, politics will be unstable and
      even unpredictable for all weaker members of the eurozone. It is not rocket science.
    


    
      Brexit happened to one of the most successful EU members, the UK benefited tremendously from its EU membership,
      but against all odds, the outcome was determined by fears and emotions, not by facts and rational thinking.
    


    
      As for Club Med countries, who lagged behind the north for one decade after 2008 and will again for one or two
      decades until 2030 or 2040, it means a historical trap for the southern members of the eurozone. Awakening might
      come in the next two decades of the eurozone that will definitely lead to new exits in the coming 20 years.
    


    
      The future of Europe, the European Union and the eurozone will be determined by a couple of conflicting
      historical forces. The core countries of the EU might wish to create – by a gradual, step by step process, almost
      incidentally – a United States of Europe, completing their European Dream. A sober and painful awakening might
      hit the southern belt of the eurozone, some of them might wish to break out of the trap of the euro. The Visegrad
      countries might be tempted to create their own regional alliance, a loose union either within the European Union
      or by leaving it. They might incline to build up closer relationships with Eurasia, especially with Russia and
      China. Northern Europeans countries might be tempted to form a new/old alliance with England, either within the
      European Union or by leaving it.
    


    
      The American empire might aim to pre-empt these options for Europe. They have far more means to achieve their
      strategic objectives than anyone else, including Russia, China and the French-German tandem. All in all, in my
      view three main visions might struggle to unfold in the next two decades of the euro.
    


    
      European Union of States – EUS
    


    
      The first one is a very loose new European Union called the European Union of States – EUS. All EU members are
      also members of the eurozone, but the rules of the game are tailored for all members and nation states have the
      final word on all strategic decisions of the Union. Both the EUS and the eurozone are similar to a free trade
      zone, with many extras. A new multiple base for the euro is established, that might be partly gold, electricity
      and “semi” national euros. There is some flexibility for different exchange rates, budget deficits and public
      debt levels.
    


    
      United States of Europe – UE
    


    
      Contrary to the former scenario of a European future, the Franco-German political engine might be able to reshape
      the EU in order to create a truly centralised and unified superpower called the United States of Europe – UE – by
      2040. That means a bumpy road ahead during the 2020s and 2030s of the 21st century,
      because the American grand strategy will object to an emerging European superpower.
    


    
      Using efficient means the American empire might help in the splitting up of some EU member countries, it may
      support other countries leaving the eurozone and/or the EU, and may introduce some new tools and strategies to
      shrink the size of the new European power. They might persuade all the weaker members to leave the eurozone in
      order to create an unbearable, extremely strong exchange rate for the euro – with an over 1.6 euro/dollar
      exchange rate the majority of the German export machine will suffer – and for the remaining eurozone members.
    


    
      Alliance of European Nations – ALLEN
    


    
      The new Alliance of European Nations might consist of 7 larger entities, groups of nations: New Hansa Alliance,
      Med Alliance, Visegrad4, EURO Alliance, Eurasian Alliance and Turkey. ALLEN might be the outcome of a continuous
      warfare between the eurozone and the American Empire resulting in the split of the EU and the breakup of the
      eurozone.
    


    
      The final breakup of the eurozone might follow the historical success of the French-German elites to complete
      eurozone membership by 2035. But just at the time of outright historical victory, when all EU members are finally
      in the eurozone, some older members – Italy, Portugal, Spain, Greece, Ireland, Slovakia – may come to the
      conclusion to leave the euro area by joining a different alliance. The European Union could not survive the
      breakup of the then complete eurozone, some members break out to join the new Hansa Alliance – Sweden, Denmark,
      The Netherlands – others reshape the former Visegrad group cooperation establishing the new Visegrad4 Alliance,
      others make the decision to create a new Med Alliance – Portugal, Spain, Italy, Greece. Some countries may
      hesitate to join any new formation, they are the newest members of the eurozone, they will all join the eurozone
      after 2020, they will take a wait-and-see strategy at the time of this European upheaval.
    


    
      The Eurasian Union and Turkey will be invited to participate in this new European loose alliance because the
      American Empire will support the creation of ALLEN to counterbalance China in Europe and pre-empt the foundation
      of a close Eurasian integration.
    


    
      It seems comical, but Europeans do not seem to be fully aware of the warfare of the American Empire. All new
      risks seem to come as “out of the blue” events: the abandonment of the gold-standard, oil-shocks, collapse of the
      Soviet Union, the global financial crisis, the Greek financial crisis, the euro-crisis, Arab Spring, the
      migration crisis, the diesel scandal, and many more. They are all parts of the creative warfare of the American
      Empire in the first place, all of them could have been expected prior to the outbreak of events. Nearly all of
      them had published, pondered and debated in the outstanding think tanks of the American Empire. Others remained
      hidden until the end, but all the rest were rational and hence could be foreseen.
    


    
      The U.S. is a unique success story, practically the only country in the past 500 years of human history that
      managed to use a special fusion of peaceful and gradual rise through trade and sudden jumps via wars. All other
      former powers and superpowers either lost their peaceful times or lost their wars, or both. Spain lost to France
      by 1700, France lost to the British by 1815, and the Germans gained the second wave of European industrial
      revolution, but lost two world wars to the U.S. by 1945. The Soviets lost the Cold War to the United States by
      1992.
    


    
      The United States of America emerged as the single most powerful nation through major wars, of course by winning
      them. They tend to lose minor wars, but win the major ones: as the Romans. The Germans tend to win peaceful
      times, using them to become stronger and stronger, but becoming complacent they tend to lose their major wars.
      The British always appear the winners, but in the 20th century they lost their empire to
      the Americans. Japan tends to repeat the German pattern in Asia: always winning peace but losing wars. Sometimes
      peaceful times are deceptive: they look like peace, but there is ongoing economic and financial warfare behind
      the scenes, as between America and Japan in the 1980s and 1990s of the last century.
    


    
      In the run up to major warfare, the American economy tends to strengthen tremendously and to some extent in an
      uncanny way. By 1890, America’s industrial production was larger than the German, British and French combined,
      but the real military power was concealed by trade statistics. By 1943, American military production was 140
      times larger than it was in 1939, in the meantime the Soviets had increased their military might by 14 times and
      the Germans by 7 times. What a difference!
    


    
      The Americans always have the uncanny but very useful ability to transform “peaceful” economic structures into
      military ones. Their rivals seemingly do not have this finally decisive social and management know how: they can
      grow under pressure but cannot transform themselves from a peaceful/civic economy into a never-before-seen
      military juggernaut in wars.
    


    
      The warfare of the American Empire is also unique historically and compared to any other rivals because they use
      all tools, means and weapons at the same time and also against both rivals and allies. American warfare
      significantly changed in the transition from a nation state to an empire. They won WWI and WWII by focussing on
      their enemies and helping their allies. In the aftermath of the two world wars, however, they were engaged in hot
      and cold wars against their enemies and rivals, but they also used efficient economic and financial warfare
      against their allies. In the 1970s and 1980s they were at financial and economic warfare with Germany and Japan,
      with two political and military allies. They used the Asian financial crisis, from 1997 to 1999, to halt the
      advance of the Japanese economy in the region.
    


    
      This double-edged warfare is the huge difference between a nation state called the United States before 1945 and
      the American Empire after 1945. Reluctantly or deliberately, they took the heritage of the British Empire, they
      opted for the cold war system with the Soviets in order to maintain high level employment and economic growth.
      They deliberately took the leadership of the West after 1956, the Suez crisis, and safeguarded it through the
      carefully crafted two oil shocks of the 1970s. There is nobody to blame for all of this: a nation might nurture
      friendship, an Empire only follows interests.
    


    
      Former major, later middle-sized European powers are not in a position to criticise the policies of the American
      Empire due to their historical records: they did the same in the past centuries of European and global history.
    


    
      What are the main strategies of the American Empire in the visible and invisible wars after
      1945, especially in the early decades of the 21st century? Some of them might be
      the following:
    


    
      1. Creating an American Grand Strategy, always updated and upgraded, based on former successful tactics that led
      to the defeat of all former rivals and to the hegemon global power status of the United States. Instead of using
      100-year plans to rise back as the Chinese do, a grand strategy is much simpler. The aim is to keep America
      First, globally if it is viable or “only” in western civilisation, when an eastern power rises and a G2 power
      structure is better or unavoidable. Losing, temporarily, the global hegemon position is not a problem for the
      empire, due to the rule of thumb in history during the last 500 years: “Who rules the west, sooner or later rules
      the world”.
    


    
      2. Constant warfare at home in order to be prepared for all types of conflicts abroad – in politics, media,
      social scenes, legal battles, business and finance, etc.
    


    
      3. Building up, financing and operating a large network of think tanks, outstanding universities and publishing
      houses in order to sort out all possible threats and opportunities for the American Empire. Soft power at home
      means both soft and hard power abroad.
    


    
      4. Selecting out all the main rivals in all areas across all time horizons, friends and enemies alike are
      included. Reading all the lessons of history in order to find patterns, trends, structures and identify the
      present players who have similar historical counterparts in different historical eras.
    


    
      5. Handling history as a rich variety of film scripts: one can always change the actions of players and the
      outcomes of events if one knows all the patterns of history, especially the history of great former empires. This
      power game is based on the well-rooted insight that history is mainly the playground of empires (smaller or
      larger, with shorter or longer endurance), as all economies are mainly the playgrounds of large players, both
      states and companies.
    


    
      6. Sorting out targeted means and the best timed options to handle risks and grab opportunities. The empire
      learnt to regard risks and opportunities as the two sides of the same coin. Having won WWII, WWII and the Cold
      War it became crystal clear that all threats can be transformed into great opportunities if the empire does not
      give in. As an ally can be a rival, or a rival can be a partner, a risk can be the greatest opportunity to become
      (until 1992, the collapse of the Soviet Empire) one of the global hegemons, or the only one until 2049, when
      China completes its second 100-year plan.
    


    
      7. Focussing on the fastest rising number one rival, but hitting all the others at the same time to pre-empt
      their potential actions to form old/new alliances is always an element of the strategic warfare of the empire.
      During the Cold War, the number one enemy was the Soviet Empire, but the oil shocks hit all the major allies
      (Japan and Germany), who were by that time also the old/new rising economic rivals.
    


    
      8. Seeking temporary allies and keeping some constant enemies. For the empire all allies are temporary (there are
      no friends), all former foes can be partners for a while, but all former rivals tend to remain future foes due to
      their historic dynamism and also due to the patterns of former historical cycles.
    


    
      9. The strategic map should always be stable and transparent on one part, changing and hidden on the other part.
      There is always the need for all players globally or in the west to follow the public rules and scripts approved
      by the empire, but there is always hidden warfare using unexpected elements regionally and globally to keep the
      century again an American Century.
    


    
      10. Using the strategic concept of frenemies: an ally or a rival can be a partner in one endeavour at one time,
      but a foe or secret ally in another area at another time. The shape of the world is digital (either an ally or a
      foe), but the pattern changes fast, unexpectedly and secretly.
    


    
      11. Following the concept of Sun Tse: let your enemy come to you – meaning your strong strategic areas,
      territory, networks – instead of attacking your rivals at their strongholds. By the end of their long march, as
      Sun Tse teaches us, your rival’s resources will be depleted, yours will be full.
    


    
      12. Using another strong insight by Sun Tse: you should avoid warfare by pre-empting future alliances against
      you.
    


    
      13. Following one more tactic of Sun Tse: deception in all actions and at all times should be used. It is not
      only the hidden part of warfare, it is the deceptive nature of it: if you are weak, behave like one strong, if
      you are strong, send out signs of a weak player.
    


    
      14. The American empire has already learnt one of the most significant lessons of history, especially of the
      history of empires: you must not aim for hegemony in all areas of life at all times, instead, you should always
      focus on the core elements of regional or global power.
    


    
      What have been the main weapons of American warfare against Europe during the last 50 years? Just to name a few:
    


    
      1. Economic and financial warfare against strong European countries. The single most efficient tool was the new
      global petrodollar financial system after 1971. It resulted in the ending of all European economic miracles by
      the beginning of the 1980s.
    


    
      2. Political warfare via Brussels. Shaping and reshaping European policies in order to slow down European
      decisions leading to a rival global player.
    


    
      3. Global power games with the Soviets – oil shocks, the Chinese, strong competition for Europe – in order to
      contain Europe’s rise.
    


    
      4. Halting Japan’s rise through financial warfare in order to pre-empt a European-Japanese global alliance.
    


    
      5. Brexit, one of the biggest wins for the Empire so far, the EU will lose its only global financial centre, in
      the era of financial warfare.
    


    
      6. Regularly restructuring the shape of European integration in order the keep the Empire as a balancing force
      within the European Union.
    


    
      7. Building a new cordon sanitaire between Western Europe and Russia.
    


    
      8. Preparation and support for mass migration towards Europe, especially for Germany in order to build in sources
      of future religious tensions, even wars in Europe.
    


    
      9. Inventing new economic weapons from time to time to surprise foes and friends, rivals, and a wide range of
      sanctions.
    


    
      10. Trying to keep China out of Western Europe’s strategic industries, technologies and countries.
    


    
      In a nutshell, the American Empire is the single most creative, determined and powerful nation in the West,
      meaning that the Empire is capable of safeguarding its hegemon position among western nations. Western Europeans
      should admit their huge political mistakes made during the last 100 years – WWI, The Versailles Peace Treaties
      ending the war, WWII, the challenge of rivalling the dollar by launching the euro, German complacency,
      mismanagement of the 2007 to 2009 financial crisis and the 2011 to 2012 euro crisis, the short-sighted management
      of Brexit, and the total misunderstanding of the migration crisis – just to name the most significant and recent
      failures.
    


    
      The European leadership of the next two decades should take into account the roots and cultural heritage of
      Europe and benefit from the diversity of European nations, regions, cities and citizens. All straitjackets aimed
      at unifying Europeans – the euro project became one of them by the mandatory nature of joining the eurozone –
      will fall because it is exactly its richness and diversity that are the sources of former European successes.
    


    
      Present Europe – whole Europe, but starting with the European Union – should turn back to the Europe of 500 years
      ago, to the age of Reformation, Renaissance, Discoveries and new technologies. Again, we need the reformation of
      European thinking, we need the cultural diversity of the 16th century, we need European
      breakthroughs in science and equal partnership with the Americans and Chinese in the use of new technologies.
    


    
      It might sound strange, but it is necessary to start with money, with the common currency, the euro. Presently,
      the euro stifles the policy diversity of the majority of member countries, it suggests following the age of
      scarcity via austerity policies. Also, it widens the gap between eurozone members in grasping future
      opportunities. Finally, it results in the lack of creativity and entrepreneurship for the whole of the eurozone.
    


    
      Otherwise, the European Union continues to be the laggard of the three global powers – the other two are the
      American Empire and China – and will suffer from many “out of the blue” surprises. Some of them might be the
      breaking-up of the eurozone, the splitting-up of the present structures of the European Union, the further exit
      of some member countries, new religious wars in Europe, the returning of former hostilities between European
      nations and continuous shrinking in the global megacity’s share.
    


    
      As always, the solution to break out of historical traps is possible, even the first small patterns and examples
      are available. Hungary and the Visegrad countries offer a good deal in new patterns that might be of some use for
      larger and richer Europeans to solve their and our dilemmas and riddles.
    


    
      We should listen to Joseph Campbell’s piece of advice:
    


    
      “The cave you fear to enter holds the treasure you seek.”
    

  


  
    PART TWO


    
      The second part of this publication includes selected chapters from the book Amerikai Birodalom
      – A jövő forgatókönyvei (American Empire – Scenarios for the Future), first published in 2004 and then in
      2015, in a new edition. Based on in-depth analysis of the history of the United States, the book attempted to
      explore several correlations that determine our everyday lives and to draw conclusions, fostering the examination
      of future potential scenarios as well as the effective conduct of economic policy. While reading the upcoming
      chapters, it should be noted that the first edition of the book was written in the years after the turn of the
      millennium, based on the information available at the time and the world view emerging back then. Although the
      past fifteen years saw numerous expected and unexpected global events, the realisations and key messages in the
      chapters may still give useful guidance in navigating the (geo)political complexities of our constantly changing
      world.
    

  


  
    II.


    
      What Kind of an Age Do We Live In?
    


    
      Broadly speaking, that is the subject of this book. To start with, however, let’s take a look at the pillars on
      which the arguments proposed here are built. What, then, are the defining features of our age – what kind of a
      world do we live in?
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF INDIVIDUALISM
    


    
      Our age is the world of individuality and the world of individuals. There is increasing scope for individuality
      to unfold; driven by its own desires and dreams, as it is provided with an increasing variety of material and
      intellectual means for the development of the unique person concealed within. We have seen the triumph of the
      United States Declaration of Independence, and that of the ideals of the French Enlightenment. The individual has
      escaped its previous confines – our age is characterised by individual freedom and freedoms. The fundamental unit
      of society is no longer class, community, organisation or family, but the individual, and indeed, individuality.
    


    
      In the age of individuality, it is not the mass that counts, but the individual. The differences in life
      situations, lifestyles, financial opportunities and social standing resulting from variations in individual
      skills and talent are greater than those determined by where and to whom an individual was born. In the age of
      individuality, humans are taking on more roles compared to previous centuries and millennia. Their roles include
      those of the consumer, the voter, the family member, the employee, the employer, the investor, the hobbyist, the
      leisure-time spender, the entertainment-seeker, the opinion leader, and the member of a great number of permanent
      or temporary communities. An individual’s specific internal emotional and intellectual features are manifested in
      a highly diverse system of external relations, as a result of which society no longer consists of large masses
      but of a very high number of groups that are very frequently linked only temporarily.
    


    
      In the age of individuality, individuals will do things for their own benefit rather than for the benefit of
      their countries, nations, municipalities, workplaces, or even families. Individuals decide on their own
      destinies, and their decisions link them directly to those who assist them in their decisions, as well as to
      those affected by their decisions.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF KNOWLEDGE
    


    
      Today, our lives are predominantly defined by the knowledge at the disposal of the individual, the community and
      the society, rather than by land, natural resources, raw physical strength, capital, or money. This is where the
      increased strength of the individual and of individuality is rooted. When knowledge is the most important source
      of wealth, power will be held by those in possession of knowledge. Unlike the assets of earlier periods,
      knowledge resides in the individual’s head and hands, and is underpinned by experience, understanding and skills.
      In the age of knowledge, new knowledge and old experience will both gain in value. All information and
      understanding becomes dated rapidly; yet, at the moment of any decision the most recent information available is
      key. As all understanding is becoming dated increasingly rapidly, experience is important as it provides a
      compass for the possible sources of new knowledge.
    


    
      Individual skills are important because they determine how accumulated knowledge will mature into experience, as
      well as how successfully new knowledge will be acquired, analysed, processed and used. In the age of knowledge,
      understanding partly resides in the heads of individuals and is partly accessible individually. Consequently,
      individuality is taking on more power and a stronger role vis-à-vis communities and organisations.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF DEMOCRACY
    


    
      When knowledge, which resides in individuals’ heads and is freely accessible by individuals, is the most
      important resource, the individual must be free in order to build and transfer knowledge and thereby to create
      new wealth. Its freedom is both required by the developmental logic of 21st century
      global economy and represents internal human values, desires and interests. Individuality is becoming
      increasingly strong while nurturing a natural desire for freedom, which it will achieve by shaking off its former
      shackles beyond a certain point of development. Coming from two sides and pointing in the same direction, the
      development of humankind has been on course for the extension of individual freedom, which is leading to the
      democratisation of social institutions and politics. The operation of democratic political and social
      institutions is required to ensure that a growing body of experience, understanding and knowledge progressively
      facilitates the growth of wealth. A unique feature of information is that it proliferates through consumption,
      because when knowledge is shared, it is not lost but multiplied, as understanding grows through the disclosure of
      information and the responses received. In the age of knowledge, therefore, freedom is not only required for
      individuals but also for the flow of information, which constitutes the principal source of democratisation.
    


    
      Individuals and communities may be seen as enforcing democratisation in the age of global information; yet, it
      could also be argued that in the social and political struggles of democratisation, we are only obeying the
      orders of information that seeks to proliferate, circulate and multiply.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF ARISTOCRACY
    


    
      In the age of knowledge, individuality gains in value, and those rising above the average by virtue of their
      individual skills are bound to become increasingly powerful. In the age of information, an exceptional talent,
      wherever the underlying exceptional skill is to be utilised, will produce output of greater magnitude than in
      earlier centuries of humanity, when the primary sources of wealth were physical strength, land, natural
      resources, and assets. An exceptional talent is capable of accumulating a massive amount of assets in a short
      time, and may use those assets for greater social prominence and political influence. What took centuries over
      the course of human history is now achieved in a matter of years and decades, because individual skills will
      raise a specifically talented individual above the rest, and provide the opportunity to gain exceptional power by
      virtue of those exceptional individual skills. This heralds in the age of aristocracy.
    


    
      Obviously, individual knowledge and talent will not predestine anyone for success: being born in the right place,
      in a wealthy country, and to an affluent family also helps. However, individual talent is capable of attracting
      and multiplying all previously accumulated individual, family, community and national assets. Where individual
      skills and talent are lacking, previously accumulated wealth will also melt away, which is why knowledge and
      skills are key resources, and previously amassed assets are not.
    


    
      That said, being counterposed, the ages of democracy and aristocracy keep talking back to each other. How is it
      conceivable for two opposite forces, democratisation and the transition of society to an aristocratic power
      structure, to work their effects simultaneously in our age, in the first decades of the 21st century? In reality, democratisation is having an effect in virtually all countries of the global
      space, while the transition to an aristocratic structure is taking place predominantly in America, followed by
      the most developed countries. Where previously accumulated resources, i.e. the financial, intellectual and
      political power of a family can almost exclusively be linked through knowledge and information, skills and
      talent, society will start turning towards an aristocratic arrangement. Although formally there is democracy and
      free elections are held, in reality political leaders are no longer elected by a majority but by an aristocratic
      minority. The political structure of the American Empire has moved from being a majority democracy to being an
      aristocratic republic.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF GLOBALISATION
    


    
      The borders between continents, countries, regions and municipalities are becoming increasingly permeable; we
      live in the age of globalisation. In a narrow sense, globalisation means that developed countries are
      increasingly relocating their economic activity to less developed countries that offer lower operating costs. In
      a broader sense, globalisation is equivalent to the collapse of walls, previously often impermeable, between
      various geographical areas and social communities of the world. In the age of globalisation, information flows
      freely across the world, uninhibited by temporal or spatial barriers. Opportunities for harnessing individual
      skills are becoming increasingly abundant as exceptional talent tends to be found by the main political and
      economic actors of globalisation even in the remotest corners of the world.
    


    
      Naturally, the processes of globalisation reinforce those of democratisation as they break down closed countries
      and social structures closed off to one another. However, if globalisation were to continue, the aristocratic
      character would become more pronounced in countries around the world, because beyond a certain level of wealth
      the new aristocracy is bound to be raised above the masses of society by assets, talent and skills. Globalisation
      is also driven by the information revolution, with new technologies for forwarding and processing information
      (computers, internet, satellites, and imminent new technological breakthroughs) further accelerating and
      multiplying individuals’ access to knowledge. These new technologies therefore give more prominence to individual
      talent, bring about democratisation, and pave the way for the re-emergence of aristocratic political and power
      structures.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF NATIONS
    


    
      Another contradiction: how is it possible to speak of rising nations in the age of globalisation? One of the most
      important characteristics of the history of the past 200 years has been the birth of nations. Society is no
      longer held together by royal families and geographical borders, but by nations. As the broadest emotional
      community that joins individuals together, the nation is not in decline in the age of globalisation; indeed, it
      is gaining in strength. We have seen this in the emergence of new nation states over the past decades. In Europe,
      one of the forces underlying the disintegration of Czechoslovakia, Yugoslavia and the Soviet Union was the
      strengthening of nations. In fact, the turning points in 20th century history are
      attributable to the values and interests of nations as strong communities. The German national socialist state
      drew its strength from a fusion of the two key strands of thought of the century: social thought and national
      sentiment, similarly to the experiment of Italian fascism. The Soviet Union offered a blend of social equality
      and the “new man” of communism. It was an empire, but not a new nation; yet as an empire, it gave the nations
      living inside it the peculiar sentiment of a “leading nation”, which in essence was a similar experiment to the
      combination of social and national thoughts.
    


    
      Through new technologies, globalisation reinforces national sentiment, nations and nation states because it
      amplifies individual skills. As individuals gain in intellectual, economic and political power, they are free to
      express the emotions which previously they were often forced to conceal. Our age is the age of technology, in
      which we have access to increasingly rational and efficient technologies. For that very reason, we have an
      increasingly strong desire for values and emotions, for belonging to communities, and for the opportunity to live
      our lives and worlds both rationally and irrationally. National sentiment is one of the most important ways for
      the fulfilment of this irrational desire. The higher the number and efficiency of the technologies at our
      disposal, the more intense the proliferation of the objects around us, and the more we gain in wealth and number,
      the stronger our desire will be for the intellectual, the cultural, and the emotional – that is also a source of
      the renaissance of the nation.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF THE AMERICAN EMPIRE
    


    
      The United States of America is the world power of our age. Already at its birth, marked by the adoption of the
      Declaration of Independence and the Constitution, America carried the spiritual potential of the world power that
      it was later to become. The Founding Fathers of America sought to build up the empire of light in America, and
      through America, in the rest of the world. Over the past 200 years or so, at each turning point in history
      America was brought a step closer to becoming the world power that it is today. Its history is a history of
      conquest, which it has accomplished predominantly by economic, commercial and financial means, and only to a
      lesser extent by military or political means. In fact, America is today’s most powerful nation state, in which
      Americans of different origins, life situations and mindsets are joined together into a single nation and nation
      state by national language, national sentiment, national culture, and national negotiating power. Indeed, the
      American Empire attests to the success of the nation state, the success of free individuals joined emotionally
      and through shared values, operating as a single American nation.
    


    
      Over the course of human history, a great number of empires have emerged and declined, but there were also long
      historical periods in which no empire existed at a given time and place. In Europe, after the fall of the Roman
      Empire in 476 AD, no empire developed that could stand the test of time. One after the other, Charlemagne, the
      Holy Roman Empire, Napoleon, national socialist Germany and the Soviet Union failed in their attempts. For the
      past 1,500 years, Europe has been characterised by the simultaneous absence of an internal empire and an external
      one: neither has a great European power managed to integrate the various regions and countries across Europe
      within imperial arrangements, nor has an external empire been capable of doing so. However, a unique development
      of the first decades of the 21st century has been that most of Europe and the European
      Union itself now effectively operate within the framework of the new American Empire. In the age of the American
      Empire, European countries, whether small or large, will be bound within the imperial arrangements by ties both
      visible and invisible.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN A HARD AND SOFT EMPIRE
    


    
      The American Empire is controlling our world in hard and soft ways. The hard ways include politics and military
      force, the instruments of economic and financial warfare pursued by the empire, and an intelligence service
      underlying all these efforts. The soft ways are essentially employed by the empire in the fields of intellectual
      life, culture, the media, and fashion. American films, news and media content, American values and ideas, and
      American lifestyles and behavioural patterns are all ways of exercising soft power. It is likely that soft power
      is more important in holding the empire together than the political, military and other means of hard power.
      While the American Empire is making use of its soft power on a continuous basis and everywhere, the hard power is
      employed in a punctual manner in both time and space.
    


    
      Throughout its history to date, America has constantly been engaged in warfare, and similarly to the Roman
      Empire, it owes its emergence as a major empire to its wars. America continues to be engaged in warfare today,
      waging intelligence, military, political, economic and financial wars in specific locations around the world.
      Warfare is a continuous form of the empire’s operation that is nevertheless not felt directly at all times and in
      all places, as opposed to the soft ways, the operation of which is continuous in both space and time and defines
      lifestyles, thinking, intellectual and cultural values, information and media content.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF REGIONALISM
    


    
      The emergence and strengthening of the American Empire, and its operation as a single world power attest to the
      triumph of regionalism. The world is controlled by five per cent of its population, and the North American
      continent. The “American region”, i.e. the United States in North America, is the leading region of the world in
      the age of globalisation. In addition to globalisation, the first decades of the 21st
      century have also witnessed increasingly widespread regionalisation, when specific geographical areas on each
      continent engage in closer cooperation with one another than with the rest of the world. This has been the case
      throughout human history; yet in the age of globalisation it appeared as though the previous process had reversed
      and states on the various continents around the world were becoming engaged in increasingly close cooperation
      with America and Europe, that is, the developed countries. With regionalisation on the rise, at least three great
      regions are emerging in the world with growing levels of internal integration: America, Europe and Asia.
    


    
      The establishment of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) in 1997 marked a turning point in the
      history of globalisation and the American Empire, because subsequently globalisation surrendered its leading role
      to regionalisation in the processes of the global economy, and even in the way the interests of the Empire are
      asserted. The continuous enlargement of the European Union and the adoption of the euro is the European variant
      of the same regionalisation. In Asia, it has yet to be seen whether there will be one, two or three large
      regional zones, because uncertainties remain over how each of China, Japan and India would integrate the other
      two, as well as the rest of the countries in Asia. The rapid development of Asian economies and the strong
      integration of Japan’s economy into that of China together demonstrate that regionalisation on an Asian scale is
      progressing at a fast pace despite the fact that it has yet to assume its final form.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF DEMOGRAPHIC TRANSFORMATIONS
    


    
      Demographics are a dominant force in our age. As on numerous occasions over the course of human history,
      population size has been exerting a strong influence on the direction history is taking. Although the current
      population of the Earth exceeds 6 billion, there has been a reversal in the demographic trends which, in the
      21st century, would have increased the total population of the globe to many times its
      current level. Population growth on Earth is decelerating, having reached its peak some thirty years ago, and
      although the population is still rising, it is doing so at a slowing rate. In another area of demographic
      transformation, i.e. that in developed countries, demographic problems are becoming increasingly severe; America
      is an exception. The American Empire is pursuing a deliberate policy of maintaining population growth, including
      the attraction of talented and hard-working people to America. In the 21st century, one
      of the most vulnerable points of the European Union is its demographic problem, which is aggravated by a low
      internal birth rate.
    


    
      Apart from these, the key demographic trend is the significant increase in life expectancy at birth. In America,
      it is increasing by 1.5 years every two years and is set to reach 90 to 100 years in the next 25 years. In Japan
      and most of the European Union, similar processes are taking place, owing to which extended human longevity
      emerges as one of the most characteristic trends of our age.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF WOMEN
    


    
      Our age is witnessing an acceleration in the rate at which women are gaining prominence in an increasing number
      of fields in politics, the economy, society and intellectual life. That is because all dominant trends in our
      world are pointing in the same direction: the stronger role of women. As greater value is being attached to
      individuality, as knowledge and talent are becoming the most important economic resource, and as globalisation
      continues, the role of women continues to gain strength. In the 21st century, to drive
      economic growth humankind has access to resources of greater magnitude than previously, because the fields of
      politics, society, economy, and intellectual and cultural life that have mostly been off limits to women until
      recently are no longer being enriched by only one-half of humankind, but, increasingly, by all of it.1
    


    
      Increased appreciation for the role of women is incorporating a new wealth of individual skills, experience and
      knowledge into the processes of politics, society and the economy. The greater value attached to emotions and the
      increased prominence of women set new directions for the operation of the economy, lifestyles and thinking.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE THIRD WAVE
    


    
      The first wave of human history was the transition from migratory hunting and gathering to farming and
      settlement. In the second wave, that of the industrial age, humankind made the transition from a land-based
      economy and society to a capital-based economy and society. In the third wave, knowledge is the most important
      resource, and a knowledge-based economy and society are emerging, in which services are becoming increasingly
      prominent relative to agriculture and industry, which is why it is aptly referred to as the age of
      services.2 The transition from the
      first agricultural wave to the second industrial wave was accompanied with tremendous shocks – suffice it to
      mention the bourgeois and proletarian revolutions immediately preceding and coinciding with the industrial
      revolution, and the struggle between industrialising nations for hegemony over Europe and the world. The third
      wave has its own new tensions and collisions, which may even be more intense compared to the previous two waves.
    


    
      In the 21st century, wars may also break out between civilisations, notably between
      Islamic and Christian civilisations.3 Likewise, conflicts may arise between the underdeveloped and developed parts of the world, not
      infrequently in the guise of terrorism. In developed societies, conflicts between nations may continue to deepen,
      as shown by those of the Irish, the Basques, the Serbs, the Croats, and a number of other nationalities.
      According to a widely held view, developed countries no longer wage wars against one another because they are new
      economies built on trade and international capital flows, as well as welfare societies, which would preclude wars
      between developed countries.
    


    
      On the contrary, the world power of our age, the American Empire is engaged in constant economic and financial
      warfare against its adversaries, i.e., the other developed countries. For the most part, these wars are waged by
      covert means, mainly those of intelligence and economy – but they are still wars. While in the third wave,
      conflicts do occur between developed and underdeveloped countries and even between civilisations, the most
      relevant conflict may arise within the group of developed countries. Underlying the wars of the third wave is the
      warfare of the American Empire, because America will wage a war against any rival that questions its primacy as a
      world power.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF NETWORKS
    


    
      The need and the ability to cooperate is genetically coded in humans. 250,000 years ago, the ancestors of modern
      humans lived on the savannahs of East Africa in groups of 150 to 200, in which the distribution of tasks and
      cooperation were critical sources of survival, i.e., success.4 At all times in human history, a variety of webs and networks
      were established in which individuals and their communities cooperated. Be they villages, towns, regions or
      countries, international organisations or nation states, armies or businesses, in any case groups of people will
      cooperate in organised networks.
    


    
      The knowledge-based economy and society are different to all previous forms in that the webs and networks they
      incorporate are primarily not hierarchical, but arranged horizontally. These are genuine webs and networks as
      they lack a single centre, allowing any node to take on central role and control the operation of the web, or act
      as a cooperating partner. Network economy and society evolve naturally as greater value is attached to
      information and knowledge, because knowledge proliferates through sharing, and the more dense and more extensive
      the network of information and cooperation, the faster knowledge will grow. As they break down hierarchies and
      vertical power relationships, globalisation and democratisation also point towards network arrangements.
    


    
      Obviously, in the age of networks the structures of rule and power will not disappear, but rather only undergo
      transformation. In effect, the American Empire exerts its control by means of webs and networks, and is thus
      virtually “invisible”.5 It
      provides combined representation for imperial interests, global interests and western values in all parts of the
      world where it joins forces with local allies to pursue its operations that are both covert and open at the same
      time. Military bases are open power points across this empire, whereas the local elites representing the
      commercial, economic and financial interests of America carry out their operations by predominantly covert means.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN THE AGE OF MINORITIES
    


    
      The knowledge-based economy and society of the third wave are constructed as network arrangements, where every
      small node is capable of activating all of the other nodes, and therefore the entire network. Although apparently
      we live in the age of great powers, and indeed, in the age of the American World Empire, in which the world is
      controlled by large global corporations, large international organisations, large financial groups and investors,
      strong money and credit markets, and extensive regional arrangements such as the European Union and NAFTA, this
      is not the case due to network arrangements.
    


    
      In reality, the world is controlled by small minorities exploiting simultaneity and full integration achieved
      through advanced communication and information technologies, which make it technically possible to control the
      world from its small nodes. Just as military technology follows the principle of punctual strikes, actions that
      are suitable for the control of the global space are effectively started from strong nodes and small groups.
      Obviously, not all nodes and not all minorities of the global web are suitable for the role of global control.
      Only those with the capability for the “great fusion”: those capable of making simultaneous and concentrated use
      of knowledge, technology, money, as well as intelligence, political and military force, economic and financial
      force, and intellectual and cultural influence. The larger the global space as a result of the development of the
      global economy and the increased number of people integrated within the global economy, the smaller the nodes
      required to control the world. A new global paradox.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN A NEW ROMAN EMPIRE
    


    
      Since the fall of the Soviet Union, there has been a general expectation that the decline of the American Empire
      would follow shortly. One of the conclusions reached in this book concerns the futility of such hopes, given that
      the American World Empire is a “permanent formation” of human history. In fact, it resembles the Roman Empire of
      some two millennia ago, which ruled the world, or at least one half of it, and thus for a long period determined
      the course human history would take. A reincarnation of the Roman Empire, the American Empire may aptly be termed
      the New Roman Empire. Through democratisation and globalisation, it keeps incorporating new global territories
      within its imperial framework – this is the new form of Roman citizenship. In its present state, the American
      World Empire is not dissimilar to what the Roman Empire was in the late 1st century
      AD.6 In the last decades BC, the
      Roman Empire had already adopted imperial rule, followed by steady expansion. The American Empire transformed
      from a democracy into an aristocratic republic in the aftermath of the 1861–1865 Civil War, and has been
      expanding steadily ever since.
    


    
      America is no longer a democracy – although its economy and society are democratic, America is an aristocratic
      republic. Unlike the Roman Empire, it has not adopted imperial rule – its chances of doing so were the best in
      the final decades of the 1800s and in the 1950s7 – but has retained the form of a republic. Nevertheless, major political decisions are no
      longer taken by the masses, i.e., the demos, but a minority that comprises the new American aristocracy. The
      future of the American Empire appears foreseeable until approximately 2050: despite all the tension, it will
      remain a stable world empire that will keep gaining in strength. Possibly taking a series of evolving forms, a
      North American Empire or a joint American and European Empire may continue to exist for centuries to come as a
      late successor and heir to the Roman Empire of antiquity.
    


    
      WE LIVE IN A NEW THIRTY YEARS’ WAR
    


    
      Our other temporal analogue is Europe’s 17th century, bearing the hallmark of the Thirty
      Years’ War, fought between 1618 and 1648. The New Thirty Years’ War has already started between America and
      terrorism, and more generally between the Western world and global terrorism. The American Empire is also waging
      a similar secret economic war against its greatest rivals: the European Union, Japan, East Asia and Russia.
    


    
      For us Hungarians this temporal parallelism carries a unique message. Although in the Thirty Years’ War
      Protestant forces gained a victory over Catholic countries, and the Bourbons defeated the Habsburgs who had
      sought hegemony in Europe, we Hungarians came to grief. While Western Europe entered the path of free
      middle-class development, the independence of Hungary was not restored, and following 1686 the country was
      integrated into the Habsburg Empire, the European empire of the age. The rise of the middle class was halted
      until the mid-19th century. Which temporal structure is stronger: that of the Roman
      Empire two thousand years ago, or that of the Thirty Years’ War of the 17th century?
      History never repeats itself in any of its aspects; however, it remembers and learns. In all probability, the
      21st century will differ in key points from both the history defined by the Roman Empire
      of the 1st century AD, and from the history defined by the Thirty Years’ War of the
      17th century. It will differ, but in key aspects it may also be similar to either – to
      which would it bear a stronger resemblance? If human history is assumed to be progressing along temporal cycles,
      the operation of a 2,000-year cycle may be considered just as natural as that of a 400-year cycle. But which one
      is stronger? That question will certainly be answered by the 21st century, yet we might
      also influence the choice of genes from these two parents, and therefore, the way our skills and lives will
      evolve. If that were the case, it is particularly important for us to use our best efforts to ensure that Central
      Europe, including Hungary, will not become a theatre of the New Thirty Years’ War, and that control over the
      American Empire is assumed by good emperors like those of the Roman Empire between 96 and 180 AD.
    

  


  
    III.


    
      The Birth of America
    


    
      The moment of birth is a highly important, even critical factor that influences the subsequent development of
      living organisms, businesses, municipalities, countries, and nations. At the moment of birth, there is often
      already a presence of the key traits that will flourish at a later stage to make up the mature character. The
      moral, political and spiritual roots of America lie in the era of new English settlers. An in-depth analysis of
      these roots, i.e., the moment of the birth of America is offered by philosophical historian, sociologist and
      political traveller Alexis de Tocqueville. In his book, published in 1835 and 1840, the French Catholic
      aristocrat marvelled at the Protestant democracy of the settlers from a European and, more specifically, French
      perspective. It is an exceptional opportunity for a historian to give such an accurate account of the birth of a
      nation, and in many respects, Tocqueville’s book is a good key to understanding present-day America.
    


    
      America’s core religious, ideological and political traditions have been handed down to our age in virtually
      unaltered form, i.e. the features of early 21st century America were already present at
      the moment of birth. Tocqueville’s book is also important because is described a nascent democracy in an age when
      in France, and Europe at large, was governed by sovereigns and aristocracies. In an ironic twist to history,
      America now is more of an aristocratic republic than a mass democracy, whereas European states have become
      democratised, and most of them are mass democracies today. To the modern European eye, America appears just the
      opposite of what Tocqueville must have seen. Today, we are first struck by the features that imply a limitation
      on democracy, and aristocratic government, and would no longer be concerned for America being governed by a
      majority of its people, but the excesses of a minority.
    


    
      Holding up a mirror to present-day America based on Tocqueville’s original work, this chapter examines the
      democracy of the first American settlers so that later chapters can show the extent of subsequent changes. The
      French aristocrat Tocqueville would be pleased to find that the arrangements in place in present-day America bear
      a much closer resemblance to the aristocratic societies and political arrangements of France and Europe at his
      time than to early American democracy. Although America today is not under royal or imperial rule but a republic,
      it is an aristocratic republic rather than a democratic one. Understanding this warrants another look into
      Tocqueville’s book, which describes a settlers’ mass democracy that already belongs to the past, and to America’s
      present.
    


    
      AMERICAN IDEAS
    


    
      In a somewhat simplified form, there are two approaches to human history. According to the first, the evolution
      of material life is determined by spirit and ideas and people’s lives are shaped by their thinking, i.e. material
      is preceded by spirit. The other approach assumes the very opposite: spirit is shaped by material, and people’s
      thinking is formed by geographical circumstances and the conditions of the material world, i.e., spirit is
      preceded by material.
    


    
      We are exceptionally fortunate in being given the possibility to decide this question, as we have a fair
      understanding of the moment of America’s birth. The United States Declaration of Independence, the United States
      Constitution, and Tocqueville’s excellent book provide an insight into the spiritual and material world of
      nascent America. The lifestyle, settlement pattern, social structure, i.e. the material world of present-day
      America, bears little resemblance to the world of the America that was born some 200 years ago. However, the
      ideas, the values underlying people’s actions, the religious and moral pillars, and the American public spirit
      are rather similar to the public spirit, values and thinking of the Americans who lived some 200 years ago.
      Reading Tocqueville’s book is often a surprising experience: what he wrote about American thinking may just as
      well have been written in 2004. Where America’s spirit appears to be more permanent than its material world,
      consideration is appropriate as to which should be given precedence. Each is shaped by the other, yet at its
      core, America in fact continues to be underpinned by the ideas and values of its first settlers, and the material
      world of the past 200 years appears to have been built on those foundations.
    


    
      In Europe of the 16th and 17th centuries, there were large
      numbers of people whose bitter life situations would indeed have justified their emigration from their homelands,
      but few of them actually did so. Ever since, throughout the 20th century and into the
      present decade, there have been masses of people in South and Latin America, Asia, and Central and Eastern Europe
      whose severe economic distress would reasonably have encouraged the thought of emigration to America, yet few of
      them undertook the journey. Therefore, starting with the very first settlers, America has always attracted people
      who were resolute, persevering, adventuresome, hard-working, determined to achieve something, and strong enough
      to take their fates in their own hands. As though America were a selective magnet, it appears to offer the
      American dream to every single citizen around the world, ultimately to let in only the best.
    


    
      At the time of the first American settlers, the traditional European, Asian and African institutions of state,
      society, economy and culture were absent in America. Despite the native tribes living there, North American
      territory was “empty space”, and the values, ideas and dreams carried in the heads of the first immigrants were
      manifested in America’s material world. Ideas were free to emerge and did emerge freely, because their flight was
      not inhibited either by conventional and established institutions, nor by a material world built up over
      centuries. By contrast, in European, Asian and African societies the freedom of thought was severely restricted
      by existing institutions, established structures of power, and the material world built up over centuries.
    


    
      The freedom of American ideas was reinforced by the fact that American thinking was, and has been, focused on
      individual freedom and national independence, which together are equivalent to the freedom of the nation. The
      first American settlers emigrated partly due to economic distress, but their individual decisions were also
      driven by the lack of individual freedom. For them, freedom was a value whose strength equalled that of economic
      welfare and happiness. This is why the United States Constitution uniquely provides that securing happiness is a
      personal freedom. Focusing on personal freedom, American thinking naturally gives rise to the freedom of thought,
      just as the idea of freedom gave rise to a community of free people, and to the independent United States of
      America as it broke away from England.
    


    
      American ideas spring from a number of sources; spiritual currents that periodically burst to the surface like
      volcanoes. The thinking of the first American settlers is felt to this day in American values and thinking –
      their core values included freedom, property, a better life and personal happiness, a vibrant community, and the
      free exercise of religion. The United States Constitution is another key source of American thinking. It helped
      crystallise and solidify the values held by the first settlers; the United States Declaration of Independence,
      the United States Constitution, and its subsequent amendments institutionalised the thinking, values and spirit
      that were characteristic of the time around the moment of birth. This is a rare moment in human history. A new
      country and a new nation emerges, a spiritual revolution achieves victory, and the values and ideas of the
      revolutionary spirit are carved into stone by a nascent nation. The United States Declaration of Independence and
      the United States Constitution resemble Moses’ tablets of stone in that they consolidate the revolution of the
      spirit through the institutions of law and politics. This is one of the reasons for the perception that the
      American spirit has remained solid and constant over the history of the past 200 years – from the very first
      moment, the ideals of the French Enlightenment and the Protestant values brought to America in settlers’ heads
      gave rise to a mass democracy. It is a curious paradox that while the values and thinking of present-day America
      bear a strong resemblance to the values and thinking of the first settlers, the political structure of America
      has since undergone significant changes. The spirit has remained democratic, but the political arrangement has
      shifted from mass democracy to aristocratic democracy.
    


    
      Being one of the five most religious countries in the world today, America’s ideas are largely determined by the
      Bible. Religion and faith occupy a major role in all areas of life from everyday life to politics. To a great
      extent, the radical conservative values of present-day America draw their source from the values of Protestant
      Christianity. This is naturally so, since America was founded by people who were forced to emigrate from their
      homelands not only by famine and defencelessness, but also because of their faith. At the moment of America’s
      birth, religious beliefs were of utmost importance, and in the 17th and 18th centuries, emigration to America was largely determined by the values of religion. The hope for a
      better life rose to prominence only later, during the 19th and 20th centuries. The immigrants arriving in subsequent waves were also highly religious: Italians,
      Polish, Hispanic and Jewish immigrants held similarly strong religious values to those of the first Puritan
      settlers from England. Although with Southern European, Hispanic, Polish, Jewish and Asian immigrants the ideas
      of Protestant Christianity were not dominant, faith and religion occupied a more prominent role in those
      communities than in present-day Europe, including the societies of the European Union.
    


    
      Today in America religion and faith are stronger than in other nations of the developed world, which is strongly
      rooted in the fact that at the moment of America’s birth the ideas and spirit of its first settlers rested on
      Biblical foundations.
    


    
      VARIATIONS IN GENERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS
    


    
      American society has seen highly remarkable waves in terms of community values. The American generations that
      were born between 1900 and 1940 nurture a strong feeling of community, exercise their religions, often
      participate in a variety of charity movements, undertake volunteer work in great numbers and volumes, go to the
      polls, and support their communities in every possible way.
    


    
      By contrast, the American generations that were born between 1940 and 1980 are significantly less bound by all of
      the ideas and customs that previously gave community values their strength. Participation in charity movements is
      on the decline, the number of volunteers has dropped along with that of voters actually going to the polls, and
      although religions have been retained, active participation in the life of religious congregations has
      diminished. In turn, generations that were born after 1980 are seen as returning to their grandparents’ thinking
      and values, and on those foundations, to their grandparents’ lifestyles. Again, these generations demonstrate
      stronger community values, volunteer on a massive scale, participate in religious congregations, and undertake
      large volumes of volunteer work in local and national politics. Although on grounds of their age and financial
      standing they cannot yet be expected to engage in charitable activities extensively, if the previous pattern is
      valid, it will also re-emerge with the generations born in the four decades since the 1980s.
    


    
      American thinking is also shaped by the thinking of the “great generations”, i.e., the major social groups that
      were born during these four successive decades. Each next generation appears to have a tendency to imitate the
      values and thinking of its model generation inversely, whereby children tend to resemble their grandparents
      rather than their parents. As though we are seeing the link between DNA and RNA, with an apparent similarity
      between social heritage and biological heredity.
    


    
      THE CHOSEN PEOPLE AS THE BEARER OF WORLD FREEDOM
    


    
      The authors of the US Declaration of Independence and then of the US Constitution were almost exclusively
      Freemasons, for whom the foundation of the United States of America did not simply amount to the birth of a new
      country, but also provided the historic means of achieving world freedom. While individual freedom was a core
      value for the first settlers, the first leaders of America saw the freedom of the nation and world freedom as a
      closely linked dual value. Driven by the ideas of Freemasonry, George Washington, James Madison, Thomas
      Jefferson, Franklin Benjamin and the rest of the great Founding Fathers sought to find the Light of Egypt. They
      did not see America and its people in the same light as they saw other countries and peoples around the world,
      because for them America was the chosen country and Americans the chosen nation, entrusted by Providence with the
      creation of world freedom.
    


    
      To this day, American thinking is permeated by individual freedom, the freedom of nations, and world freedom. To
      understand American politics, an understanding of the Freemason values prevailing at the time around the moment
      of birth is indispensable, because while American politics always promotes the interests of the American Empire
      in targeting the breakdown of closed countries and territories, and the replacement of dictatorships with
      democracies, it considers such actions both as serving America’s interests and representing an eternal value.
      Among the American elite, the view is indeed held that the chosen nation has been charged by Providence with the
      task of bringing the Light and freedom to all of humanity.
    


    
      In the 1860s, Americans did not fight and die to make the republic larger, but rather to make it free. The
      1861–1865 American Civil War obviously served the economic and financial interests of the North, yet the
      emancipation of slaves, i.e., the value of freedom was also present in the thinking of common Northern soldier.
      Oddly, it was not until 1965, a hundred years after the victory of the North over the South, that Black Americans
      achieved real equality of rights, the total individual freedom granted to the rest of Americans.
    


    
      It is an American paradox that in 1865 the democratic North gained a victory over the aristocratic South, and the
      ideal of individual freedom triumphed over slavery, but the same feats also marked the beginning of the
      transformation of the American republic from a mass democracy into an aristocratic republic. Namely, after 1865
      America as a whole saw industrialisation with astonishing speed, the accumulation of vast industrial and
      commercial capital, and the emergence of the economic empires of the “robber barons” – the new aristocracy of the
      Vanderbilts, Rockefellers, Carnegies, and DuPonts. After 1865, the aristocracy of capital gains influence decade
      after decade, reversing America’s historical development compared to Europe. In Europe, kingdoms and aristocratic
      power structures progressively gave way to mass democracy, whereas in America, a mere hundred years after the
      birth of the democracy of its first settlers that democracy began its transformation into an aristocratic
      republic. That defines the political structure of present-day America, while in most of Europe there are genuine
      mass democracies in place.
    


    
      Signed by the United States of America and Great Britain in August 1941, the Atlantic Charter declared the right
      of every people to choose their own form of government. For US President Roosevelt, this applied to peoples under
      German and Japanese rule just as it did to the peoples of the British Empire. Although at that time America had
      sought for at least half a century to take over the maritime hegemony from Great Britain and thereby to build an
      American World Empire in the place of the British World Empire, the Atlantic Charter was not only a declaration
      of American interests, but also a reflection of the values and thinking that Americans had adhered to since the
      foundation of the United States. Most Americans shared President Roosevelt’s views; in 1942, 60% of Americans
      considered Great Britain to be an oppressive colonial power. President Roosevelt made the point clear: ‘One thing
      we are sure we are not fighting for is to hold the British Empire together.’
    


    
      Churchill associated Roosevelt’s anti-imperialism with the War of Independence, but he was wrong. It is the War
      of Independence that is linked to the first American settlers’ desire for freedom and their democratic thinking,
      where the United States Declaration of Independence and the United States Constitution are also rooted. Roosevelt
      did not simply feel an antipathy to the former oppressive power of the English, but, as a real American, to all
      oppressive powers. The difference in the views held by Churchill and Roosevelt in effect also reflected a
      difference between the values, thinking and resulting political strategies of the declining British Empire and of
      the newly emerging American Empire.
    


    
      In his excellent book, Ferguson quotes Roosevelt, who in a discussion told Churchill: ‘You have four hundred
      years of acquisitive instinct in your blood, and you just don’t understand how a country might not want to
      acquire land somewhere else if they can get it.’ In fact, Roosevelt and his fellow Americans sought to build a
      world empire that was both liberal and democratic, and thus they seriously believed, and continue to believe to
      this day, that America was required to pursue two historical objectives simultaneously: the establishment of the
      American World Empire and the achievement of world freedom. Indeed, Americans and predominantly America’s
      political elite do not consider the two as separate objectives, but as a single unit. America has been granted an
      empire by Providence as a means of achieving freedom for all nations and citizens in the world.
    


    
      In reality, the spiritual founder of the American republic was Francis Bacon. Bacon was the first philosopher who
      proclaimed the possibility to improve society by means of science. He presumed that society could be improved
      through laws, religious reforms, and the general dissemination of knowledge. The Founding Fathers of the United
      States of America were in effect social revolutionaries, just like most Freemasons at the time. They fought a
      revolutionary war on the grounds of a radically novel understanding of human potential. George Washington went as
      far as declaring that America ought to become a temple of virtue. A secret society devoted to the teachings of
      Christian mysticism, Freemasonry pursued the extension of values, virtue, morals and freedom first to America,
      and ultimately to the entire world. They sought to build the United States of America as the first nation that
      could be the home of perfection in the world. They sought to establish a new order that was governed by knowledge
      and freedom. US dollar banknotes would bear the reverse of the Great Seal of the United States, representing an
      ancient Egyptian pyramid crowned with the Eye of Horus – the symbol of Light on the US dollar explains all.
    


    
      ASSOCIATIONS AND COMMUNITIES
    


    
      The first settlers arriving in America immediately formed residential communities and entered into a variety of
      other associations with one another almost immediately upon arrival. With keen insight, Tocqueville noticed the
      feverish haste with which Americans were setting up associations with one another for all purposes and in all
      manners, a consequence of individual freedom. Americans’ desire for the freedom of association also stemmed from
      their religious communities: the institution and ideal of the congregation permeated residential communities,
      municipalities, leisure communities, and business undertakings alike. These were all various associations of free
      people, and the way this democratic America operated was indeed rather different from the ways of France, and
      more generally Europe, in Tocqueville’s age. Tocqueville recorded the following impressions:
    


    
      ‘The existence of the townships of New England is in general a happy one. Their government is suited to their
      tastes, and chosen by themselves. In the midst of the profound peace and general comfort which reign in America
      the commotions of municipal discord are unfrequent. [...] In New England no tradition exists of a distinction of
      ranks; no portion of the community is tempted to oppress the remainder; and the abuses which may injure isolated
      individuals are forgotten in the general contentment which prevails. [...] The people was always sovereign in the
      township where its rule is not only an ancient but a primitive state. The native of New England is attached to
      his township because it is independent and free: his co-operation in its affairs ensures his attachment to its
      interest; the well-being it affords him secures his affection; and its welfare is the aim of his ambition and of
      his future exertions: he takes a part in every occurrence in the place; he practises the art of government in the
      small sphere within his reach; he accustoms himself to those forms which can alone ensure the steady progress of
      liberty; he imbibes their spirit; he acquires a taste for order, comprehends the union or the balance of powers,
      and collects clear practical notions on the nature of his duties and the extent of his rights.’1
    


    
      In present-day America, municipalities and residential communities, to which Tocqueville referred to as
      townships, continue to play a prominent role, just as they did at the time of the first settlers. In present-day
      America, mass democracy has indeed given way in the internal structures of politics, but it has been preserved in
      the fields most directly affected by politics, i.e., with municipalities and associations. The reason for that
      was identified by Tocqueville as the protection that residential communities provided to their members, which
      became increasingly important throughout America’s development. In the 1830s, he recorded the following
      impressions:
    


    
      ‘In America, not only do municipal bodies exist, but they are kept alive and supported by public spirit. The
      township of New England possesses [the] two advantages [of] independence and authority. The [individual] is
      attached to his township [...] because it constitutes a social body of which he is a member, and whose government
      [...] deserves the exercise of his sagacity. [...] The township [...] is so constituted as to excite the warmest
      of human affections [...] [The individual] obeys the government [...] because he acknowledges the utility of an
      association with his fellowmen, and because he knows that no such association can exist without a regulating
      force. If he be a subject in all that concerns the mutual relations of citizens, he is free [...] for all that
      concerns himself.’2
    


    
      Tocqueville’s impression was that there was only one nation on Earth that enjoyed unrestricted and permanent
      freedom as far as political associations were concerned. He considered the American nation to be unique in the
      world in that its citizens associated both for political and civic purposes, which helped them to thrive and
      acquire any goods that civilisation may provide. He links the two, arguing that in nations where political
      associations were forbidden, civic associations were also rare. One of his most relevant findings concerned the
      dense web of associations that Americans had already woven in the first decades of the emergence of their nation.
      He wrote the following on the subject:
    


    
      ‘Americans of all ages, all conditions, and all dispositions, constantly form associations. They have not only
      commercial and manufacturing companies, in which all take part, but associations of a thousand other kinds –
      religious, moral, serious, futile, extensive, or restricted, enormous or diminutive. The Americans make
      associations to give entertainments, to found establishments for education, to build inns, to construct churches,
      to diffuse books, to send missionaries to the antipodes; and in this manner they found hospitals, prisons, and
      schools. [...] Wherever, at the head of some new undertaking, you see the government in France, or a man of rank
      in England, in the United States you will be sure to find an association. [...] Thus the most democratic country
      on the face of the earth is that in which men have in our time carried to the highest perfection the art of
      pursuing in common the object of their common desires, and have applied this new science to the greatest number
      of purposes. [...] Aristocratic communities always contain, amongst a multitude of persons who by themselves are
      powerless, a small number of powerful and wealthy citizens, each of whom can achieve great undertakings
      single-handed.’3
    


    
      When we observe that present-day America is no longer a mass democracy but an aristocratic republic, we mean its
      political arrangements and exercise of power. However, everyday life has remained democratic, because American
      society has not transformed, or not yet. Deeply rooted in American values, the desire for individual freedom and
      the desire for free individuals to associate are both inexhaustible sources of this democracy that keeps
      throbbing in everyday life. How could democracy be retained in everyday life, despite its disappearance from the
      political structure? One possible answer is that everyday life does not involve only residential, religious,
      leisure, economic and other communities, but in fact also political communities. Residential democracy has
      maintained the free associations of everyday life in America, despite the fact that the political and power
      structures of the republic, which has grown into an empire, have distanced themselves from democracy and now
      resemble an aristocratic form of government.
    


    
      HUMAN RELATIONSHIPS
    


    
      America’s strong democratic roots are well reflected in its human relationships. The first American settlers, as
      the other immigrants arriving after them, had a higher esteem of themselves compared to what they had achieved in
      the countries they left behind. A core experience of all immigrants in their home countries was that people were
      not equal in society because some were “more equal”: kings, princes, the clergy, the aristocracy and those
      privileged by birth stood above the rest. However, everyone among the immigrants thought that God had created all
      humans to be equal, and it was unjust for some to be granted privileges on the grounds of birth that were denied
      to others. America’s selective magnet attracted those, first from Europe and then from the rest of the world, who
      cherished an exceptionally strong sense of equality and appreciation of justice. Those who could tolerate the
      injustices of their age stayed at home, and many of those who could not chose America. Tocqueville recorded the
      following impressions of the fundamental ideal of equality and justice lying at the core of the American heart,
      that is, the deep democratic sentiments of Americans:
    


    
      ‘As aristocratic pride is still extremely great amongst the English, and as the limits of aristocracy are
      ill-defined, everybody lives in constant dread lest advantage should be taken of his familiarity. Unable to judge
      at once of the social position of those he meets, an Englishman prudently avoids all contact with them. Men are
      afraid lest some slight service rendered should draw them into an unsuitable acquaintance; they dread civilities,
      and they avoid the obtrusive gratitude of a stranger quite as much as his hatred.’4
    


    
      ‘In America, where the privileges of birth never existed, and where riches confer no peculiar rights on their
      possessors, men unacquainted with each other are very ready to frequent the same places, and find neither peril
      nor advantage in the free interchange of their thoughts. If they meet by accident, they neither seek nor avoid
      intercourse; their manner is therefore natural, frank, and open: it is easy to see that they hardly expect or
      apprehend anything from each other, and that they do not care to display, any more than to conceal, their
      position in the world. If their demeanor is often cold and serious, it is never haughty or constrained; and if
      they do not converse, it is because they are not in a humor to talk, not because they think it their interest to
      be silent. In a foreign country two Americans are at once friends, simply because they are Americans. They are
      repulsed by no prejudice; they are attracted by their common country.’5
    


    
      He compared the Americans to the English rather than to the French. His description comparing the Americans to
      the English is particularly apt because most immigrants to America arrived from England, the society of which at
      the time was far from being democratic. He recorded the following impressions of the English:
    


    
      ‘For two Englishmen the same blood is not enough; they must be brought together by the same rank. The Americans
      remark this unsociable mood of the English as much as the French do, and they are not less astonished by it. Yet
      the Americans are connected with England by their origin, their religion, their language, and partially by their
      manners; they only differ in their social condition. It may therefore be inferred that the reserve of the English
      proceeds from the constitution of their country much more than from that of its inhabitants.’6
    


    
      THE APPEAL OF TRADE AND INDUSTRY
    


    
      By Tocqueville’s account, everyone in America was attracted to trade, and not only because of the profits to be
      derived from it, but also because of the excitement involved. Around 1830, the United States of America had only
      emerged from its colonial dependence on England a mere half a century earlier, had not yet seen the start of the
      vast capital accumulation of the industrial revolution, and had only few people of truly great wealth.
      Nevertheless, Tocqueville noticed the rapid development achieved by the Americans in trade and industry. He
      recorded the following observations:
    


    
      ‘In the United States the greatest undertakings and speculations are executed without difficulty, because the
      whole population is engaged in productive industry, and because the poorest as well as the most opulent members
      of the commonwealth are ready to combine their efforts for these purposes. [...] A stranger is constantly amazed
      by the immense public works executed by a nation which contains, so to speak, no rich men. The Americans arrived
      but as yesterday on the territory which they inhabit, and they have already changed the whole order of nature for
      their own advantage.’7
    


    
      He also noticed that although immigrants were driven to America by the absence of individual freedom and the free
      exercise of religion, and often by persecution and famine, and primarily sought to possess land, they did not
      stay on the land which they acquired. Although the first American settlers, as those arriving in subsequent waves
      of immigration, had mostly been farmers in their homelands, and essentially all of them were granted land by the
      American State or occupied land for themselves, they did not remain farmers. Tocqueville wrote the following on
      the subject:
    


    
      ‘Almost all the farmers of the United States combine some trade with agriculture; most of them make agriculture
      itself a trade. It seldom happens that an American farmer settles for good upon the land which he occupies:
      especially in the districts of the Far West he brings land into tillage in order to sell it again, and not to
      farm it: he builds a farmhouse on the speculation that, as the state of the country will soon be changed by the
      increase of population, a good price will be gotten for it.’8
    


    
      ‘Every year a swarm of the inhabitants of the North arrive in the Southern States, and settle in the parts where
      the cotton plant and the sugar-cane grow. These men cultivate the soil in order to make it produce in a few years
      enough to enrich them; and they already look forward to the time when they may return home to enjoy the
      competency thus acquired. Thus the Americans carry their business-like qualities into agriculture; and their
      trading passions are displayed in that as in their other pursuits.’9
    


    
      AMERICAN INDIVIDUALISM
    


    
      Present-day America derives its force from the fact that its citizens are highly individualistic, and value their
      individual interest and enrichment higher than perhaps anything else. Already the first settlers were highly
      individualistic, since they had abandoned their families, communities, countries and nations in order to pursue
      individual prosperity. Those who were less individualistic and strong remained at home, but those with a feverish
      desire for the improvement of their individual lives emigrated to America. It is not by accident that America is
      the home of individualism, and this was already noticed by Tocqueville himself:
    


    
      ‘Individualism is a mature and calm feeling, which disposes each member of the community to sever himself from
      the mass of his fellow-creatures; and to draw apart with his family and his friends; so that, after he has thus
      formed a little circle of his own, he willingly leaves society at large to itself. [...] Egotism blights the germ
      of all virtue; individualism, at first, only saps the virtues of public life; but, in the long run, it attacks
      and destroys all others, and is at length absorbed in downright egotism.’10
    


    
      ‘[I]ndividualism is of democratic origin, and it threatens to spread in the same ratio as the equality of
      conditions. [...] In democratic ages, on the contrary, when the duties of each individual to the race are much
      more clear, devoted service to any one man becomes more rare; the bond of human affection is extended, but it is
      relaxed. Amongst democratic nations new families are constantly springing up, others are constantly falling away,
      and all that remain change their condition; the woof of time is every instant broken, and the track of
      generations effaced.’11
    


    
      ‘Those who went before are soon forgotten; of those who will come after no one has any idea: the interest of man
      is confined to those in close propinquity to himself. [...] Aristocracy had made a chain of all the members of
      the community, from the peasant to the king: democracy breaks that chain, and severs every link of it. [...]
      democracy make[s] every man forget his ancestors, [...] it hides his descendants, and separates his
      contemporaries from him; it throws him back forever upon himself alone, and [...] in the end [...] confine[s] him
      entirely within the solitude of his own heart.’12
    


    
      Compared to the individualism of democratic societies, Tocqueville had a perceptible preference for the more
      familiar chain of an aristocratic society that linked ancestors and successors through remembrance over time,
      from peasant to king. He also argued that individualism would inevitably evolve into egotism sooner or later.
      What he failed to notice is that although American individualism can validly be said to break the links between
      past and future, and the long thread linking ancestors and successors, it creates other community webs to replace
      those links. Municipalities, religious communities, trade and industrial associations, leisure communities and
      political associations are all new types of community that in democratic societies counterbalance individualism
      that keeps re-emerging with egotistic tendencies. The essence of American individualism perhaps lies in the
      equality at its core, based on the idea that everyone is a unique miracle and that we are not particularly
      indebted either to our ancestors or successors, but primarily to ourselves. Since everyone is equal, everyone is
      free to associate with others unless they are privileged by inheritance or possess other previously acquired
      advantages.
    


    
      While America is increasingly shifting from democratic to aristocratic political arrangements, the structure of
      society and everyday life has remained democratic, underpinned by the strong individualism of Americans.
      Individualism has already turned into egotism in politics, but has not done so in other aspects of life – this is
      the source from which the strength of democratic America is derived. However, the essence of the revolution of
      the American individual is that the individual deserves whatever he has, otherwise he would not have it. Property
      is a gift of God, not a donation from the State or others. The gift of God cannot be taken away by any
      individual, the community, or the State. A consequence of this principle is the almost century-long struggle that
      proclaims the primacy of owners and shareholders and disregards the importance of corporate social
      responsibility, protests against taxes on capital gains and inheritance, and is indifferent to growing
      inequality. All of this is based on the sanctity of private property, but takes its real source from American
      individualism.
    


    
      How could equality be reconciled with the principles proclaiming the sanctity of private property at the moment
      of America’s birth and then throughout the 18th and 19th
      centuries? When equality is considered important, the sanctity of private property will sooner or later create
      profound inequalities, and has indeed done so in America. When private property is considered a sanctity,
      inequality must be accepted – but then how could the values of equality and the sanctity of private property be
      fostered simultaneously in the republican America of the 17th and 18th, and even of the 19th centuries? Perhaps because land and other natural
      resources were available to immigrants to America in abundant quantities. American settlers could reconcile
      equality with unlimited private property because opportunities were unlimited. Indeed, America has been declared
      “the land of opportunity”. First, land was available in unlimited quantities, then all natural resources were
      found to be so, and subsequently the steady and dynamic economic growth that followed the industrial revolution
      provided almost all American citizens with virtually unlimited opportunities. While the spirit of unlimited
      opportunity still lives on in present-day America, the fulfilment of the American dream is no longer such a
      general possibility as it used to be. The transformation of the political structure already reflects the
      narrowing of opportunities, and America, on its way from democracy to becoming an aristocratic republic, has
      already made the great turnaround in politics. Political power has been conveyed to representatives of massive
      fortunes resting on the sanctity of private property, whereby the sanctity of private property has triumphed over
      the ideal of equality.
    


    
      PUBLIC SPIRIT IN AMERICA
    


    
      Tocqueville’s book is a remarkable account of the insights of a European aristocrat into the public spirit of
      American settler democracy. Arriving from an aristocratic society, he constantly perceived the difference between
      political arrangements based on the power of the majority, i.e. democracy, and on non-democratic arrangements
      based on aristocratic rule, showing an alternating inclination to both. He marvelled at the way American
      democracy and communities worked in municipalities and associations, with an accurate perception of the close
      links between free political associations and the associations established in other areas of life. Yet, owing to
      the democratic character, he noticed distortions in the mechanisms of society and politics that were attributable
      to the rule of the majority. He wrote the following on the free expression of views:
    


    
      ‘America is [...] a free country, in which, lest anybody should be hurt by your remarks, you are not allowed to
      speak freely of private individuals, or of the State, of the citizens or of the authorities, of public or of
      private undertakings, or, in short, of anything at all, except it be of the climate and the soil; and even then
      Americans will be found ready to defend either the one or the other, as if they had been contrived by the
      inhabitants of the country.’13
    


    
      ‘[...] In the United States [there is] difficulty in shaking the majority in an opinion once conceived, or of
      drawing it off from a leader once adopted. Neither speaking nor writing can accomplish it; nothing but experience
      will avail, and even experience must be repeated.’14
    


    
      ‘Even when the reliance of a democratic people has been won, it is still no easy matter to gain their attention.
      It is extremely difficult to obtain a hearing from men living in democracies, unless it be to speak to them of
      themselves. They do not attend to the things said to them, because they are always fully engrossed with the
      things they are doing. For indeed few men are idle in democratic nations; life is passed in the midst of noise
      and excitement, and men are so engaged in acting that little remains to them for thinking.’15
    


    
      The emerging American democracy is indeed the rule of the majority, and this has also been reflected in the
      country’s morals. As Protestant Christianity gained in strength, the religious and moral values became more
      prominent in the last years of the 20th century, and have remained so to this day.
      Leaving behind the loose morals of the 1960s and 1970s, several aspects of present-day America bear a strong
      resemblance to the American society described by Tocqueville. An excellent observer, the French aristocrat wrote
      the following on the subject:
    


    
      ‘The moral authority of the majority is partly based upon the notion that there is more intelligence and more
      wisdom in a great number of men collected together than in a single individual, and that the quantity of
      legislators is more important than their quality. The theory of equality is in fact applied to the intellect of
      man: and human pride is thus assailed in its last retreat by a doctrine which the minority hesitate to admit, and
      in which they very slowly concur. Like all other powers, and perhaps more than all other powers, the authority of
      the many requires the sanction of time; at first it enforces obedience by constraint, but its laws are not
      respected until they have long been maintained. The right of governing society, which the majority supposes
      itself to derive from its superior intelligence, was introduced into the United States by the first settlers, and
      this idea, which would be sufficient of itself to create a free nation, has now been amalgamated with the manners
      of the people and the minor incidents of social intercourse.’16
    


    
      Tocqueville wrote the following on the peculiar approach of nascent American democracy to laws:
    


    
      ‘In aristocracies men have often much greatness and strength of their own: when they find themselves at variance
      with the greater number of their fellow-countrymen, they withdraw to their own circle, where they support and
      console themselves. Such is not the case in a democratic country; there public favor seems as necessary as the
      air we breathe, and to live at variance with the multitude is, as it were, not to live. The multitude requires no
      laws to coerce those who think not like itself: public disapprobation is enough; a sense of their loneliness and
      impotence overtakes them and drives them to despair. [...] When an opinion has taken root amongst a democratic
      people, and established itself in the minds of the bulk of the community, it afterwards subsists by itself and is
      maintained without effort, because no one attacks it. Those who at first rejected it as false, ultimately receive
      it as the general impression; and those who still dispute it in their hearts, conceal their dissent; they are
      careful not to engage in a dangerous and useless conflict.’17
    


    
      Travelling in democratic America, Tocqueville was in fact concerned about the effect of the rule of the majority
      on the individual, individual opinions, free thinking and the free spirit. Had he compared (which he did not) the
      societies of contemporary France and America, he would have been less concerned about the effects of democracy on
      the freedom of thinking and spirit. He gave the following account of spiritual freedom in the aristocratic
      society of the French monarchy:
    


    
      ‘The French, under the old monarchy, held it for a maxim [...] that the King could do no wrong; and if he did do
      wrong, the blame was imputed to his advisers. This notion was highly favorable to habits of obedience, and it
      enabled the subject to complain of the law without ceasing to love and honor the lawgiver.’18
    


    
      WHY HAS DEMOCRACY SURVIVED IN AMERICA?
    


    
      Although on the grounds of its politics America can no longer be considered a mass democracy, its society and
      everyday life have undeniably remained democratic. How is this possible? At the moment of the birth of the
      American nation and American democracy, democratic thinking and social mechanisms put down firm roots that have
      ever since withstood any non-democratic intrigues and attempts. Tocqueville recorded the following impressions:
    


    
      ‘The laws contribute more to the maintenance of the democratic republic in the United States than the physical
      circumstances of the country, and the manners more than the laws. All the nations of America have a democratic
      state of society. Yet democratic institutions only subsist amongst the Anglo-Americans. The Spaniards of South
      America, equally favored by physical causes as the Anglo-Americans, [are] unable to maintain a democratic
      republic. Mexico, which has adopted the Constitution of the United States, [is] in the same predicament.’19
    


    
      ‘[...] the maintenance of democratic institutions in the United States is attributable to the circumstances, the
      laws, and the manners of that country. [...] It is true that the Anglo-Saxons settled in the New World in a state
      of social equality; the low-born and the noble were not to be found amongst them; and professional prejudices
      were always as entirely unknown as the prejudices of birth. Thus, as the condition of society was democratic, the
      empire of democracy was established without difficulty.’20
    


    
      THE ROLE OF ENLIGHTENED SELF-INTEREST
    


    
      Tocqueville also noticed the curious marriage of virtue and interest in America. Americans have always been
      famous for their pragmatism, i.e. their preference for judging things based on their utility. It is natural for
      individualism to judge the world on the basis of utility; however, Americans are also more actively engaged in
      their residential, church and other social communities, than citizens of e.g. European societies – how can the
      two be reconciled? Tocqueville recorded the following impressions of Europe in the 1830s:
    


    
      ‘In the United States hardly anybody talks of the beauty of virtue; but they maintain that virtue is useful, and
      prove it every day. The American moralists do not profess that men ought to sacrifice themselves for their
      fellow-creatures because it is noble to make such sacrifices; but they boldly aver that such sacrifices are as
      necessary to him who imposes them upon himself as to him for whose sake they are made. They have found out that
      in their country and their age man is brought home to himself by an irresistible force; and losing all hope of
      stopping that force, they turn all their thoughts to the direction of it. They therefore do not deny that every
      man may follow his own interest; but they endeavor to prove that it is the interest of every man to be virtuous.’
    


    
      ‘The doctrine of interest rightly understood is not, then, new, but amongst the Americans of our time it finds
      universal acceptance: it has become popular there; you may trace it at the bottom of all their actions, you will
      remark it in all they say. It is as often to be met with on the lips of the poor man as of the rich. In Europe
      the principle of interest is much grosser than it is in America, but at the same time it is less common, and
      especially it is less avowed; amongst us, men still constantly feign great abnegation which they no longer feel.
      The Americans, on the contrary, are fond of explaining almost all the actions of their lives by the principle of
      interest rightly understood; they show with complacency how an enlightened regard for themselves constantly
      prompts them to assist each other, and inclines them willingly to sacrifice a portion of their time and property
      to the welfare of the State.’21
    


    
      Very early on, the citizens of America realised the need to devote some of their time and wealth to their
      communities and the State so that they might expect better government in return. Through such sacrifices in the
      form of public charities, donations to the poor, and political engagement, they also seek to achieve a compromise
      with their conscience for the utilitarianism shown in their economic and business activities. Americans’
      pragmatism and willingness of sacrifice for the common good stem from the same root: strong individualism, which,
      on the grounds of utilitarianism and self-regard, will earn a higher esteem (both self and community) for anyone
      who acts in the interest of the common good. The French traveller recorded the following observations:
    


    
      ‘Equality every day confers a number of small enjoyments on every man. The charms of equality are every instant
      felt, and are within the reach of all; the noblest hearts are not insensible to them, and the most vulgar souls
      exult in them. The passion which equality engenders must therefore be at once strong and general. Men cannot
      enjoy political liberty unpurchased by some sacrifices, and they never obtain it without great exertions. But the
      pleasures of equality are self-proffered: each of the petty incidents of life seems to occasion them, and in
      order to taste them nothing is required but to live. Democratic nations are at all times fond of equality, but
      there are certain epochs at which the passion they entertain for it swells to the height of fury.’22
    


    
      Tocqueville saw through it all, arguing that Americans in fact appreciated equality also for the values of
      self-regard and utilitarianism so that no-one was forced to feel inferior to anyone else, but through engagement
      in public matters, equality was both demonstrated and maintained. The ideal and state of equality are utilitarian
      by nature – consider how easier it is to do business in a society where everyone is equal, at least by birth,
      than in a society where the terms of business are restricted from the outset by a series of hereditary or
      acquired privileges.
    


    
      WHY IS DEMOCRACY BETTER BUT MORE COSTLY?
    


    
      Tocqueville argued that American democracy was more costly than the aristocratic systems of government in Europe.
      In his analysis, the principal reason was the fact that democratic political arrangements were based on the
      principle of the power of the people, perpetually seeking improvements in new areas to please society. In such
      arrangements, favours need to be granted periodically to different social groups, which is why views are
      frequently changed and directions are often lost, but finally errors are always corrected. Tocqueville recorded
      the following impressions:
    


    
      ‘When [...] the people is invested with the supreme authority, the perpetual sense of their own miseries impels
      the rulers of society to seek for perpetual ameliorations. A thousand different objects are subjected to
      improvement; the most trivial details are sought out as susceptible of amendment; and those changes which are
      accompanied with considerable expense are more especially advocated, since the object is to render the condition
      of the poor more tolerable, who cannot pay for themselves. Moreover, all democratic communities are agitated by
      an ill-defined excitement and by a kind of feverish impatience, that engender a multitude of innovations, almost
      all of which are attended with expense.’23
    


    
      From a comparison of the aristocratic and democratic forms of government, he concluded that democracy was more
      costly than either monarchical or aristocratic political arrangements. He argued:
    


    
      ‘In monarchies and aristocracies the natural taste which the rulers have for power and for renown is stimulated
      by the promptings of ambition, and they are frequently incited by these temptations to very costly undertakings.
      In democracies, where the rulers labor under privations, they can only be courted by such means as improve their
      well-being, and these improvements cannot take place without a sacrifice of money. When a people begins to
      reflect upon its situation, it discovers a multitude of wants to which it had not before been subject, and to
      satisfy these exigencies recourse must be had to the coffers of the State. Hence it arises that the public
      charges increase in proportion as civilization spreads, and that imposts are augmented as knowledge pervades the
      community.’24
    


    
      ‘The last cause which frequently renders a democratic government dearer than any other is, that a democracy does
      not always succeed in moderating its expenditure, because it does not understand the art of being economical. As
      the designs which it entertains are frequently changed, and the agents of those designs are still more frequently
      removed, its undertakings are often ill conducted or left unfinished: in the former case the State spends sums
      out of all proportion to the end which it proposes to accomplish; in the second, the expense itself is
      unprofitable.’25
    


    
      Indeed, he was brilliant in capturing the virtually unchallenged expansion and growth of the government and its
      budget in the democratic political arrangement. Even British Prime Minister Margaret Thatcher, who launched a
      programme of budget cuts, continuously increased the government budget and the range of public programmes
      financed from it. Today, Europe is ruled by democratic governments – following Tocqueville’s line of argument, it
      is fair to point this out as the reason for the high centralisation of incomes, i.e. the high ratio of the
      government budget to GDP in Europe in general, and in the European Union in particular. By contrast, in America
      and Japan both the size of the budget and its ratio to GDP are significantly lower, as if to provide another
      indication for the predominance of the new aristocracy in American and Japanese politics. If these countries were
      democracies, the ratio of their government budgets would be higher, and budgetary funds would be used to finance
      a broader range of public activities in compliance with the will of the people.
    


    
      For Tocqueville, America’s democratic mechanism is more costly because a greater number of public needs must be
      met through budgetary programmes, whereby errors also occur more frequently and lead to higher costs. The French
      traveller does strike at the heart of the matter by going as far as to assert that the more important point was
      whether democratic or aristocratic government was better placed to identify and correct its own errors. In
      defence of democracy, the argument has been made on a number of occasions that a democratic political arrangement
      was not a good thing, but no better has been invented. As Tocqueville put it:
    


    
      ‘A democracy is more liable to error than a monarch or a body of nobles; the chances of its regaining the right
      path [...] are greater also.’26
    


    
      He also provides an accurate description of why American democracy is able to correct its errors resulting from
      it being a democracy:
    


    
      ‘The power of the majority surpasses all the powers with which we are acquainted in Europe. Intellectual
      principles exercise an influence which is so invisible, and often so inappreciable, that they baffle the toils of
      oppression. At the present time the most absolute monarchs in Europe are unable to prevent certain notions, which
      are opposed to their authority, from circulating in secret throughout their dominions, and even in their courts.
      Such is not the case in America; as long as the majority is still undecided, discussion is carried on; but as
      soon as its decision is irrevocably pronounced, a submissive silence is observed, and the friends, as well as the
      opponents, of the measure unite in assenting to its propriety. The reason of this is perfectly clear: no monarch
      is so absolute as to combine all the powers of society in his own hands, and to conquer all opposition with the
      energy of a majority which is invested with the right of making and of executing the laws.’27
    


    
      DIFFICULTIES WITH DEMOCRACY
    


    
      In fact, the United States of America restricted its own democratic arrangements already at the moment of its
      foundation, i.e. the adoption of the Declaration of Independence, and in particular the Constitution. The
      greatest fear of James Madison, who drafted the Constitution, was that the democracy of the Greek city-states of
      antiquity would be reborn in America. In those states democracy was exercised by the majority directly, which
      frequently resulted in the arousal of unrestrained and wild passions, the exile of the best citizens, and the
      capture of power by dictators with the support of the multitude. That is why Madison incorporated into the
      Constitution checks and balances that restricted democracy itself within the confines of the democratic political
      arrangements. In America, of the three branches of power (legislative, executive and judiciary), the courts are
      the most important. Members of the highest judiciary body, the Supreme Court, are not elected but appointed
      jointly by the president and the legislative, and not for a specific term, but for life.
    


    
      A similar restriction on democracy is that each of the Federal States of the US delegates two senators to the US
      Senate irrespectively of the number of residents each State has. This is how both California (30 million
      residents) and Arizona (3.2 million residents) have two senators each. In effect, that is not the rule of the
      majority, but a restriction on democracy.
    


    
      This is not what Tocqueville saw during his travels; on the contrary, he warned against the excesses of American
      democracy. He wrote the following on the subject:
    


    
      ‘The difficulty which a democracy has in conquering the passions and in subduing the exigencies of the moment,
      with a view to the future, is conspicuous in the most trivial occurrences of the United States. The people, which
      is surrounded by flatterers, has great difficulty in surmounting its inclinations, and whenever it is solicited
      to undergo a privation or any kind of inconvenience, even to attain an end which is sanctioned by its own
      rational conviction, it almost always refuses to comply at first.’28
    


    
      Indeed, in 1917 and 1941, it was only with great difficulty that the American people could be persuaded to
      approve the entry of the United States of America into the World Wars. The sentiment of the American general
      public was only changed by the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbour on 7 December 1941. Since then we have learned
      that the American, British and Soviet intelligence services had used all the means at their disposal to support
      the Japanese assault, and then President Roosevelt put aside the intelligence reports on the imminent attack. The
      people were not willing to go to war, and could only persuaded to do so by an external attack.
    


    
      Tocqueville could only notice the strength of the American legislative; he had no means to foresee the subsequent
      reinforcement of the executive, i.e. the power of the President and the government. Tocqueville recorded the
      following impressions at that time:
    


    
      ‘The very essence of democratic government consists in the absolute sovereignty of the majority; for there is
      nothing in democratic States which is capable of resisting it. Most of the American Constitutions have sought to
      increase this natural strength of the majority by artificial means. The legislature is, of all political
      institutions, the one which is most easily swayed by the wishes of the majority. The Americans determined that
      the members of the legislature should be elected by the people immediately, and for a very brief term, in order
      to subject them, not only to the general convictions, but even to the daily passion, of their
      constituents.’29
    


    
      Observing the mechanism of present-day America, he would probably not have committed these lines to paper:
    


    
      ‘But whilst the law increased the strength of those authorities which of themselves were strong, it enfeebled
      more and more those which were naturally weak. It deprived the representatives of the executive of all stability
      and independence, and by subjecting them completely to the caprices of the legislature, it robbed them of the
      slender influence which the nature of a democratic government might have allowed them to retain.’30
    


    
      Tocqueville had no means to foresee the aristocratic political arrangements emerging in the second half of the
      19th century, in the decades following the Civil War. He was concerned about the effect
      exerted on America by the very democracy that distinguished the country from European powers:
    


    
      ‘All parties are willing to recognisze the right of the majority, because they all hope to turn those rights to
      their own advantage at some future time. The majority therefore in that country exercises a prodigious actual
      authority, and a moral influence which is scarcely less preponderant; no obstacles exist which can impede or so
      much as retard its progress, or which can induce it to heed the complaints of those whom it crushes upon its
      path. This state of things is fatal in itself and dangerous for the future.’31
    


    
      In the democratic period of American history, Tocqueville considered that although the power of the majority was
      unconditional, the majority was volatile in both opinion and inclination, making constant improvements in America
      a source of considerable risk. He recorded the following impressions in the age of democracy:
    


    
      ‘In America the activity of the legislator never slackens [...]. Not that the American democracy is naturally
      less stable than any other, but that it is allowed to follow its capricious propensities in the formation of the
      laws. [The majority is omnipotent, and its decisions are executed in a rapid an absolute manner in the United
      States] [...]. As the majority is the only power which it is important to court, all its projects are taken up
      with the greatest ardor, but no sooner is its attention distracted than all this ardor ceases. [...] In America
      certain ameliorations are undertaken with much more zeal and activity than elsewhere; in Europe the same ends are
      promoted by much less social effort, more continuously applied.’32
    


    
      UNRESTRAINED DEMOCRACY
    


    
      Tocqueville argued that granting a power the right and opportunity to act without restrictions would sow the
      seeds of tyranny. Whether the recipient is the people, a monarch, the aristocracy, and whether absolute power is
      exercised in a monarchy or in a republic – it would carry the potential of tyranny in any case. The problem with
      American democratic government is not its weakness; on the contrary, it is that its force is nearly irresistible.
      To the travelling aristocrat, it was not excessive freedom that appeared dangerous and disturbing in America, but
      the absence of sufficient safeguards against tyranny, which created the threat of a new tyranny. He recorded the
      following impressions:
    


    
      ‘When an individual or a party is wronged in the United States, to whom can he apply for redress? If to public
      opinion, public opinion constitutes the majority; if to the legislature, it represents the majority, and
      implicitly obeys its injunctions; if to the executive power, it is appointed by the majority, and remains a
      passive tool in its hands; the public troops consist of the majority under arms; the jury is the majority
      invested with the right of hearing judicial cases; and in certain States even the judges are elected by the
      majority. However iniquitous or absurd the evil of which you complain may be, you must submit to it as well as
      you can.’33
    


    
      Tocqueville argued that there was no religious or political theory that could not spread freely in constitutional
      states across Europe, and could not freely penetrate other countries. This was because no European country was
      subdued to a single power to such an extent that believers in other truths could not find refuge from that power.
      Not so in America:
    


    
      ‘If he is unfortunate enough to live under an absolute government, the people is upon his side; if he inhabits a
      free country, he may find a shelter behind the authority of the throne, if he require one. The aristocratic part
      of society supports him in some countries, and the democracy in others. But in a nation where democratic
      institutions exist, organized like those of the United States, there is but one sole authority, one single
      element of strength and of success, with nothing beyond it.’34
    


    
      ‘In America the majority raises very formidable barriers to the liberty of opinion: within these barriers an
      author may write whatever he pleases, but he will repent it if he ever step beyond them. Not that he is exposed
      to the terrors of an auto-da-fe, but he is tormented by the slights and persecutions of daily obloquy. His
      political career is closed forever, since he has offended the only authority which is able to promote his
      success. Every sort of compensation, even that of celebrity, is refused to him. Before he published his opinions
      he imagined that he held them in common with many others; but no sooner has he declared them openly than he is
      loudly censured by his overbearing opponents, whilst those who think without having the courage to speak, like
      him, abandon him in silence.’35
    


    
      BALANCES OF DEMOCRACY
    


    
      At its birth, an unbiased and keen-eyed European was concerned about the effect of democracy on the carrier of
      freedom and Light, the United States of America. Nevertheless, already in the democratic period of American
      history Tocqueville saw balances to safeguard against the rule, and occasionally the terror as he saw it, of the
      majority. He noticed that war was one of the means by which democracy could be restricted, and although he did
      not add, because he could not have foreseen, that America would be engaged in war throughout its entire history,
      in retrospect it may be concluded that war indeed was one of the means by which American democracy imposed
      restrictions on itself. Tocqueville argued as follows:
    


    
      ‘I think that extreme centralization of government ultimately enervates society, and thus after a length of time
      weakens the government itself; but I do not deny that a centralized social power may be able to execute great
      undertakings with facility in a given time and on a particular point. This is more especially true of war, in
      which success depends much more on the means of transferring all the resources of a nation to one single point,
      than on the extent of those resources. Hence it is chiefly in war that nations desire and frequently require to
      increase the powers of the central government.’36
    


    
      Right from the moment of its birth, in America one of the most effective restrictions on democracy was the power
      of lawyers. By Tocqueville’s account, a visit to America and a study of its laws will show that lawyers are given
      immense authority, and granted enormous influence in government. He found that in Europe political changes had
      been engineered by lawyers for 500 years. On some occasions, they were tools in the hands of political power, on
      others, it was a tool in their hands. Tocqueville considered lawyers as particular people for the following
      reasons:
    


    
      ‘[...] when the wealthy, the noble, and the prince are excluded from the government, they are sure to occupy the
      highest stations, in their own right, as it were, since they are the only men of information and sagacity [...]
      who can be the object of the popular choice. If, then, they are led by their tastes to combine with the
      aristocracy and to support the Crown, they are naturally brought into contact with the people by their interests.
      They like the government of democracy, without participating in its propensities and without imitating its
      weaknesses; whence they derive a twofold authority, from it and over it. [...] Lawyers belong to the people by
      birth and interest, to the aristocracy by habit and by taste, and they may be looked upon as the natural bond and
      connecting link of the two great classes of society. The profession of the law is the only aristocratic element
      which can be amalgamated without violence with the natural elements of democracy, and which can be advantageously
      and permanently combined with them. [...] This aristocratic character, which I hold to be common to the legal
      profession, is much more distinctly marked in the United States and in England than in any other country.’37
    


    
      In fact, he considered that in the nascent American democracy lawyers exercised the greatest power, which in turn
      made them the only possible balance of democracy. He wrote the following on the subject:
    


    
      ‘The more we reflect upon all that occurs in the United States the more shall we be persuaded that the lawyers as
      a body form the most powerful, if not the only, counterpoise to the democratic element. [...] The courts of
      justice are the most visible organs by which the legal profession is enabled to control the democracy. [...] As
      the lawyers constitute the only enlightened class which the people does not mistrust, they are naturally called
      upon to occupy most of the public stations.’38
    


    
      This may be the principal reason for the overwhelming majority of lawyers in leading positions of politics and
      power in the United States of America and subsequently in all other countries adopting democratic arrangements.
      This was already noticed by Tocqueville himself:
    


    
      ‘Scarcely any question arises in the United States which does not become, sooner or later, a subject of judicial
      debate; hence all parties are obliged to borrow the ideas, and even the language, usual in judicial proceedings
      in their daily controversies. [...] The lawyers of the United States form a party which is but little feared and
      scarcely perceived, which has no badge peculiar to itself, which adapts itself with great flexibility to the
      exigencies of the time, and accommodates itself to all the movements of the social body; but this party extends
      over the whole community, and it penetrates into all classes of society; it acts upon the country imperceptibly,
      but it finally fashions it to suit its purposes.’39
    


    
      ARISTOCRATIC DEVELOPMENT IN AMERICA
    


    
      The journey has been made from the birth of America through the 1830s to the early 21st
      century, to present-day America. America’s current political arrangements are no longer democratic but
      characterised by aristocratic political structures, the seeds of which were in fact sown at the moment of birth,
      and have always been present in the mechanisms of American political institution. Tocqueville argued that the
      greatest threat to American republics had been posed by the absolute power of the majority. In his words:
    


    
      ‘Governments usually fall a sacrifice to impotence or to tyranny. In the former case their power escapes from
      them; it is wrested from their grasp in the latter. [...] It is important not to confound stability with force,
      or the greatness of a thing with its duration. In democratic republics, the power which directs society is not
      stable; for it often changes hands and assumes a new direction. But whichever way it turns, its force is almost
      irresistible.’40
    


    
      He recognised the straight line from democracy to the centralisation of power, and from there on to restrictions
      on the mechanisms of democratic institutions. He found this perceivable already in the 1830s:
    


    
      ‘[...] The sentiments of democratic nations accord with their opinions in leading them to concentrate [...]
      power. If [...] in ages of equality, men readily adopt the notion of a great central power, it cannot be doubted
      [...] that their habits and sentiments predispose them to recognizse such a power and to give it their support.
      [...] As the men who inhabit democratic countries have no superiors, no inferiors, and no habitual or necessary
      partners in their undertakings, they readily fall back upon themselves and consider themselves as beings apart.
      [...] Hence such men can never, without an effort, tear themselves from their private affairs to engage in public
      business; their natural bias leads them to abandon the latter to the sole visible and permanent representative of
      the interests of the community, that is to say, to the State.’41
    


    
      ‘The increasing love of well-being, and the fluctuating character of property, cause democratic nations to dread
      all violent disturbance. The love of public tranquillity is frequently the only passion which these nations
      retain, and it becomes more active and powerful amongst them in proportion as all other passions droop and die.
      This naturally disposes the members of the community constantly to give or to surrender additional rights to the
      central power, which alone seems to be interested in defending them by the same means that it uses to defend
      itself.’42
    


    
      Tocqueville’s diagnosis of nascent American democracy pointed to the fact that it was just as possible for
      monarchies and aristocratic forms of government to be transformed into democracies as it was for democratic
      political arrangements to be replaced, whether by way of progress or retreat, by aristocratic government. In
      aristocratic social and political arrangements, individuals are not free but are not left to their own resources
      either; they have their patron, a peculiarly oppressive support. In democracies, the opposite applies:
      individuals are free but weak, whereby they naturally strengthen central power, or allow it to gain in strength.
      Tocqueville had the same impression:
    


    
      ‘As in ages of equality no man is compelled to lend his assistance to his fellow-men, and none has any right to
      expect much support from them, everyone is at once independent and powerless. [...] His independence fills him
      with self-reliance and pride amongst his equals; his debility makes him feel from time to time the want of some
      outward assistance, which he cannot expect from any of them, because they are all impotent and unsympathizing. In
      this predicament he naturally turns his eyes to that imposing power which alone rises above the level of
      universal depression. Of that power his wants and especially his desires continually remind him, until he
      ultimately views it as the sole and necessary support of his own weakness. In democratic communities nothing but
      the central power has any stability in its position or any permanence in its undertakings.’43
    


    
      Although lawyers are seen in a particular role already in the nascent American democracy, that role is only
      reinforced by a series of restrictions resulting from the internal development of democratic political
      institutions. How is it possible to restrict the rule of the masses, i.e., counterbalance the excesses of
      democracy so that tyranny does not re-emerge in the process? Obviously, by means of laws and regulations, which
      is where lawyers come in. Tocqueville is straightforward about this:
    


    
      ‘[The prince] would act more wisely in introducing men connected with the law into the government; and if he
      entrusted them with the conduct of a despotic power, bearing some marks of violence, that power would most likely
      assume the external features of justice and of legality in their hands. The government of democracy is favourable
      to the political power of lawyers.’44
    


    
      In the course of transformation from democratic political arrangements into aristocratic government, a unique
      blend is formed, wherein politics is aristocratic at the top and democratic at the bottom. Despite the fact that
      at the top, in the higher political structure of the present-day United States of America government by the
      people is severely restricted, American society has retained its democratic character, and America at the level
      of local politics is still a democracy. Having left its mark on the transformation of American society, this
      duality is reflected in the fact that while politics has lost some of the disposition for association that is
      otherwise so characteristic of Americans, in other areas of life greater appetite is seen for association. This
      was already sensed by Tocqueville himself:
    


    
      ‘In aristocratic societies men do not need to combine in order to act, because they are strongly held together.
      Every wealthy and powerful citizen constitutes the head of a permanent and compulsory association, composed of
      all those who are dependent upon him, or whom he makes subservient to the execution of his designs. Amongst
      democratic nations, on the contrary, all the citizens are independent and feeble; they can do hardly anything by
      themselves, and none of them can oblige his fellow-men to lend him their assistance. They all, therefore, fall
      into a state of incapacity, if they do not learn voluntarily to help each other.’45
    


    
      This the ultimate reason why the passion for association has not disappeared in America; the various communities
      and congregations, even if aligned to the waves of consecutive generations, tend to regain their strength
      following temporary setbacks. As long as America remains a democratic society at its roots, this will be so.
      Should the “bottom” of the political arrangements of the United States of America, i.e., the level of
      municipalities and social associations see the impairment of democratic aspects and more pronounced
      characteristics of aristocratic government, as occurred at the “top”, a different America would emerge. However,
      at the moment of America’s birth the values of the first immigrant settlers left such a strong mark on the
      democratic arrangements of its society, affixing a constitutional seal to them as it were, that may be reversed
      in the highest spheres of the political structure, but cannot be driven out of the whole of America, its everyday
      life, business, and social communities.
    

  


  
    IV.


    
      Mature America
    


    
      Already at the moment of its birth, the most distinctive traits of subsequent mature America became apparent.
      Naturally, every nation has preserved its past and traditions, with its present-day thinking incorporating the
      history of earlier centuries and millennia; yet, the force with which the values and ideas of the first settlers
      are manifested in present-day America is truly fascinating. Among leading nations, it is hardly possible to find
      any other whose constitution and the public spirit built on it would provide such an undistorted reflection of
      the moment at which the nation was born. Obviously, one reason for this is that America – the American nation –
      was only born some two centuries ago. Indeed, throughout its history the American nation has been in a constant
      state of birth and remains nascent to this day; arriving one after the other, new waves of immigrants blended
      into the communities of early settlers, and America grew geographically and demographically, and continues to do
      so today. All nations change in time and space; yet, it is truly astonishing how strongly, despite the continuity
      of becoming a nation, present-day America reflects the thinking of the first settlers.
    


    
      That is probably one of the explanations for the capacity of the English language and general American thinking
      to absorb the members of numerous nations around the world, people arriving in several consecutive waves of
      immigration yet preserving their distinctly Irish, Dutch, Polish, German, Hungarian and Jewish mindsets. American
      values and the English language carry immense power and energy.
    


    
      While the first generation of immigrants to America preserved the unique characteristics brought along from
      previous nations and languages, the second did little in that regard, and with the third, the success of the
      melting pot was effectively complete. The same process was completed in the first centuries of the Modern Period
      in France, where a population representing a great variety of languages, values, customs and lifestyles united in
      a single French nation and nation state. Similar efforts failed in the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy and subsequently
      in Czechoslovakia and Yugoslavia. The role of present-day mature America as a world power is underpinned by a
      success that only few other nations have been able to accomplish. In the age of nations, America was able to melt
      members of other nations into a new nation on a massive scale. France succeeded in doing so before the age of
      nations; what is more, the peoples blended into the French nation over the course of history were of similar
      ethnic and cultural backgrounds. In the age of nations, the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy was pried apart by the
      ethnic, linguistic and cultural differences of its peoples.
    


    
      Why did America succeed in an effort that failed everywhere else in the age of nations? A single Italy and a
      unified Germany already emerged in the age of nations, and fused the shared awareness of related peoples into
      single nations, thus, to this day a Bavarian or Saxon has remained more unique within the German nation than a
      German or Swede in America. America was specific in the sense that by abandoning their birthplaces, immigrants
      took a decisive step towards giving up their national affiliations. This may be one of the reasons why America
      succeeded while others failed: it offered a world of constantly growing opportunities, and paved the way for
      enrichment and achievement. It is easier to blend into a new nation that enables newcomers to be successful.
    


    
      The ease and flexibility of the American English language also contributed to success. However, at its core
      success is probably underpinned by the simple and very effective values and spiritual heritage that already
      characterised the thinking of the first American settlers and the Founding Fathers. What propelled America in the
      1830s as it emerged as a nation also worked in the later stages of its development: simplicity, democratic
      attitude, economic orientation, the power of the community, and the importance of religious values. These were
      pure and simple values, appealing to both the individual and the community, which was the key to their
      outstanding effectiveness. Present-day mature America owes its current status as a world empire to the extremely
      crystallised and therefore highly effective values that worked in the thinking and lifestyles of early American
      settlers and laid the foundations for building the American nation.
    


    
      Taking a great leap forward in time and leaving behind the decades of America’s birth, we continue in the early
      21st century – what is present-day mature America like? We know that it is a world
      empire, we know that it is an effective economic power, we perceive its daily mechanisms; still, what is it like
      in its deeper layers, how does present-day America think and live?
    


    
      RELIGIOUSNESS IN AMERICA AND THE AMERICAN RELIGION
    


    
      America is one of the most religious countries in the world; among Christian nations, it ranks third behind
      Ireland and Poland in that regard.1 While nations of similarly strong religiousness are predominantly agricultural, America is the
      leading economic power in the world, with agriculture accounting for less than 1% of its national income. 35 to
      40% of Americans participate in the life of religious communities, and 47% of Americans go to church at least
      once a week.2 By contrast, the
      same ratio is 20% for Western Europe and 14% for Eastern Europe. 83% of Americans consider God important or very
      important to their own lives, compared to 49% for both Western Europe and Eastern Europe. Atheists amount to 2%
      of the total population in America, 15% in Western Europe, and 9% in Eastern Europe. All surveys show that
      Americans are one of the most religious nations in the world, that they do exercise their religion, and that
      indeed they link this to work and charity for the benefit of their communities.
    


    
      Throughout America’s history, American religious institutions regularly supported other social activities. Apart
      from the knowledge acquired, affiliation with a religious congregation is the most useful compass for an insight
      into how an American participates in social and community life. Religious people tend to donate more and engage
      in more volunteer work. 75 to 80% of churchgoers are involved in making donations, whereas the same ratio is 55
      to 60% for non-churchgoers. 50 to 60% of churchgoers and 30 to 35% of non-churchgoers are involved in volunteer
      work.3 Religious people tend to
      know more people than those who are either not religious, or do not attend any congregations. One of the most
      important traits of present-day mature America is that affiliation to religious congregations carries and
      generates immense social capital. In community life, churches and religious communities act as “incubators”
      giving rise to a series of activities and social movements for the public benefit.
    


    
      In present-day mature America the two most important forms of social capital are knowledge and faith. Just as the
      ranking of acquired knowledge provides an accurate compass for the density of the social web that surrounds an
      individual in the world, religiousness and faith are important compasses, too. Mature America is crucially
      distinct from all of its major competitors including the European Union, Japan, and also the small Asian Tigers
      and China in that its effective political and economic power is underpinned by social capital that is built on
      both knowledge and faith.
    


    
      Americans are therefore religious and have indeed created a unique American religion, which is not comprised of
      the various new Protestant denominations, but it is rather America itself that has become a religion. The
      American flag and the affiliation with the American nation demand from and provide to the masses of Americans an
      almost religious devotion, which is why it may be seen as the strongest American religion that is effectively
      adhered to by the majority denomination.
    


    
      THE TRANSFORMATION OF AMERICAN RELIGIOUSNESS
    


    
      Religiousness has been more or less constant in America over the past half century, with nearly all Americans
      believing in God and three-quarters of them believing in immortality. Churchgoing peaked in the 1950s, but the
      number of churchgoers has been on the rise again since the late 1990s. In America religion is becoming uniquely
      “privatised”. In the 1960s and 1970s, many highly qualified young people of the middle class abandoned their
      previous religious communities.4
      Some of them joined new religious movements, and some sought “individual enlightenment” through a variety of
      spiritual therapies. Even in the 1960s and 1970s, when America’s liberal character was the most pronounced, the
      vast majority of young people did not become atheists and did not lose their faith, but simply left their former
      traditional religious communities.
    


    
      The process of tailoring religion to individual preferences continues to this day in America. The new religious
      movements and spiritual exercises for believers in God all represent the individualisation of religion. The world
      has entered its individualistic stage, which is particularly well suited to American thinking that appreciates
      and focuses on individuality. America is individualistic and so is the Modern Age, which is why religion is also
      taking on an increasingly individualistic character. In America, religion has succeeded in retaining such
      strength, and religious communities their social roles, because of their flexible adjustment to the new spiritual
      needs of the new generations. By contrast, traditional churches in Europe have not been capable of such
      transformation because of the apparent lack of the need for change, given that Europeans in general tend to be
      less individualistic than Americans. However, that impression is misleading because although European spiritual
      and cultural traditions have indeed placed less emphasis on the role of the individual, the present age has
      itself become individualistic, and the spirit of the age is bending originally community-centred European values
      towards individualistic thinking.
    


    
      The American World Empire is based on the simultaneous use of intelligence services, politics, military force,
      economic efficiency and “soft power”. The empire would be defunct without economic power, and in turn economic
      performance is supported by social capital. Today, the generation of a unit of new national income requires
      approximately three units of new national wealth, where national wealth includes all physical and intellectual
      institutions from motorways to airports, from school buildings to new power plants, from new public buildings to
      fine new family homes, which are directly or indirectly involved in the creation of material wealth. In turn,
      national wealth rests on the foundations of knowledge, and the generation of a unit of new national income also
      requires approximately ten units of new knowledge in addition to the three units of new national wealth.
      Knowledge is comprised of all the understanding, information, training and qualifications, skills and talents
      possessed by individuals and the society as a whole.
    


    
      But even that is insufficient for economic power: national income, national wealth and national knowledge capital
      are underpinned by social capital. The precise amount of new social capital required to generate a unit of new
      national income is not known; however, it is certain that confidence, optimism, social relationships, family
      relationships, values and faith, and the other components of social capital must increase by more than ten units
      in order to generate a unit of new national income.
    


    
      Present-day mature America has the enormous advantage over its competitors that from the moment of its birth it
      has possessed massive social capital, and while the internal proportions of that capital tend to change
      periodically, social capital as a whole has increased dynamically throughout America’s history. As regards
      religiousness and religious communities, which constitute one of the most important components of social capital
      in America, members of the new generations are indeed leaving traditional religious congregations in increasing
      numbers, but only to join other religious and spiritual trends, where they will re-establish the social web from
      which social capital is derived. In Europe, large groups of young people are leaving the confines of traditional
      faith and religious community that foster social capital, but are doing so without transferring to new
      organisations in the field of faith and religious communities. In Europe, old social capital is being lost
      without being replaced by a new one.
    


    
      As a particular article of faith, Americans have widely adopted the belief that efficient capitalism no longer
      needs control, and that society has no other choice than to yield to the command of business. Americans believe
      in the forces of the market with religious faith, while America owes its current wealth to the efforts of
      communities, local governments, Federal States and the central government. Apart from America, no other state in
      Western civilisation has given such prominence to unlimited private property, because until the late
      20th century no resource was available in unlimited quantities in any other country.
      Private property may be unlimited when and where the resources required for economic and social development, or
      even only for subsistence, are available in virtually unlimited quantities. In America, the first unlimited
      resource was land, followed by industrial raw materials and industrial products. In the course of the rapid
      accumulation of capital that followed the industrial revolution, both money and capital became resources that
      were essentially unlimited. For present-day America, as well as for other nations around the world, the new
      resource that is unlimited also in principle is now information, which grows through use.
    


    
      European thinking has retained its focus on the restriction of private property and has given increased weight to
      national redistribution, to the reduction of inequalities in incomes and assets through taxation, and to the
      commitments associated with private property, because in Europe all other traditional economic resources were
      limited until knowledge capital became a principal resource. In Europe, land was a limited resource by nature,
      and on a continent fragmented by national borders, the supply of industrial raw materials and industrial products
      was also bound to remain limited. The retention of national borders has also prevented money and capital from
      becoming unlimited resources, because in Europe, and even in the European Union, a single market continues to be
      absent. Indeed, although unlimited in principle, knowledge and information is still a limited resource in Europe,
      because the knowledge economy is gaining ground at a slower rate compared to America. Russia also had unlimited
      supplies of land, which it used in a truly unique manner to build a system based on equality and unrestricted
      property. Nominally socialist, the new arrangements effectively amounted to a system of state capitalism, the
      political structure of which was a dictatorship maintained by the state party.
    


    
      In America, then, faith and religiousness are strong in both spiritual life and the material world, and in the
      field of the economy this is equivalent to the belief in an unlimited market. This was already so at the moment
      of America’s birth, because combined with the individualism and democratic attitude of the first settlers, the
      country’s vast geographical areas provided effectively unlimited opportunities. Nevertheless, over the past 200
      years America has not only been unlimited in terms of economic resources internally, but also externally. Its
      gradual but steady emergence, first covering North America, then the entire continent, later one half of the
      world and today virtually the entire global space, has enabled the American Empire to add external resources from
      the global space to its essentially unlimited internal resources. Today, in retrospect, there is apparent
      historical logic in the fact that the nation and country that evolved into a world empire was the one discovering
      an unlimited supply of resources in the global space that was similar to the one it had enjoyed within its own
      borders. The American belief in an unlimited market is therefore the combined product of American history and the
      American Empire.
    


    
      AMERICAN WORLD POWER IS BASED ON PROTESTANT VALUES
    


    
      The first American settlers were Protestants who considered America to be a sacred place, with a divine calling.
      In American Protestantism, the Lutheran and personal character is particularly pronounced. This is another outlet
      for American individualism, since Protestantism is in itself a revolt against the conventions of Catholicism.
      Within Protestantism, the deeply felt and lived character of new currents makes faith, religion and the church
      truly individualistic. Individualism, the love for freedom, and the Protestant faith draw their source from the
      inner energies of the first settlers. They were strong enough to give up their affiliations with their former
      churches, countries, communities and families, so it was for the strong to arrive in America. The strong find it
      natural to be free, and that their lives should be governed by their personal desires and dreams, which in turn
      will make the religion of the strong one of revolt and individualism, that is, free.
    


    
      Present-day mature America is witnessing a rather powerful radical conservative movement, which has governed
      American politics since the 1980s, and increasingly also life in society.5 Today’s radical conservative movement marks a return to the
      thinking of the early Puritan settlers of the 17th century. As the political system of
      the world is making a perceivable return to the age preceding the Peace of Westphalia of 1648, American thinking
      is making a similar return to the thinking of 17th century settlers. The current
      American conservative approach to private property, to the public commitments resulting from wealth, to
      government, and to inequalities and equality is akin to the views held by the Protestant settlers of the
      17th century.
    


    
      Why is the thinking of a majority in American society making a return to the values of early Protestant settlers?
      Perhaps because just like then, a new unlimited resource is now available to society and the economy. Then
      settlers arriving in America considered land, the most important economic and social resource of the era, to be
      unlimited – now information and knowledge are being given the same consideration. In the early 21st century, Americans, and increasingly also citizens of the other developed countries, are new
      settlers in a world where the mechanisms of the economy, society, and even politics, are built on information,
      knowledge, talent, skills and networks. Today, a historical situation is emerging in America, and indeed
      throughout the entire global space, that is similar to what early American settlers encountered. Naturally, when
      there was an unlimited supply of land, equality and unrestricted private property could be promoted
      simultaneously. Now there is an unlimited supply of knowledge and information, which effectively forms the
      foundations of new Protestantism and new conservatism in America.
    


    
      It is also natural that in this situation the ideals of unrestricted private property and equality may be
      promoted simultaneously. However, equality in this regard is not the factual equality of incomes and assets, but
      the equality of possibilities and opportunities, which are associated with equality in terms of access to
      knowledge and information. The equality of opportunities to access knowledge and information is known to exist
      only in principle in today’s world, including in America, but even this theoretical opportunity is sufficient to
      bend the approach of conservative American thinkers and the public opinion in America. It is sufficient to weaken
      the responsibility felt with regard to earlier social inequalities, whereby present-day new Protestantism and new
      conservatism are indeed making a return to the time of the early settlers.
    


    
      RETURN TO THE AGE PRECEDING THE PEACE OF WESTPHALIA
    


    
      The Constitution of the United States is virtually impossible to redraft – its original provisions have been
      amended on a mere 15 occasions since 1791. The extension of freedoms, social progress, and economic development
      have produced a number of novelties over the past 200 years, which, however, could not be incorporated into the
      Constitution, and that in itself is a strong magnet for making a return to the patterns of thinking prevailing
      200 years ago. The Constitution closely reflects the values of the French Enlightenment and the French
      Revolution, and of 17th century English Protestantism. Given the impossibility to amend
      it, the Constitution acts as a time-turning magnet in the field of values and thinking. This is why specific
      values promoted by the French Enlightenment, particularly that of freedom, are gaining prominence while another
      leading value, equality, is losing – the Constitution is also a reflection of English Protestant values, which
      promoted the sanctity of private property, suggesting that inequalities emerging on the grounds of property and
      assets were acceptable. The Constitution relies on the power of the present-day American Empire in bringing about
      a return to the values of the 17th and 18th centuries. The
      struggle between 18th century France and England for supremacy over the world has
      evolved into a struggle between the ideal of equality of the French Enlightenment and the ideal of inequality
      based on unlimited property as promoted by Anglo-American Protestants.
    


    
      Europeans have long accepted religion and science to be twin forces of Western society, where science was not
      overridden by religious faith. By contrast, in America, particularly in the South, the Bible is placed above
      science. No European country would have accepted the need to ban Darwin’s theories from schools solely on the
      grounds of their inconsistency with the Bible, as has happened in the Southern states of America. The return
      being made today to the values of the early Protestant settlers, i.e., the increase in the power of Protestant
      conservative America, is partly attributable to the continuity observed in American thinking. Throughout
      America’s history over the past 200 years, religiousness and faith, and in particular the doctrines of the Bible
      have defined the thinking and social values of most Americans.
    


    
      Today’s world is witnessing transformations in thought, of which democratisation is only one visible trend.
      Underlying these transformations, in the first decades of the 21st century global values
      are becoming increasingly similar to 17th century Protestant values in America and the
      rest of the Anglosphere. Along a parallel line followed in Europe and particularly in the European Union, both
      the French Rationalism of the 17th century and the French Enlightenment of the
      18th century are gaining in strength. The power of these transformations in thought is
      demonstrated by Confucian values in East Asia, conservative and Protestant values in America, the values of
      Rationalism and Enlightenment in Europe, a unique set of “Puritan” values in Japan, and a set of traditional,
      also Confucian values underlying modernisation in China. When the 21st century is
      returning to the age preceding the Peace of Westphalia of the 17th century, more
      specifically the values of European societies are returning to the intellectual trends of continental Europe,
      whereas the Anglosphere is reviving the thinking of 17th century English Protestantism.
    


    
      Arguably following a Puritan course, Japanese thinking bears a very close resemblance to that of early American
      Protestant settlers, but unlike immigrants to America, the Japanese are not individualistic, which is perhaps why
      they are inclined to accept a strong central rule. The Lutheran majority in Germany are also close to the
      thinking of early American Protestants, but the Germans are more fragmented culturally, which may be the reason
      for their stronger trust in the State compared to Americans. In national socialist Germany, relying on its
      dominance over individual freedoms, the State broke loose and managed to establish a dictatorship, which is no
      longer permitted by the country’s present-day federal structure, advanced democracy and market economy.
      Nevertheless, in Germany trust is still placed in the State (despite the fact that Germans, like other European
      citizens, have no confidence in the single institutions of the European Union any longer, or as yet), because a
      State that is stronger compared to the Anglo-American solution makes sense due to Germany’s linguistic,
      geographic, economic and cultural fragmentation.
    


    
      However, Germany is struggling with its own Lutheran traditions (the magnet of the 17th
      century is very strong), as well as with the German social market economy model adopted after 1945 that brought
      about a unique modern “religious settlement” between the market and the State. This is the underlying reason
      explaining the greatest distress of the German economy in Europe – it is here that the division between the two
      new “denominations”, i.e., believers in the State and the market, is the deepest. Germans are oriented towards
      the Anglosphere by their own Lutheran values and towards the European Union and particularly France by their
      European present, while the modern “religious war” of our age, fought between believers in an unlimited market
      and believers in the reduction of inequalities, has also flared up on German land.
    


    
      Russia’s geographic location, and partly also Russian thinking, would have qualified Russia for the same role as
      a world empire that is currently occupied by the American Empire. Russia, and subsequently the Soviet Union had
      access to a virtually unlimited supply of land and other resources, which in principle could have created an
      approach of unlimited property, and its institutions. The country did adopt such an approach, but did so through
      dictatorship and a command economy rather than by means of democracy and a market economy. In this arrangement,
      private property was also unlimited, except that it belonged to a single owner: the State, and the state party
      representing it. However, Russian thinking is held captive by Eastern Christianity, in which neither property,
      nor individual freedom, nor an individual’s direct relationship to God, can occupy such a dominant role as in
      Protestant American thinking. This is one of the reasons for America’s ultimate victory over the Soviet Union in
      1989–1892.
    


    
      Over the course of history, each of the three cultures was granted the opportunity to emerge as a world empire:
      efforts to occupy that role were made by Japan and Germany in the two World Wars, the Soviet Union as an advocate
      of Russian values, during the Cold War, but ultimately America triumphed and the other two attempts failed. They
      failed, although peculiarly, those attempts were underpinned by a less pronounced and less effective variant (due
      to the absence of simplicity and strength comparable to American Protestant values) of the same values as those
      that ultimately made America a world empire.
    


    
      The return to the age preceding the Peace of Westphalia in the first decades of the 21st
      century also implies an end to the sovereignty of countries, geographical areas, economies and societies. As in
      the aftermath of 1648 the European world was governed by the simple principle of “Cuius regio, eius religio”,
      between 1815 and 1914 countries on the European scene were governed by another “Westphalian principle”, under
      which sovereign states would not interfere in the matters of other sovereign states. Previously the Napoleonic
      Wars, and subsequently the two World Wars were attempts at breaking up the settlement that followed the Peace of
      Westphalia – all three attempts, made by the strongest military powers of contemporary Europe, were aimed at the
      elimination of sovereign states and the establishment of a new European empire that would later become a world
      empire. The global political structure that emerged post-1945 still remained within the confines of the 1648
      Westphalian political settlement, because both the Soviet Union and the United States, each within its own sphere
      of interest, exercised absolute influence recognised by the other. In territories not assigned to either sphere
      of interest, conflicts might occur. However, as we Hungarians observed in 1956, and in a similar vein the Czech
      in 1968, neither power undertook the redistribution of the spheres, or any direct intervention in the other’s
      sphere.
    


    
      The era introduced by the Peace of Westphalia effectively came to an end with the fall of the Soviet Union,
      following which the American Empire emerged as a single world empire. The American World Empire will not
      recognise sovereign countries, geographical areas, economies and societies in the global space, at least not in
      any sense that would preclude the enforcement of American interests. This is truly the age before the Peace of
      Westphalia, the decades before 1648, when everything was still liquid. The House of Habsburg and the European
      powers allied against it constantly encroached on each other’s sphere of interest, while two wars were being
      waged simultaneously. The period between 1525 (establishment of the League of Cognac) and 1648 was characterised
      both by the religious war between Catholics and Protestants, and the conflicts between the House of Habsburg,
      seeking hegemony over Europe, and the other states of contrary interest. Even today a religious war is being
      waged, which is predominantly fought between the Market and the State, while it also involves the conflict
      between Islam and Christianity. Hidden wars are being fought by the American Empire and its potential rivals,
      which are predominantly economic, trade and financial wars, i.e., not bloody military conflicts, but those of a
      more sophisticated character. Today’s Thirty Years’ War is predominantly being waged in the world of intellect
      and concepts rather than in the material world.
    


    
      NEW PROTESTANTISM IS THE 21ST CENTURY
    


    
      In the 21st century, increasing parts of the global space are making their return to the
      world of 17th century American Protestant settlers, where equality is manifested in
      freedoms granted to every individual, accompanied by the sanctity of unlimited property, which is to bring about
      enormous new inequalities. History has not completed the work it started earlier. Although Protestantism has
      triumphed in its purest form in America, this has not been accomplished in Europe. Europe has entered the path of
      Protestant revolution, but was stalled along the way. However, as regards property there is a profound difference
      between Catholic Christianity and Protestant individualism. The former does not consider property to be unlimited
      and attaches responsibility to it, whereas the latter proclaims the absoluteness, and even sanctity of property,
      and does not impose any restrictions on it. Catholic Christianity attaches responsibility to property and assets,
      and mandates the State to call subjects to account for their full compliance with all the commitments resulting
      from their assets and property, Christian morals, and the public interest.
    


    
      In the Protestant approach, no such responsibility is attached to assets and property; however, the individual,
      as demonstrated in America by extensive charitable and volunteer work, feels personally responsible for other
      people, the community, and the world. An individualistic and free person in possession of property and assets,
      who has an imperative feeling of responsibility for the community not because of the commitments associated with
      assets, but as a matter of individual choice.
    


    
      Which direction has history taken? Which approach to property will be supported by economic developments in the
      21st century? In my view, the freedom of property and assets, unlimited property and
      markets, that is, the original Protestant approach. What is the role of the State in this new Protestant
      approach? As demonstrated by the mechanisms of the American World Empire, the primary role of the State is to
      enforce the interests of the nation, even against the interests of other nations. As a nation state, the American
      Empire considers itself empowered to start preventive wars to inhibit other nation states from gaining such
      strength that would already threaten its position as a world power. Therefore, new Protestantism is not only
      centred around unlimited individual freedom and the unlimited freedom of property, the strength of faith and
      religion, but also the nation state. Through its increased strength, this nation state will not undertake to
      restrict property and the market, nor to reduce differences in incomes and assets, nor even to mitigate
      geographical and social inequalities. It will undertake to use its best endeavours for the enforcement of the
      common interests of the nation in an open and increasingly strong global competition.
    


    
      Over the past hundred years, the forces of history and economy have found ingenious means to separate property
      and leadership, the best example for which is the separation of shareholders and management in limited companies.
      The dictatorships of the 20th century provided crafty but fortunately temporary
      solutions to the same problem, as they essentially deprived everyone of their private property, and centralised
      the control over property in the hands of the State. However, such solutions are no longer sufficient in the
      present-day global economy, which is capable of the accumulation of capital at a rate that is astonishingly rapid
      by historical standards. Knowledge and information have become the basic sources of the economy and wealth,
      effectively providing humankind with access to an unlimited resource, which has also enabled the unlimited
      accumulation of capital. The human experience to date has been that the accumulation of capital can only be
      ensured permanently and efficiently on the basis of individual freedom and private property, and while temporary
      departures may occur (the accumulation of capital is even more rapid in a dictatorship than in a democracy), all
      such departures are bound to fail. Any departure from a market economy based on private property will fail
      ultimately because it eliminates individual self-regard from the economy, removing the people from their own
      history – and without the human element, history will collapse.
    


    
      ACCELERATING PROTESTANTISM
    


    
      The present-day acceleration of history originates in a number of sources. A massive scale in itself is an
      accelerating factor, because gathering increasing mass, the global economy is racing along at increasing speed
      like a snowball. Complexity is also an accelerating factor, because although a complex system may work faster and
      more efficiently compared to a simpler one, it is also more vulnerable and sensitive. Through geographical
      expansion, the global economy is also accelerating almost by itself, because it keeps incorporating new resources
      and markets into its mechanisms. All that said, the decisive factor of acceleration is information and knowledge,
      the new and unlimited economic resource. This factor is the strongest driver of acceleration because it enables
      economic developments to shake off the shackles of limited traditional resources. Given that the global economy
      is placed on the foundations of knowledge, the 21st century economy is released from the
      limitations of material resources. It is only a matter of time for humankind to discover an energy source that is
      effectively unlimited, and similarly, it is only a matter of time for new forms of transportation and material
      transfer to revolutionise trade. The most significant breakthroughs, which will also result from the emergence
      information and knowledge as the leading resource, are expected to concern humans as biological creatures.
      Humankind has reached the verge of conquering the most prominent causes of death, while life expectancy is
      increasing rapidly, in developed countries potentially entering the region of 90 to 100 years over the next
      quarter of a century.6
    


    
      Built on the basis of knowledge, the global economy is therefore about to break away from all of its previous
      limitations, accelerating and expanding freely, and becoming increasingly complex in the process. Spiritually,
      this 21st century global economy draws its primary source from Puritanism and
      Protestantism, because they permit unlimited property, and place the individual at the focus of history. The
      emancipation of individuality was started by Humanism, but in effect the individual was released by European
      Protestantism from the confines of intermediaries, hereditary institutions and traditions.
    


    
      Knowledge as an unlimited new resource is inseparable from the individual, which is where the new individualism
      is rooted. However, the knowledge of the individual will only be of any value in a community, because information
      and knowledge are the only resource that grows through consumption and dissemination. To consume information is
      to share knowledge with others. Therefore, the new knowledge-based global economy is both individual and
      collective in character. The internet is already implying the redundancy of intermediaries between persons who
      possess individual knowledge; accordingly, previous vertical and hierarchical organisations are disappearing. The
      current situation bears a striking resemblance to the revolution of Protestantism in the 16th and 17th centuries. Just as no intermediary was needed between man and
      God at that time, none are needed today between one individual knowledge and another. This is why the mechanisms
      of 21st century economy are characterised by networks rather than hierarchies. The new
      Protestantism therefore rests on the foundations of a new economy organised around a new unlimited economic
      resource. While American settlers had unlimited access to land, the global settlers of the 21st century can rely on unlimited supplies of knowledge and information.
    


    
      It was in the aftermath of the Protestantism of the 16th and 17th centuries that literacy spread across Europe, when the spread of new doctrines was enabled by the
      doctrines of the Bible being read and discussed in the national languages. The intellectual revolution of
      Protestantism brought about the printing presses, then books, first religious, and ultimately also secular. The
      spread of literacy facilitated learning, the ultimate intellectual cradle of the industrial revolution, which was
      nominally English but in effect Scottish – the majority of industrial inventors were from Scotland, where
      learning was held in the highest esteem, as it required literacy, and new knowledge mobilised new mental skills.
      The first industrial revolution was driven by the intellectual revolution of Protestantism through the spread of
      knowledge and learning, and of thinking and debate. Today’s third industrial revolution is again underpinned by a
      revolution of the intellect, because a major part of present-day discoveries are driven by unlimited motivation
      based on unlimited private property, and global competition based on freedom. Underlying the new knowledge-based
      economic revolution is the new Protestantism.
    


    
      NEW CATHOLICISATION, NEW INTERMEDIARIES
    


    
      However, the outlines of the period that will follow the new Protestantism and the new network economy that has
      eliminated intermediaries are also emerging. Just as the spread of Protestantism across Europe in the
      16th and 17th centuries was followed by the Catholic
      renaissance of re-Catholicisation, the first decades of the 21st century may well bring
      about a turnaround through the emergence of new intermediary institutions and restrictions on private property.
      Apparently, today the increasingly conservative and new Protestant values of mature America are not only gaining
      prominence within America, but also in the global space through the operations of American politics, global
      American corporations, and international financial organisations, which are also promoting American interests.
      Global trade and capital flows are becoming less and less restricted, and the division of labour between the
      market and the State is increasingly shifted towards the market. Differences in incomes and assets are increasing
      rapidly in all countries integrated into the global economy, and individual freedoms are enhanced as part of the
      democratisation taking place in the global space. Collectively, these factors comprise the “Protestant
      revolution” of our age, as they provide individuals with the tools required for shaping their own fates.
    


    
      The new economy based on knowledge and information, the increased role of women in society and the economy, and
      the increasingly strong purchasing power of young people all belong to this wave, where the global space allows
      everyone to be an individual, and to pursue individual interests, values, desires and dreams. Today, a growing
      number of aspects in life are characterised by the freedom of individual decisions rather than the confines of
      restrictions and traditions, or the shackles of dictatorial powers. As the Protestant revolution eliminated the
      mandatory intermediary between man and God, the conditions that previously restricted communication among people
      living in different parts of the Earth are being eliminated in increasing numbers. The intermediary as such is
      being eliminated in general, causing hierarchies to fall. Simultaneously, an opposite trend also emerges as human
      knowledge is growing at such a rate and on such a scale, and the world is becoming so complex and fast that it is
      getting increasingly difficult to find one’s way around it. The need will arise again for compasses,
      intermediaries, institutions and groups that will assist with individual decisions.
    


    
      On the other hand, at its core the new economy based on knowledge and information is underpinned by individual
      skills, that is, talent. In our age, a talented individual may accumulate new capital, and acquire such
      individual economic power and assets that only great conquerors might dream of in the past. In the 21st century, talented individuals are becoming great conquerors in large numbers, which is one of the
      sources of the age of aristocracy. The new American aristocracy stands on the grounds of inherited assets and
      social status only in part – for a large part, its capital, accumulated by virtue of its own talent, is already
      built on the foundations of new knowledge and information.
    


    
      In the 21st century economy, in developed countries about one-fifth of the labour force
      will work with symbols and concepts7 such as information, money, news and knowledge involving concepts, but they will earn most of
      the income accumulated in society. In the modern society of the modern economy, the majority of the labour force
      will be engaged in services: a wide range of personal and community services will be provided by hairdressers,
      masseurs, retailers and nurses, but they will only receive a minor part of the total income. In the American
      economy these developments have already become more pronounced, which is one of the reasons for the accelerating
      emergence of a new aristocratic society, and the uninhibited operation of its political structure.
    


    
      Navigation on the new sea of knowledge and information, just like surfing on the internet, will require
      intermediaries. Among them, new international institutions, new market institutions, and the State will be the
      most important. This is when the time of Europe will truly come again, because in the first decades of the
      21st century, neither the European Union, nor Europe at large will be able to replicate
      the Anglo-American model, which is based on unlimited property and an unrestricted market, and rests on the
      foundations of Protestant values, with such efficiency as has been demonstrated by the American World Empire.
      Although the European Union and Europe as a whole will be forced by intensifying global competition to follow the
      Anglo-American model, they will not be as efficient in doing so as present-day and future America, or as Great
      Britain in Europe. However, for the European Union and the new single Europe, the emergence of the new
      intermediaries and the imminent new “Catholic” wave of thought will come as a godsend, making it possible to
      leverage the benefits of the features that make Europe different from America in global competition. Europe must
      therefore avoid cutting itself off from its European roots, and it should in particular avoid abandoning its
      sensitivity towards social inequalities, its confidence in self-governments and the State, its readiness for
      international cooperation, the right to restrict property and the market, the principle of responsibility
      attached to property, and the rest of the core European values. In the current new Protestant age, these
      principles will put Europe at some disadvantage, but in the age of the inevitable period of “new
      Catholicisation”, when a new need will arise for intermediaries and compasses, they will already be the sources
      of success.
    


    
      GENERATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS IN AMERICA
    


    
      A remarkable trait of America is that approximately every four decades general American thinking undergoes major
      changes.8 Although the core values
      underlying general thinking (religiousness and faith, individual freedom, the sanctity of property, the
      importance of association) are constant, public opinion has perceivably taken a different approach to lifestyle,
      daily politics, fashionable intellectual trends, and other key aspects of life. The generations born between 1900
      and 1940 are known to have been collective in nature, they carried out their duties, they were charitable, and
      went to the polls; in general, they were decent and good citizens. The generations born between 1940 and 1980 are
      already characterised by individual freedom and libertarianism, the abandonment of traditions and of traditional
      communities, and a rebellious lifestyle. The generations born since 1980, whose thinking and behaviours are only
      beginning to be felt, again bear a resemblance to their grandparents, with a stronger affiliation with
      traditional communities, more efforts for the public good, a preference to vote, and an inclination for a more
      conservative lifestyle. Earlier, we argued that grandchildren resembled their grandparents and rebelled against
      their parents, just as the generations born between 1940–1980 rebelled against those born between 1900–1940.
    


    
      The generational character of American life also implies that the more conservative stance of grandparents was
      set against the more democratic stance of their children, with distinct liberal touches, whereas grandchildren
      are again showing a more pronounced tendency for conservatism. This has also left its mark on American politics;
      a greater share of the power was carved out by the Democratic Party between 1940–1980 and by the Republican Party
      post-1980, with even the two presidential terms of Clinton, himself a Democrat, predominantly characterised by a
      moderate conservative programme. What causes such great differences in the thinking and lifestyles of American
      generations?
    


    
      They are partly attributable to major political and social shocks to America. To a great extent, the values and
      thinking that show the inner character of each generation are shaped by events that disrupt America’s former
      mechanisms. One example is the Great Depression of 1929–1933, which made American thinking more liberal. Another
      example is the victory in World War II, as the thinking of the approximately 9 million American soldiers
      returning home from Europe was significantly changed by the war. The thinking of the generations born between
      1940–1980 was shaped by the Vietnam War. America has been dealing with a similar shock since the terrorist
      attacks on 11 September 2001, i.e., since the shock of fear. Major shocks to America bend and shape the inner
      values of each generation, reinforcing certain trends and counteracting others.
    


    
      The values and thinking of the generations are also shaped by great excesses. American thinking is strongly
      influenced by the excesses that are periodically observed in America’s political and economic life. The first
      such excess was probably the disproportionate wealth and power of the “robber barons” established by the last
      decade of the 1800s. At that time, America’s wealthiest 1% held the same amount of assets as the remaining 99%
      combined. Under increasing public pressure, this social injustice was partly eliminated at the turn of the
      century, accompanied by legislation to cushion the previous excess. The large American monopolies were carved up,
      whereby the American asset structure became more evenly distributed. Another major excess was the overdrive of
      the American welfare state in the 1960s. The reverie of a “Great Society”, entertained by President Kennedy and
      in particular President Johnson, involved disproportionate public welfare measures, turning an increasing part of
      the American middle class against the welfare state. It is possible that the new Bush administration’s policy
      that specifically favours the wealthy will be considered by most of the American general public as an excess of
      the same sort, and another turnaround will follow.
    


    
      Although America is primarily concerned with itself, the values of the American generations are also influenced
      by thoughts from the world at large. Action against slavery, which ultimately led to the American Civil War, was
      attributable to a movement that started in England and changed the American public opinion shortly. The rise of
      the Japanese economy also brought about major changes in the thinking of America’s economic leaders.
    


    
      By nature, the transformation of America’s domestic world also shapes the thinking of the American generations.
      In the realm of the material and tangible world, the greatest influence on American thinking is that of the world
      of work, but changes in everyday life also play their part. Although new devices such as computers, the internet
      and mobile phones are major influences on everyday life, they only complement the changes in the world of work.
      Daily customs in the fields of leisure, travel, transport and the home, have a strong impact on people, but also
      largely reflect the world of work. An increasing proportion of Americans live in greenbelts, which has brought
      about the transformation of large cities. A major part of the wealthy is comprised of “new settlers” who live in
      closed residential parks that have newly sprung up or have been constructed in the vicinity of an existing
      municipality. America has always been the land of “pioneers”, in which frequent internal movements present an
      American world that is constantly on the move and on the road, and where the proliferation of greenbelts is a
      manifestation of this “persistent rush for re-establishment”.
    


    
      Americans of every generation are highly mobile and are keen to take employment at a distance from their
      birthplaces and previous residences, which results in frequent relocations and job changes. Remarkably, there has
      been a slight decrease in Americans’ propensity to move, because while in the 1950s one in five Americans moved
      each year, in the 1990s only one in six did so. Compared to earlier periods, Americans today have closer
      residential ties. Descendants of immigrants to America appear to carry the desire to move in their genes, which
      may subside over time.
    


    
      Americans’ closer residential ties compared to earlier periods are also influenced by the fact that among those
      employed, commuting to work accounts for a quarter of all personal travels. Between 1983 and 1995, the average
      commuting distance increased by 37% in America. While Americans now travel longer hours and distances for work,
      commuting times have only increased by 14%, because on average all means of transport have also become 25%
      faster. Post-1980 generations become more conservative compared to those born between 1940–1980, which is also
      related to the fact they move less frequently.
    


    
      Generations also differ in terms of starting families, and marriage. The number of marriages started to decline
      in the 1970s. In 1970, 68% of adults were married, 15% did not marry, and the rest were divorced, separated or
      widowed. In 2000, 56% of adults were married, and 23% did not marry at all. Today in America the number of
      divorces is not increasing at a faster rate than in the 1960s and 1970s – divorces peaked around 1980s, when 23%
      of American women were divorced. The number of divorces is not increasing because that of marriages is on the
      decline. That decline is due to the fact that for women marriage represents financial security increasingly less,
      and that they are qualified enough to live on their own. In fact, the number of women for whom men are a
      desirable deal is diminishing.
    


    
      SOCIAL RELATIONSHIPS IN AMERICA
    


    
      In present-day America, the density of social relationships is lower in cities than in smaller municipalities: an
      average resident in Los Angeles knows fewer people than an American living in a small municipality. Americans
      frequently make social calls; two-thirds visit at least one acquaintance a week. One half of the visitors call on
      their friends to have dinner together, or talk and play cards. According to recent surveys, Americans are
      spending an increasing amount of time with friends, where in many cases friendship is obviously only an
      acquaintance, and are spending increasingly less time in organised social events. Social capital that in earlier
      periods would be accumulated within organised institutions is being replaced by light and individually formed
      relationships that are neither hierarchical, nor lasting. Americans have therefore not become isolated, but are
      increasingly living their individualistic selves, and thus they are not engaging in community life within the
      framework of organised institutions as respectable citizens who provide the foundations of society, but are
      enjoying the company of friends and acquaintances, and are showing an increasing preference for lighter
      relationships that do not involve commitments rather than for more difficult ones that do. This is also social
      capital, but in a different form.
    


    
      The changes in America’s social capital are predominantly rooted in the world of work. Women spend more hours
      outside their homes than some decades ago, and the average American today works longer hours on average than
      three decades ago. The number of pensioners has increased, and so has their proportion within society. In
      present-day America, relationships lacking both a sense of commitment and deep emotions are becoming increasingly
      prominent. The advances in telecommunications represent a virtually invisible growth in social capital. To some
      extent, keeping in touch by telephone or email has taken over the role of personal relations. Messages conveyed
      by nonverbal means, e.g. via facial expression or body language, carry significantly more information now, and
      thus constitute a more complex signal system than messages conveyed in words. When the role of personal
      communication is becoming less pronounced as opposed to the growing importance of impersonal means of
      communication, emotionless, less complex and “lighter” messages are gaining in prominence. This is natural
      because messages are proliferating at a rate that calls for a reduction in their “depth”, i.e., emotional content
      and complexity.
    


    
      The workplace is also becoming increasingly “light”, but not intimate, and does not require either deep emotions,
      commitments, or core values. The workplace no longer helps the way family, residential and religious communities
      previously used to. It is light, varied and fast, but fails to provide security. Symptomatically, colleagues
      account for less than 10% of friends in America. Social capital is being transformed so that deep and permanent
      relationships that involve strong commitments are diminishing, and are giving way to an increased proportion of
      varied and changeable relationships that involve weak commitments. This change is probably also being driven by
      the tendency that today, in the age of knowledge-based economy, there is less need for the security and
      protection that traditional communities used to provide. Most people have also grown up in the sense that they
      can stand on their own feet, and have less need for the safety net that families, religious communities,
      residential communities, trade unions and workplaces used to provide in earlier periods. A growing part of
      American society is advancing from the level of satisfying physical needs, and also from the level of community
      affiliation, to a level where the greatest importance is attached to the fulfilment of individual desires. This
      is why a number of traditional forms of social capital are losing in prominence, while many new components are
      gaining.
    


    
      American society is undergoing a discernible shift from civic organisations affiliated to the place of residence
      and the workplace towards professional communities. The workplace is becoming increasingly important, and the
      corporate world is effectively replacing social communities. At the end of the 20th
      century, more Americans worked than at any previous time in American history. While a mere 59% of Americans were
      at work in 1950, their ratio rose to 67% by 1997. More Americans have been working and have been working more,
      with average weekly hours up from 40 to 50 over the past two decades, as opposed to the falling trend seen in
      Europe and Japan. Work and the workplace have been taking over the role of traditional family, religious and
      residential communities. At first sight, it might appear as though only money were supplanting spiritual,
      cultural, family, religious and social values; in reality, however, the workplace has also been taking over the
      former role of these values.
    


    
      POLITICAL PARTICIPATION IN AMERICA
    


    
      Present-day America is an aristocratic republic, where the values, interests and thinking of the elite define
      politics. Americans in the wealthiest fifth have established the institutions whereby they can influence public
      opinion. The most important of these are the media, the parties and election campaigns, and leading civic groups,
      all of which are financed by the American elite. At no other time during America’s history to date has such an
      efficient “thought mechanism” emerged that would establish such a strong link between money, power and the means
      of persuasion as in present-day America.
    


    
      The United States Constitution incorporated balances into the political system so that the majority would not
      threaten the freedom of individuals and minorities.9 However, today’s threat is the very opposite, with a minority
      threatening the freedom of the majority. In all probability, the drafters of the Constitution did not give any
      serious consideration to the possibility that anything might threaten the rule of the majority in the American
      democracy. They did not because the thinking of immigrants to America was characterised by revolt against the
      divine authority of monarchs, rooted in the English Civil War. The Founding Fathers were all the less concerned
      for America’s democratic arrangements because, as Thomas Jefferson remarked, America was the realm of
      freedom.10 In his first
      inauguration address, George Washington added, ‘the preservation of the sacred fire of liberty [...] [is] [...]
      entrusted to the hands of the American people.’11 The strongest influence on the political stance of the Founding Fathers and of American
      settlers in general was exerted by Locke. He argued, ‘men being [...] by nature all free, equal and independent,
      no one can be put out of this estate, and subjected to the political power of another, without his own
      consent.’12
    


    
      At the time of the Founding Fathers, then, there was no reason to be concerned for the majority because of the
      minority, but for the minority because of the majority; therefore, there was nothing to prevent the emergence,
      through accumulation based on private property, of a new aristocracy, a new American elite that turned the
      political structure from democracy into something else.
    


    
      In all aspects of life, Protestantism brought about the revolt of individuality against the community. The first
      settlers were English Puritans who passionately believed that they were individually linked to God. They
      professed that God had not created the world for the idle, nor for the well-disposed, but for people who were
      hard-working and rational. The freedom of property and personal independence were seen as a part of God’s design.
      Greed was considered good on the grounds that acquisition, property and individual initiative would ultimately
      benefit all. Thus, already at the moment of America’s birth, individuality was empowered to break free from the
      community and rise above the rest of its members by virtue of individual talent, diligence, or even greed. This
      marked the first division of thought between Europe and America. Even the Constitution provides that the American
      people would only be governed by the governor of the universe – God. One of the reasons why the State should not
      be granted excessive power over the individual was, therefore, considered to be the fact that people were
      governed by God. The Founding Fathers constructed the federal state of America so as to provide a balance against
      the Founding States for the protection of individuals.
    


    
      The Fifth Amendment to the Constitution provides for the constitutional protection of personal property,
      prohibiting governments from depriving any individual of life, liberty or property without due process of law,
      also declaring that private property was not to be taken for public use without just compensation. By contrast,
      the German Constitution attaches commitments to property. Contradicting that of Europe, American thinking as
      regards the rights of the individual ultimately brought about a natural transformation of American democracy into
      an aristocratic political system, because unlimited and free of any commitments, private property also claimed
      influence on politics.
    


    
      COVERT CENTRALISATION IN AMERICA
    


    
      Tocqueville already noticed that the internal movements of democracies were directed toward centralisation. In
      present-day America, the hidden alignment of values, interests and behavioural patterns is carried out through
      the media, primarily through television. One hour of watching television is equivalent to an approximately 10%
      reduction in most social activities. Watching television is not compatible with public engagement, charity, or
      intense social relations, but no such compatibility is needed any longer. A number of civic activities and
      organisations may often give rise to initiatives that are inconsistent with the interests of central power, and
      the underlying interests of the new aristocracy. “Central power” comprises all of the government, the political
      elite, the business elite and the media elite at the same time. To a large extent, the aristocratic political
      arrangements have been established and are maintained through the media. The media has gained in importance as
      the only means of planting the same idea in the heads of masses of Americans, a feat accomplished by traditional
      communities and social organisations in earlier periods. As people are increasingly less connected through close
      and permanent relationships, an extensive new link is needed, which is provided by the media. In the media, news
      and messages have apparently given way to entertainment.
    


    
      At the core of media programmes, however, there are values, ideas and models influencing human behaviours,
      comprising the coordinating messages that are driving America’s covert centralisation. Televisions were found in
      10% of American households in 1950 and 90% in 1959, which made television probably the fastest technological
      innovation in human history.13 On
      average, Americans today watch television for approximately four hours a day, whereby they receive a massive
      quantity of collective models through visual messages. The outside world thus becomes an abstract reality
      filtering in through television, just like weather is an abstraction filtering in through air conditioners. In
      this way, a virtual world emerges that works with symbols, as well as with translation equipment that filters,
      translates and transforms reality in order to plant collective behavioural models and ideas in people’s heads.
    


    
      The relationship between watching television and participation in social and civic activities is so strong that
      the impact of watching television for one hour less per day is equivalent to 5 to 6 years of additional studies.
      Watching television is negatively correlated with all types of social activities, including volunteer work,
      political participation, charity, and participation in religious communities, but is positively correlated with
      sleep, leisure, housework, listening to the radio, and all hobby activities.
    


    
      Television anchors viewers at their homes, making them indifferent, isolated, and centrally controllable.
      Watching television is a “light” activity that requires little energy, as opposed to “heavy” social activities
      that involve a wide range of commitments and require plenty of energy.
    


    
      The covert centralisation taking place in modern societies, which is the most pronounced in America, is also
      supported by the transformation of human personality. Present-day American society is no longer characterised by
      permanent personalities possessing a few traits, but by fragmented personalities composed of a large number of
      mosaic pieces, resembling cubist pictures. In this society, a single personality could feature up to 10 to 20
      mosaic pieces. For the contemporary “mosaic personality”, direct human relationships require an increasing amount
      of energy because each piece of the mosaic is related to an increasing range of personalities. This is why the
      contemporary American personality is looking for indirect and passive forms of social cooperation that are void
      of personal relationships, as in such forms messages do not require large quantities of energy for being received
      and conveyed.
    


    
      INTELLECT IS GAINING IN INFLUENCE
    


    
      As intellect is gaining in influence, present-day mature America displays a remarkable dual character. In
      American society, including the younger generations, an increasing desire is being felt for material goods and in
      particular for luxury items, while the world of intellect, thought and ideas is simultaneously becoming
      increasingly influential compared to material goods. The influence of thinking and intellect is also becoming
      increasingly strong in America because of a decrease in the number of people working with material objects, set
      against a growing number of people working with symbols (such as numbers, information, digital signals and
      money), and persons. Information belongs in the realms of intellect and thought, and persons are not materials
      either. They are living and feeling consumers, customers or business partners filled with emotions and ideas, but
      by no means working objects. Moreover, objects are also becoming increasingly rare as working tools because the
      work processes that used to be carried out by the American middle class are now carried out by robots, cheap
      foreign labour, and smart computer software. The world of work has come to be dominated by thought, and its
      mechanisms are no longer limited by the material world of tools and working objects.
    


    
      The transformation of American society is driving the emergence of a “symbol economy” covering about one-fifth of
      employees, and the establishment of an economy in which a majority are service providers. Material objects are
      becoming increasingly scarce in the world of work, and are conversely gaining prominence in the world of
      consumption. Where material objects occupy a major role in the world of work either as working tools or as
      working objects, humans and thought will be limited and restricted accordingly. Working tools are suitable for
      many things and unsuitable for even more; objects in themselves limit the flight of imagination and thought, and
      the freedom of workers. If, on the other hand, goods and in particular consumer goods proliferate in the world of
      consumption, the world of freedom will gain in strength, because each new consumer object will facilitate a new
      area and release the user from a specific restriction, providing more leeway. Therefore, in mature America the
      relationship between material and intellect, between objects of thought, is being transformed so that thought is
      becoming increasingly free in the world of work, while it is also gaining prominence in the world of consumption.
      Life in America is thus increasingly defined by intellect, ideas and information rather than objects and working
      tools. This is why the way Americans think has become increasingly important – American life, and thus American
      politics, is defined by American ideas.
    


    
      WORK, SOCIAL LIFE, HEALTH
    


    
      In the American economy, agriculture and industry are losing in prominence, while the services sector is taking
      on an increasingly important role. This trend is in fact driven by growth in two types of work opportunity. The
      first concerns the identification and resolution of new problems. This includes the world of R&D, planning
      and design, the film industry, bankers, financial professionals, journalists, doctors, management consultants,
      i.e., the world of present-day intellectual work. They are symbolic analysts who work with numbers, images,
      concepts, words, ideas, i.e., abstract symbols. The essence of their work is to collect, analyse, transform, and
      finally communicate symbols. The explosion of information technology has provided symbolic analysts with a new
      instrument, and going forward “concept workers” are likely to take on an even more important role as the
      revolution in telecommunications and computing continues to accelerate. They tend to work alone or in small teams
      in quiet and neatly furnished workplaces, with “concept work” accounting for some one-fifth of all American
      jobs.14
    


    
      The other growing group of employees in American society provide personal services. Their work has to be carried
      out in person; members of this group tend to be women, members of minorities, and new immigrants. Most American
      jobs already belong in this group, and their number increases rapidly with the growth of the services sector.
      Today, more Americans work for Walmart than for the entire American automotive industry, and more people are
      employed at laundries than in steel metallurgy. While “concept workers”, i.e., those working with symbols are
      high-earners, people who provide personal services receive significantly lower incomes. More importantly, while
      in the first group there is a constant shortage of quality labour because the work requires specialised training,
      providers of personal services are troubled by a rapid increase in their supply.
    


    
      There is a fundamental difference between “concept workers” and providers of personal services: those in the
      first group work with impersonal concepts rather than with persons and objects. For them, work narrows the range
      of personal relationships, whereas for people in the second group social relationships result from work itself.
      However, a growing body of surveys show that social relationships make people healthy, wealthy, and wise.
      American, Scandinavian and Japanese surveys carried over the past two decades demonstrate that people with an
      extremely narrow range of social and human relationships are 2 to 5 times more likely die at an early age
      compared to those maintaining close relationships with their families, friends, and communities.
    


    
      When someone relocates from an American state with high social capital, i.e., where people are linked through a
      dense network of social relationships, relationships are characterised by trust and understanding, and
      participation in volunteer work and charity is high in community life, to a state where social capital is low,
      the probability of a major deterioration in the relocating person’s health is 40 to 70% higher.15 From the perspective of healthy life,
      relocating to an American state with high social capital is almost equivalent to quitting smoking. When someone
      transfers to a residential, workplace, or social community that has a high social capital index, i.e., where
      trust, understanding, reciprocity, religion and the religious community play important roles, this transfer in
      itself will reduce the risk of death to the individual over the next year.
    


    
      Individuals who have many friends, can rely on many people, are surrounded by friendly neighbours, are helped by
      colleagues, and most importantly, also have families, are significantly less likely to become isolated and
      depressed, lose their self-esteem, or even develop eating and sleeping disorders. All other things being equal,
      people living in families are significantly happier than those living alone. Similarly, people who are religious
      and are affiliated with religious communities are also healthier and happier than those who lack this form of
      social capital. People’s happiness, and even health, is best defined by the depth and diversity of their social
      relationships. The lack of happiness, i.e., mental illness will be manifested in physical disease both
      immediately and directly, and in a great number of indirect ways. It is not by coincidence that among “concept
      workers” new social communities, hobby groups, leisure groups, and light friendships and acquaintances are
      becoming increasingly widespread, since for people working with symbols, these are substitutes for traditional
      human relationships in the workplace.
    


    
      America’s first immigrants and settlers created a society in which civic associations, human communities,
      religious communities, family and, in general, all kinds of associations were much more widespread than in
      contemporary Europe. To this day, the same image continues to be displayed in America, where despite the
      transformation of workplace communities, as a result of which relationships are becoming increasingly impersonal
      as the number of symbols rise and personal relationships become less frequent, new social webs are emerging that
      increase social capital and maintain Americans’ mental and physical health. This provides an insight into how
      American life expectancy can rise steadily and rapidly in the face of unhealthy lifestyles and eating habits.
      This is not only attributable to new medical devices and medicines, but primarily to new forms of social capital,
      i.e. new social forms.
    


    
      A MORE MODEST AMERICAN DREAM
    


    
      From the first settlers on, immigrants were driven to America by a dream, the dream of freedom, property,
      prosperity and happiness. This was later declared to be the “ American Dream”. Until the early 1970s, the
      American Dream did indeed work, because, with the exception of the Great Depression of 1929–1933, American
      citizens perceived a long march of freedom and prosperity in their country. However, the two oil price crises of
      the 1970s obscured the American Dream as the previous rapid rate of productivity and economic growth was halted.
      The economic “golden age” came to an end. Although the 1990s saw strong recovery, in which the telecom sector
      doubled its share within industrial production between 1992–2001, creating two-thirds of new jobs and absorbing
      one-third of new investments, the situation changed by 2002. The momentum was lost, marking a cyclical downturn
      in American economy. The huge unexploited network capacities that had been created in the American economy by the
      late 1990s in the aftermath of the “telecom gold rush” heralded the return of high trade and balance of-payments
      deficits, a high budget deficit, high public debt, and all the previous woes of high corporate and household
      indebtedness.16
    


    
      Today the wealthiest 1% of Americans possess 40% of the national wealth, holding more assets than the total
      combined assets of 95% of Americans. As some 4% of Americans possess approximately another one-fifth of assets,
      the wealthiest 5% of Americans hold 60% of America’s total national wealth. The real earnings of labourers and of
      people employed in low-paid sectors have remained virtually level since the late 1970s. America is the wealthiest
      nation in the world today, but also the one where inequalities in incomes and assets are the greatest.17
    


    
      In America, the greatest change over the past half a century has probably been women’s entry in the labour
      market. While in the 1950s one out of three women worked outside their own homes, today two out of three do so,
      which corresponds to a twofold increase in the ratio. The average weekly working time has increased by some 10
      hours over the past twenty years, and only 61% of the respondents surveyed in 1999 reported that their incomes
      were sufficient for the achievement of all their important goals, as opposed to 74% of the respondents surveyed
      in 1965. In America, the greatest inequalities in incomes and assets emerged in the last third of the
      19th century, in the 1920s, and finally in the decades following the 1980s. As though
      American society underwent cyclical changes every half a century. Inequalities in incomes and assets were high
      between 1870–1920, more moderate between 1930–1980, and have been high again since 1980s. Today, some 80% of
      America’s economic growth is skimmed by the highest-earning 20% of its citizens. The USD 1,300 billion tax cut
      introduced by President Bush in 2001 strongly favoured those with annual incomes exceeding USD 500,000, as they
      received 40% of the total tax relief. The similar USD 400 billion cut introduced in 2003 made them even better
      off, since taxpayers with a tax base of USD 1 million were granted an average cut of USD 90,000, whereas typical
      middle-class families only USD 217. Most low-income families received no benefits from the tax cut. In 2000,
      America’s 400 wealthiest taxpayers received 1% of the total income, a twofold increase compared to 1992.
    


    
      Three out of four students attending America’s best colleges and universities today come from wealthy families,
      with a mere 3% coming from specifically poor families. In present-day America, inequalities in incomes and assets
      are smaller than in the last third of the 19th century, because at that time the
      wealthiest 1% of Americans held more assets than the remaining 99% combined, whereas today the wealthiest 1% hold
      40% of total assets; nevertheless, inequalities are on the rise.
    


    
      Today, Americans live in the “age of diminished expectations”.18 Since 1980, they have reduced their expectations, dreams and
      goals in the material world; simultaneously, salaried American employees have essentially seen their real
      earnings stagnate over the past two decades. Diminished expectations are also being driven by greater restraints
      on the welfare state. Today, the American Dream is expressed in more moderate terms rather than the luxury
      version of earlier decades. However, in exchange – and as it were, as a surrogate – for diminishing expectations
      in the material world, the American political elite has provided the American society with the increasing weight
      of the world empire.
    


    
      During President Reagan’s terms, the new American Dream, no longer material, was to halt communism, and it was
      fulfilled. In the 1990s, there was less need for a new dream, because the American economy did well and achieved
      nearly full employment. However, expectations continued to “diminish” in that period as the average number of
      hours worked per week increased from 40 to 50, and women took employment on a massive scale, whereby most
      families switched to dual-earner family model from the former model that was built on a single earner. Yet there
      was no need to give Americans a brand new dream outside the material world, because, although in more moderate
      terms, the economy offered a number of small dreams. By contrast, at the time of the post-2000 economic
      difficulties the need arose again to outline a dream outside the material world – this is the dream of a world
      power, and underlying it, the dream of overcoming global terrorism that is threatening America’s security.
    


    
      When the majority of American society is forced to “diminish” the American Dream, apart from the values at the
      highest level of Abraham Maslow’s “hierarchy of needs”19 the subordinate values will also become more dominant. Most
      importantly, the value of safety will gain in dominance, as well as that of belonging. The desire for America’s
      safety and security increases the dominance of the values of belonging and safety at the same time, which
      explains the high effectiveness of the new American strategy built on the threat of global terrorism, and on the
      fight against it. The American Dream had to be diverted from the world of material values, because in that world
      the previous dreams could no longer be fulfilled. In terms of Maslow’s hierarchy of needs, there was only one
      possible direction, because in the world of labour the values of self-actualisation are hardly a viable target
      for the majority of the American society – they are for the fifth working with symbols, but not for society at
      large. This is why needs and desires had to be directed downwards, because they are the stronger the lower they
      are ranked in the hierarchy. By mobilising the values of safety and belonging in American society, the new
      strategy of the American elite uses a more powerful weapon than the luxury dream offered in the material world,
      as the need for safety and belonging is stronger than for welfare and self-actualisation.
    


    
      NEW AMERICAN “LATIFUNDIA”
    


    
      In America, during the six decades following the Civil War, “latifundia” of the same size as previously those in
      the territory of the Southern states were formed under the leadership of the North. The difference was that while
      the large estates in the Southern states were based on land, the new “latifundia” established after the Civil War
      were based on industry. Wealth and power were rooted in large corporations rather than large estates of land.
      Over the course of another six decades that followed, a liberal and democratic America accomplished the great
      turnaround that ultimately led to job creation, education, opportunities, and improved living standards for the
      masses. This democratic revolution started with the economic policy of the New Deal launched by President
      Roosevelt, and lasted until Reagan’s presidency. 1980 heralded in a new era that might last another six decades,
      yet another era of “latifundia”. Unlike earlier estates based on land and subsequently large corporations, these
      new ones will be built on the foundations of large “knowledge companies” and “symbol factories”.
    


    
      Today, Bill Gates and the owners of Walmart, Warren Buffett, and the other multi-billionaires possess the same
      degree of disproportionate wealth within the American economy as the Rockefellers and Vanderbilts in the age of
      the “robber barons”, and before them the wealthy large landowners in the Southern Confederate states. When
      Lincoln’s Republicans won the American Civil War, industrial America triumphed over an America that was built on
      agriculture. The recent conservative takeover in America marks the victory of an America built on knowledge and
      information over a Democratic America based on industry. In no way is this supposed to mean that the new
      billionaires or the new business elite were comprised exclusively of Republicans and conservatives, just as Ford
      was highly concerned about social welfare despite being one of the most prominent businessmen of his age. What it
      does mean is that today a new “plutocracy” is emerging in the same way as previously the aristocracy of large
      landowners in Southern states, or following the American Civil War that of industrial capitalists in the
      aftermath of the industrial revolution.
    


    
      When in present-day mature America an increasingly wide gap is seen in incomes and assets, it cannot be
      attributed to “chance” or a “blind market”. Underlying this trend is a power structure in which the new
      aristocracy controls American government and business as best suits its interests. In this arrangement,
      astronomical incomes are indeed paid to company executives by the “invisible hand of the market”, except that the
      strings of the invisible hand are being pulled by the new aristocracy.
    

  


  
    V.


    
      America’s Internal Wars
    


    
      Today, we live in the age of Pax Americana, the Peace of America. Although military conflicts are constantly
      experienced in the global space, armed conflicts are not waged today on a scale comparable to the Hundred Years’
      War, the Thirty Years’ War, the Napoleonic Wars, or the First and Second World Wars. Neither is our age
      characterised by a long-term Cold War that could also be conceived of as a third World War – today’s armed
      conflicts are local in nature and relatively short. The wars in Afghanistan and Iraq are no exception, because in
      both cases the conflict has successfully been contained in a geographically delimited area.
    


    
      However, below the peaceful surface, the embers of new forms of warfare are smouldering. The American World
      Empire is constantly engaged in war against its rivals, but these wars no longer appear in the bloody guise of
      military conflict as they are predominantly economic and financial wars. Inside America, an effectively constant
      war is fought between the two sides of American politics, the liberal Democrats and the conservative Republicans.
      Below the peaceful surface of Pax Americana, then, wars are waged constantly by covert and sophisticated means
      both in the world at large and within America.
    


    
      However, America is not only engaged in internal and external warfare in our age; the entire history of the
      American World Empire has been shaped by wars. Following the example offered by the history of the Roman Empire,
      America gained strength progressively through constant warfare. America owes its peace to wars, and thus the Pax
      Americana was also born out of constant warfare. The birth of America starts with a war against English
      colonialists, then the emerging and independent America is nearly destroyed in 1812 in the British–American war.
      The new, unified America is born in the course of the Civil War between 1861 and 1865. It then matures into a
      world power during World War I, and becomes the single world power of the Western Hemisphere in World War II.
      Last in the series of America’s great wars is the Cold War, from which it emerges as the single world power. In
      an overview of the history of the Roman Empire from 510 BC, when the Roman Republic was established following the
      victory over the Etruscan king Tarquinius, through its reinforcement during the Punic Wars, near exsanguination
      in the Civil War of Marius and Sulla, and the bloody transformation of the Republic into an Empire in the age of
      Julius Caesar, one can recognise the history of the American Empire to date.
    


    
      Throughout its history America has been, as it is today, engaged in constant internal and external warfare, in
      which the two types of war are interrelated. The Democrats fight a different war on the outside when they have
      won on the inside, than the Republicans when they are in power. While conservative Republican America has an
      inclination for real wars, liberal Democratic America has shown a preference for economic and financial wars.
      Reagan’s Strategic Defence Initiative (his “Star Wars” programme), President George H. W. Bush’s Gulf War, and
      now President George W. Bush’s wars in Afghanistan and Iraq are the consequences of the strategy pursued by
      conservative Republicans. Anyone under the impression of a peacefully disposed liberal Democratic America ought
      to be reminded of President Clinton’s economic and financial wars in the 1990s, including the East Asian
      Financial Crisis in 1997–1999, the Russian financial collapse in 1998, and America’s financial policy whereby
      Japan was doomed to economic stagnation throughout the decade. These are all the consequences of sophisticated,
      but highly effective warfare. As America’s external and internal wars are interrelated, it appears appropriate
      that domestic warfare within the American Empire, i.e., America’s internal wars, should be addressed first.
    


    
      THE ANTAGONISM BETWEEN CONSERVATIVES AND LIBERALS
    


    
      In America, multiple civil wars are being waged simultaneously. On the surface, the struggle is seen between
      Democrats and Republicans, backed by liberals and conservatives respectively. A deeper look reveals the struggle
      between the elite and the general public. The American elite is becoming increasingly artful in its ways of
      linking power and wealth, employing increasingly sophisticated means to persuade the general public of its own
      opinion. This has provoked the resistance of a new public both across America and globally. Apparently, the
      general public has emerged as a third power group in America in addition to liberal Democrats and conservative
      Republicans. The general public is a colourful mosaic of hundreds and even thousands of civic organisations,
      social groups, religious groups and other minority movements that are opposed to the official power and parties,
      and are becoming increasingly strong.
    


    
      A third, covert civil war is being fought between the aristocracy and the people. In American politics, the
      aristocracy has outgrown the people as the wealthiest 1% concentrate 60% of total assets, receive a vast majority
      of profits and additional income,1
      enforce their economic interests in politics as well, while their interests are at odds with those of the people
      on key points. In periods when the middle classes of American society carved out a greater share of assets and
      incomes, the interests of majority, of the people, were also dominant. However, as early as following the victory
      of the North in 1865, an aristocratic political structure started to emerge in America. The anti-monopoly laws of
      the turn of the century, President Roosevelt’s policy of the New Deal in the 1930s, then the policies of the
      1960–1970s favouring the middle class also promoted the interests of the majority, in clear contrast with today’s
      policies, which are promoting the interests of the new aristocracy.
    


    
      The civil war between liberal Democrats and conservative Republicans does not seek to change America’s political
      structure, since neither party wants the republic to be replaced by imperial rule, nor to sweep aside the
      Constitution, and, perhaps most importantly, neither party seeks to restore the supremacy of the people over the
      new aristocracy. The civil war is being fought for power and not for a change in the political structure. The
      result of previous and current civil wars will not be the return of mass democracy, but an increasingly strong
      aristocratic republic as it follows its own logic.2 However, America being a world empire, its civil wars, although they are not armed conflicts,
      are sanguinary, permeate all aspects of life, and their outcome affects the entire world.
    


    
      Manifested as the antagonism of conservative Republicans and liberal Democrats on the political scene, the dual
      character of American society and politics is the consequence of a very deep divide in terms of values and
      thinking. The ideals of unlimited private property and equality are two core American values which are also laid
      down in the Constitution, yet at no point in the course of American history have they been fulfilled in perfect
      alignment and at the same time. Before the 1861–1865 Civil War, the inequalities in incomes and assets based on
      unlimited private property had not yet reached their later extent. At that time America was truly a mass
      democracy, although the ideal of American equality apparently did not apply to slaves. When American society is
      characterised by a wide and expanding middle class, the previous traits of mass democracy will become more
      pronounced, and the mechanisms of the aristocratic republic will be less geared to elite preferences. When, by
      contrast, the middle class becomes narrower and weaker, increased economic power will be concentrated in the
      hands of the wealthiest, and the traits of the aristocratic republic will be more prominent.
    


    
      THE STRUGGLE BETWEEN CONFLICTING IDEALS
    


    
      Conservative Republicans and liberal Democrats essentially hold conflicting views concerning a series of
      important social aspects. American liberalism represents a rational, just and complex balance between freedom,
      solidarity and equality. Liberals attach great importance to ensuring that the inequalities in incomes and assets
      that arise within the economy are reduced through the state tax regime, that even the poorest classes of society
      are granted equal opportunities and access to good education, and that full employment is achieved. By contrast,
      the conservative Republican approach requires a free market economy that is based solely on individual freedom
      and unlimited property. From a European perspective, it may be somewhat misleading for the latter to be referred
      to as neoliberal or neoconservative, yet that approach gives rise to an economic philosophy and economic policy
      that is unambiguously and appropriately termed liberal in Europe. From the early 1980s, the neoconservative
      revolution transformed America’s thinking and intellectual map. Conceptually, the neoconservative revolution has
      been attributed to two professors of the University of Chicago, Leo Strauss and Milton Friedman.3
    


    
      Strauss had the greater impact on the thinking of American society, whereas liberal economists swore by
      Friedman’s views. Strauss held that good society rested on the foundations of virtuous and moral citizens, whose
      character was pure and excellent. By granting equality to its citizens, the State would undermine individual
      morals, because it would release citizens from the consequences of their individual decisions. In his view, the
      reinforcement of virtues was facilitated by religion and nationalism, and undermined by liberalism and
      irreligiousness.
    


    
      According to Friedman’s theory, inflation was motivated by the quantity of money, and as the latter could only be
      increased by the State, the State was also liable for inflation. When inflation was rising in an economy, the
      State was either applying unreasonably low interest rates, or spending excessively, and funding its expenditures
      by printing money. The remedy he proposed involved restrictions on the role of the State, cuts on government
      spending, and halting the increase in the quantity of money. His approach was based on the assumption that a free
      market economy was self-regulating, and that any State intervention in the operation of the market could only
      have negative consequences.
    


    
      Remarkably, underlying both theories are the doctrines of early Protestantism, i.e., the tenet that no
      intermediary shall be interposed between God and man, i.e., that individuals were directly connected with the
      Creator. Accordingly, no State intermediary was assumed to be necessary between virtuous citizens because that
      would release them from their responsibilities, just as no State intermediary was needed between market
      participants, because that would distort market self-regulation. Adherents to the present-day American radical
      conservative wave have broken with the precepts of their former libertarian allies, who professed that
      individuals could do whatever pleased them as long as in doing so they did not cause harm to others. Today’s
      radical conservatives believe in the primacy of virtuous conduct, and associate deteriorating public morals with
      extramarital relationships, abortion, children born out of wedlock, and divorce. Strauss argued that if citizens’
      virtues and public morals were to deteriorate, what might follow in America could be worse than a civil war. As a
      Holocaust refugee, he blamed the tragedy of the Jews on the Weimar Republic, and considered that similar trends
      were emerging in the United States.4
    


    
      By contrast, liberal Democrats associated deteriorating public morals with the manipulation of shares, accounting
      fraud, insider dealing, tax fraud, astronomical incomes paid to the executives of large corporations, and the
      interpenetration of politics and wealth.5 Public morals are clearly held in high esteem on both sides of the intellectual civil war;
      however, while conservative Republicans are concerned that individual and collective morals may deteriorate due
      to the decline of individual freedom into libertarianism, liberal Democrats associate the same prospects with the
      excesses resulting from unlimited private property.
    


    
      Liberal Democrats and conservative Republicans have different perspectives on the role of the State because they
      hold different views on the causes of poverty. Today’s radical conservatives are reiterating the theories of
      social Darwinism. They argue that the poor have only themselves to blame for their poverty, partly because they
      have not inherited individual skills and virtues whereby they could have gone a longer way in the world, but
      partly because they have failed to work so hard as to do so. In American society, so the argument goes, the
      wealthy have higher incomes and more assets than the majority because they have inherited better skills, and
      worked hard to achieve what they have today. This is the approach of market fundamentalism, which associates
      wealth with virtue on the grounds that wealth could be accumulated by an individual that is virtuous, talented,
      and hard-working.
    


    
      The ideas advocated by Herbert Spencer have had a greater impact in America than in England, because the
      present-day radical conservative mindset is underpinned by the approach that only the fittest will survive in the
      social and economic struggle, which is seen as right, because it is both effective and just.6 Consequently, governments are not
      supposed to do anything to eliminate poverty. The affluent will grant handouts and donations to the poor, and
      that will do. By helping the poor through social programmes and reforms on education and health, a government is
      seen as interfering in natural social selection and preventing the survival of the fittest only. In this
      approach, American society, and indeed human civilisation as a whole is faced with a simple choice. It may opt
      for freedom and the survival of the fittest, which involves great social inequalities, or alternatively, it may
      opt for more moderate inequalities, whereby those who are not the fittest will also survive at the expense of a
      risk to freedom.
    


    
      A CONSERVATIVE WAVE IN POLITICS
    


    
      Reagan’s victory was made possible by a conservative wave that had progressively gained strength from the late
      1970s. The major tax cuts in the 1980s primarily favoured the rich, while the neoliberal economic policy pursued
      by Reagan failed to deliver on the hopes vested in it. This drove President George H. W. Bush to implement a tax
      hike in 1990, despite his promise at the Republican Convention of 1988 that he would not introduce new taxes.
      Radical conservatives felt betrayed, and although his presidency saw the collapse of the Soviet Union and the
      Gulf War victory, he was ultimately outvoted. Clinton won the 1992 presidential election because his rival Ross
      Perot, a new “independent” candidate, polled 19% of all votes. The former Republican coalition disintegrated as
      Perot received the vast majority of his votes from Republican voters, causing Bush to lose.7
    


    
      Although the conservative revolution was politically derailed in 1992, the conservative wave continued to gain
      strength in America. Clinton won with a moderate conservative programme, which was, rather than the Democratic
      programme, what he effectively implemented in the course of his two terms.8 He did not increase public investments, did not launch any new
      government programmes, and never made any open attacks on radical conservatives. Although he raised taxes,
      withdrew some of the tax reliefs previously granted to the wealthy by Reagan, cut the military budget, and
      granted minor tax allowances to the working poor, he is credited with the demolition of the American welfare
      state. He perceived the continuation of the conservative wave in America, which prevented him from launching a
      new, progressive Democratic movement.9 While his economic policy was a success, its real outcome was not the implementation of his
      original programme, but his successful resistance to that of radical conservatives. As a president, Clinton was
      flexible and effective, yet against a strong conservative wave he was unable to launch a liberal Democratic
      renaissance. Clinton could only succeed in Congress with Republican support. This was the case with the
      establishment of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA), the deregulation of the banking and telecom
      sectors, and the reform on the welfare system, whereby welfare benefits were limited to five years.
    


    
      In effect, America’s radical conservative revolution started two years into the first term of President Reagan,
      in the 1982 Senate elections. Their strategy was targeted at white voters in the South, with complete success. In
      1994, for the first time in four decades, they also won a majority of the seats in the House of Representatives.
      By the mid-1980s, American liberalism was in decline. Already Clinton promised more police in the streets, and
      more criminals behind bars. Clinton carried through the deregulation of the telecom, electricity and financial
      sectors, which is the clearest indication of the strength of the conservative wave in America. The economic
      sectors brought under State regulation back in the early 1930s as part of Roosevelt’s Democratic programme became
      deregulated under a Democratic government that was supposed to be following liberal principles. It was during
      Clinton’s terms as president in the 1990s that the ban on American bank mergers was lifted, which had previously
      prevented mergers between commercial and investment banks – another measure abandoning the policy of the 1930s
      that had restricted the market and reinforced State regulation. In America, the role of the market was not
      extended by conservative Republicans but liberal Democrats in the 1990s.
    


    
      DEMOCRATIC DEFICIT IN AMERICA
    


    
      The real strength of the present-day conservative wave is demonstrated by the fact that liberal Democrats have
      been discouraged from promoting their former programme. Today, American Democrats should promise security, jobs,
      better schools, more affordable healthcare and childcare, and better pension benefits. In a populist vein, they
      should promote Clinton’s original programme of “focus on people” at the dawn of the 21st
      century. As part of that populist message, they should call on the business elite to refrain from the fusion of
      politics and wealth, and not to use its money to buy politics. However, today liberal Democrats run with an
      opposite programme, because the dependence of Democratic politicians has probably reached a level where politics
      would become defunct without the political donations of the wealthy, and the contributions of listed companies
      and banks to campaign expenses. In Congress, in the absence of an economic policy programme of their own,
      Democrats have passed the tax cuts that favoured the wealthy. Kerry’s 2004 election programme was another example
      of such misguided efforts.
    


    
      In America, political bribery has become legitimate. Political morale is being severely damaged by the fact that
      the campaigns of presidential candidates and other politicians are being financed by the affluent. For example,
      the campaign of President George W. Bush was run on funds raised by Rangers and Pioneers.10 Anyone with the intention of becoming
      a Ranger was required to raise at least USD 200,000 from contributions of USD 2,000 each. Becoming a Pioneer
      required raising only USD 100,000. During the presidential election of 2004, a mere 0.25% of American voters paid
      at least USD 200, but those political donations accounted for a half of the total amount. 40% of the donations
      were received from the highest-earning 1%. Since 1980, the cost of making it to the House of Representatives or
      to the Senate has increased fivefold. For the most part, President Bush received financial assistance from the
      real beneficiaries of the USD 1,700 billion tax cuts in 2001–2003. The biggest cuts were granted to taxpayers
      earning in excess of USD 1 million annually, who in turn made the largest contributions to the political
      campaign.
    


    
      America’s democratic deficit is indicated by the “think tanks” of media armies, and simplistic slander. In the
      civil war of political struggles, American public opinion is shaped by “think tanks”. Their most effective
      product, i.e. weapon, is simplistic slander. Republicans claim that Democrats only believe in the Great State,
      that they have an inclination for blaming America before anyone else, which is why they are not patriots, and
      that Democrats seek to raise taxes; they also refer the estate tax introduced by Clinton as a “death tax”, and
      attach the name “Environmental Nazi” to liberal activists demonstrating to support environmental protection
      programmes. To secure approval for the tax cuts, their positive message is that beneficiaries were only getting
      their own money back, which is true, but at the same time the US budget is running up a record-high deficit,
      which will in turn be payable to all creditors. Words are very effective instruments, and in today’s American
      civil war emotionally loaded images are being used to express the values that Americans consider important. Thus,
      political motives are hidden behind the concepts of birth, death, freedom, family, war and warfare, and
      scapegoats, and such messages work as weapons that hit their targets both intellectually and emotionally.11
    


    
      America’s present democratic deficit indicates that the country is no longer a mass democracy, but rather an
      aristocratic republic that is ruled by its elite. In the presidential election of 2000, three-quarters of voters
      with family incomes exceeding USD 95,000 cast their votes, and the lower the income a family had, the less likely
      its members were to vote. 69% of voters with family incomes in the range of USD 50,000–75,000 actually voted, and
      a mere 38% of voters in households with incomes below USD 10,000. If the members of families with incomes below
      USD 25,000 had voted at the same rate as those with earnings in excess of USD 75,000, the turnout would have been
      6.8 million voters higher in 2000, which would have secured victory for Democratic candidate Al Gore.
    


    
      America’s present democratic deficit and the strength of the conservative wave are attested to by the fact that
      back in 1970, Republican President Nixon would have granted general health insurance to all American citizens,
      and had plans to introduce a minimum family income. Today, this is unthinkable, not only for conservative
      Republicans, but also for liberal Democrats. Today, both parties are considering the abolition of the estate tax,
      which affects the 3,000 wealthiest Americans. In 1992, President George H. W. Bush would have granted health
      insurance to 30 million out of the 35 million uncovered Americans, whereas today President George W. Bush would
      only grant insurance to 6 million of the 42 million uncovered Americans. Currently, some 40 million Americans are
      not covered by a health insurance plan, and 15 million live in poverty despite the presence of a full-time
      employee in their families. 10 million American children in poverty are studying at rather poor quality schools
      where they have no opportunity to earn qualifications that would give them better prospects compared to their
      parents.12
    


    
      The democratic deficit is also indicated by the fact that some USD 200 billion would be sufficient to eliminate
      the injustices of American society–that is the amount required for full health insurance coverage, the
      establishment of a quality-centred school system, a minimum wage providing a decent standard of living, and
      election funding to exclude political bribery. This corresponds to a mere 2% of the USD 11,000 billion GDP of
      America. In the era of Presidents Reagan and George H. W. Bush, the budget of the federal government accounted
      for 22% of American GDP. Clinton’s two presidential terms coincided with a level of economic recovery that had
      not been seen for a long time, which generated rapid GDP growth and reduced the budget to GDP ratio to 20%.13 Consequently, an additional
      budgetary revenue of USD 200 billion would be equivalent to America’s return to a 22% government spending-to-GDP
      ratio, which would still be one of the lowest by international standards.14
    


    
      However, the parties are not forced to address America’s most pressing problems, including a costly healthcare
      system that nevertheless fails to cover one-sixth of Americans, the low standard of education, the absence of a
      minimum wage that would provide decent living, and funding that is responsible for the distortions in the
      political system, because the poor do not go to the polls, and thus they virtually lack political representation.
      In the American political system, low-income groups have no political influence, while they embody America’s
      problems. Since the economic downturn in the early 1990s, developments in American politics have been driven by
      the fears of the American middle class, which the conservative Republican side has been capable of exploiting
      better than its rivals.
    


    
      THE NEED FOR CONSERVATIVE ADJUSTMENT
    


    
      Emerging since 1980, the conservative wave has brought about fundamental changes in the structure of American
      politics. Today, large American corporations, including large multinationals and the financial sector and, in
      particular, large banks exert a direct influence on the political decisions of the American government. In this
      arrangement, leading groups of American business distort market information by means of the State. Market
      information is by nature imperfect, because at any point in time, market participants have no means to access all
      information that influence their decisions. When powerful market participants distort business information by
      influencing politics and bending government decisions as best suits their interests, the compass of American
      economic operators will fail. Executives of large corporations holding stock options have a vested interest in
      showing their company profits in a favourable light through accounting fraud, and thus keeping the prices of
      their stocks high. Large audit firms have a vested interest in granting the requests of their large customers
      when they ask for some “oversight” in the treatment of specific accounting entries, since such large customers
      make up for a major part of their revenues and profits.
    


    
      That is, the American political system is operating a market economy in which there is an increasing need for
      State regulation in order to correct the distorted information of a market where regulation is increasingly
      imperfect, and the flawed decisions resulting from such information. However, the American political system has
      been losing its ability to fulfil that role because of the increasingly strong interpenetration between politics
      and the economy, and underlying it, that between power and assets. The past quarter of a century or so has seen
      the rise of the American right, and the collapse of American liberalism. No political system will derive any
      benefits from a weak opposition to power, because when balances are removed, the equilibrium will be upset.
    


    
      A conservative adjustment is also needed because in the conservative approach, which is in full accordance with
      the ideals of America’s Founding Fathers, the State must be granted the smallest possible degree of power, and
      any departure from that principle may only be temporary. However, Democrats and Republicans have swapped roles as
      regards economic policy. Previously, Democrats were accused of a “raise taxes and spend” strategy, and
      Republicans were advocates of a smaller State with a smaller budget and fewer government programmes. That
      “commandment” was first disobeyed by President Reagan by setting a record-high military budget that ultimately
      led to a massive budget deficit. By targeting a balanced budget and then a budget surplus, the Clinton
      administration also upturned the previous Democratic principles. During the presidency of George W. Bush, the
      budget deficit reached new record levels. Driven by the strong conservative wave, Democrats acted against
      expectations by delivering a balanced budget and a smaller State. Republicans themselves acted against
      expectations, where the Republican turnaround was motivated by “Star Wars”, i.e., the goal of bringing the Great
      Evil, the Soviet Union, to its knees in the case of Reagan, any by the war on global terror after 2000.
    


    
      America has become an odd place: Republicans, who had previously been conservative on issues of finance, are now
      arguing that budget deficit does not matter – the first convert to the British Keynesian doctrine was
      Nixon,15 but the rest of the
      Republicans have apparently followed suit by now – whereas Democrats are calling for a reduced budget deficit at
      all costs, even in economic downturns. Apparently, a similar situation has emerged in Europe, with right-wing
      parties calling for amendments to the Stability Pact, and many social democrats insisting on the 3% cap on budget
      deficits.
    


    
      Present-day conservative Republican views are underpinned by the opinion that individual morals are more
      important than either equality or equal access to opportunities. Regarding Keynes, adherents to the new
      conservative revolution argue (contesting his theory but nevertheless making use of his instruments) that Keynes’
      approach to the economy is flawed because it reinforces the State and diminishes the value of the market, and
      that of the moral individuals underlying it. However, the opposite conclusion may also be reached on the grounds
      of conservative values. The State is needed to enforce morals where moral commandments are disobeyed by
      individuals. The achievement of this hardly needs more than the recognition that society does not only include
      moral individuals, and that no-one will mend on his own without either assistance or pressure. Where neither
      helps, the interests of moral individuals must be imposed on diverging individual interests.
    


    
      The State is also needed in the economy because individual initiatives will only work in self-regulating markets.
      Today, the self-regulating mechanisms of the economy are being distorted by an increasing range of factors,
      including the interpenetration of business and power, the most important aspect of which is the vast amount of
      information resulting from new technologies and an enormous expansion of the market. The reinforcement of the
      self-regulating mechanisms of the market does not require deregulation: quite on the contrary, it requires more
      powerful State regulation.
    


    
      Consequently, reform is needed in today’s radical conservative thinking in the same way as it was needed on the
      original Hussite doctrines, or on some of those proclaimed by Calvin and Luther. Undoubtedly, the present-day
      conservative revolution is driven by a new Protestantism and Puritanism. Its first, original, and, in some
      aspects, rough ideas will have to be refined by the 21st century – in America, to begin
      with.
    


    
      AMERICAN PARADOXES
    


    
      One of the most apparent paradoxes of the 21st century is that a global order built on
      unlimited private property is about to triumph, through globalisation and Americanisation, and the values of the
      new Protestantism, when traditional property is increasingly losing importance. Traditional property of material
      goods, i.e., of land, capital, money, the individual’s own business, is no longer the most important source of
      wealth. These forms of property are being replaced by information and knowledge, and a new form of property, that
      of “access ownership”.16
      Primarily, the creation of new wealth no longer requires individual ownership of a resource, but access to it. It
      is no longer important to have a record or film at home on the shelf, but to have access to it on the internet,
      on television, and via other channels. It is no longer important to have a large portfolio of proprietary assets,
      but to be creditworthy. “Access ownership” is increasingly replacing the physical ownership of property, just as
      private property is increasingly being replaced by various forms of collective property. In America, pension
      funds and insurers are the biggest owners today, but they represent collective property rather than private
      property. Paradoxically, American economic philosophy based on unlimited individual property is about to become
      the norm via globalisation and Americanisation in an age when the growth of the global economy is already driven
      by unlimited access.
    


    
      Another American paradox is that conservative economic policy attaches greater importance to investment in
      financial market capital than investment in human capital. A fundamental difference between present-day
      conservatives and Democrats is that Democrats seek to accelerate economic growth by providing better
      qualifications to a greater part of society, enabling its members to create more added value, and earn higher
      personal and family incomes. To that end, Democrats essentially seek to invest in people. By contrast, through
      tax reliefs and the increased prominence of banks and capital market institutions, conservatives effectively seek
      to increase investments in the financial market with a view to increase savings and to help setting up new
      businesses. The focus of Democratic economic philosophy is investment in people, while that of Republican
      economic philosophy is the increase of financial savings and the resulting growth in market and business
      investments. It is truly odd that in the age of knowledge capital today’s American economic policy attaches
      greater importance to money than to people and, considers business investments more important than investments in
      human capital.
    


    
      Yet another American paradox is that conservative Republican economic philosophy is promoting, in all aspects of
      the economy, the reinforcement of the market on the one hand, and deregulation on the other. Remarkably, America
      is increasing its budget deficit in the process; but even more importantly, one of the greatest advantage of the
      American economy over its rivals is that the American State is interfering in the economy more heavily by
      budgetary means. Its military budget, R&D programmes, and the world’s most advanced higher education system
      collectively give America a virtually insurmountable competitive advantage in the global contest. About
      two-thirds of all basic research is carried out at American universities, mostly using funds from the government
      budget. The American government system includes a very wide range of regulatory institutions that afford the
      State a prominent role in restricting the functioning of the American free market, and the removal of those
      restrictions would diminish American competitive advantages.
    


    
      A further American paradox is that radical conservatives set the American nation against other nations and
      cultures. According to Huntington’s famed and flawed proposition, the leading conflict of the 21st century will be that between the Christian and Islamic civilisations; a proposition based on
      setting various cultures and even civilisations against one other. Today, the American government is pursuing a
      policy that is more firmly rooted in negative (exclusive) patriotism. It is doing so in a period when it would
      have all the means of economic power for the opposite. America is recognised as the only world power in our age;
      it has the most developed economy, and it would have sufficient resources at its disposal for the pursuit of a
      policy of “positive patriotism” both internally and externally. Paradoxically, American policy is parsimonious
      both internally and externally when the country’s political power and economic and financial strength would
      already give grounds for the opposite. 73% of Americans claim that they consider themselves as citizens of both
      the world at large and the United States of America.17 Therefore, it is a paradox that American governance is at
      variance with the majority perception of America.
    


    
      One of the most curious paradoxes is that America’s conservative Republican thinkers appear today as the
      spiritual heirs of the first Protestant immigrants. Indeed, there is a similarity between the elimination of
      intermediaries between the Creator and the believer, the deregulation of the relationship of market participants,
      and the idea that the society of moral individuals, which has been changing for the better, should not be
      disrupted by State intervention. However, deregulation today is not weakening the State, because the leading
      business operators are actually taking over the State and, are indeed using it for the further reinforcement of
      their business positions. The intermediary is not being eliminated; it is being taken over. Rather than being the
      new Protestantism, this bears a closer resemblance to European re-Catholicisation. This peculiar new Catholicism
      is bringing about the fusion of business and the State, and not the elimination of the State as the Great
      Intermediary. Present-day conservative America is also akin to the House of Habsburg, which started
      re-Catholicisation, in the sense that it spends more than what it takes in, because while it keeps talking about
      higher savings, it is running up an increasingly substantial budget deficit. An America resting on the foundation
      of Protestant values would, at all costs, strive to avoid the accumulation of increasing deficits in its balance
      of trade, current account, and budget, which present-day conservatives do not appear to be concerned about.
      America’s incumbent Vice-President has stated on a number of occasions that increases in the budget deficit and
      debt do not matter.
    


    
      Consequently, radical conservatives in present-day America are not adherents to the Protestant and Puritan
      thinking of the first settlers, but to the 17th century policy of conservative Spain.
      The focus of the conservative revolution at that time was the gold and silver pouring in from America, now it is
      financial deregulation, globalisation, and an apparently unlimited quantity of money produced by America’s
      accelerating printing press. Radical conservatives’ perception of the world and their political strategy are no
      longer defined by the individual, as in Humanist and Protestant thought, but by power and money, as in the
      thinking of Europe’s conservative Catholic powers. The focus of conservative economic policy is not growth in
      production or knowledge capital, but the favours to be granted to the monetary economy. For decades, radical
      conservatives have been demonstrating their possession of the spirit and passion that a genuine social revolution
      takes; however, that spirit likens present-day radical conservatives to the Spanish Jesuits of the 17th century rather than to early Puritan English settlers.
    


    
      It is a curious paradox why America, with all its military, political, diplomatic and economic power, has failed
      in five out of its nine international military interventions and nation building experiments after 1945, and
      succeeded only in four. Underlying that paradox is the thinking of America’s general public, as Americans
      preferred not to be engaged in permanent conventional warfare against the “Red Threat”. A stronger Soviet and
      Chinese expansion was enabled by the tendency of the American leadership to be discouraged from military action
      by public pressure. The reason for this to be considered an American paradox is that as heirs of the Roman Empire
      the American Empire has been engaged in constant warfare, and as Rome before it, it owes its greatness to its
      wars. It was discouraged from the use of military force in the post-1945 period, when it was much stronger than
      before. Yet each of these paradoxes can be explained by the fact that America is no longer a mass democracy but
      an aristocratic republic, and not just one in many nations, but a world empire.
    


    
      THE VICTORY OF THE SOUTH OVER THE NORTH
    


    
      America’s greatest war to date was the 1861–1865 Civil War, in which the North defeated the South. However, today
      the states of the former Confederation, i.e., the South, are the stronghold of American conservatism. In the
      Southern states of America, farms resembling the great plantations continue to exist, the individualism of the
      people is the most pronounced, religious fundamentalism is the strongest, patriotism shows nationalist
      tendencies, hostility to Black Americans and minorities continues to be felt, and distrust in the federal
      government is the most profound. As barely a century and a half have passed since the victory of the North over
      the South, it is natural for the deep-rooted characteristics of Southern states to have been preserved. It is
      also natural for the aversion to the federal government be fuelled by the victory of the North. These are the old
      slave owner states where the traditions of 250 years of slave ownership are still circulating in society. Today
      these Southern states are the strongholds of American conservatism, while across the whole of America a strong
      conservative wave is being felt, and conservatives have taken over the leading institutions of American politics.
      The conservatives have taken over America–thus, although the Civil War ended with the victory of the North over
      the South, a century and a half on, the South has defeated the North. In the new spiritual and political civil
      war that has seen the dominance of the conservative Republican movement since the early 1980s, the old Southern
      states have in fact defeated the liberal Democratic forces of the North. How could this happen?
    


    
      In a democratic system politics is the art of coalition forming. The Anglo-American political approach is based
      on the “winner takes all” principle, whereby the winner essentially does not form coalitions through compromise,
      but acquires a homogeneous majority through the persuasion of an increasingly large part of society. Conservative
      Republicans have conducted a new spiritual revolution to win over a majority of the society for the conservative
      side, and in doing so they have created a political majority without compromise. In a genuine democracy where
      decisions are made by the majority, this would hardly ever be possible, because capturing power takes a large
      number of compromises, and coalitions of various sizes. The success of the conservative revolution that started
      in 1980 is a clear indication that America is no longer a mass democracy but has come under the political rule of
      the aristocracy. Underlying the success of present-day radical conservative thinking is a strategy that first
      created a radical political and spiritual core, then through the new “think tanks” it disseminated its values and
      opinions in the wider society. Rather than continuously retreating compromises, it has achieved success by
      spreading its values to increasingly large groups of society, and that success is owed to the transformation of
      American society.
    


    
      American voters are becoming more conservative as they live in greenbelts in greater numbers. Compared to
      downtown residents of large cities, American citizens who reside in greenbelts today hold different views on key
      aspects of politics, morals, crime, taxes and everyday life. Since 1980, American Democrats have lost the most
      support among the previously dominant American middle class and working class. The largest drop in the number of
      Democratic voters was recorded among white workers with no college or university qualifications, predominantly
      among men, accompanied by a sudden rise in the number of voters embracing conservative Republican ideas in the
      same group. They are Reagan’s Democrats, the angry people who have lost the ground beneath their feet since the
      1970s. They are angry because their previously well-paid industrial jobs have been cut, they lack the high level
      of educational attainment whereby they could rise to the ranks of “concept workers” who work with symbols, and
      they are experiencing the decline of the traditional American world of reliability and security.
    


    
      The previous situation has turned around. The Great Depression of 1929–1933 showed that the policy of Republicans
      who believed in the free market and unlimited private property resulted in soaring unemployment, an economic
      crisis, and a rapid impoverishment of the majority. After 1933, in the aftermath of Roosevelt’s New Deal economic
      policy, the stronger State and more efficient government of the Democrats proved to be a source of rapid economic
      growth, new jobs, and the rise from poverty. However, the two oil price crises of the 1970s, despite the
      underlying American strategy of putting rivals at a disadvantage through soaring oil prices, created uncertainty
      for the majority of the former middle class, particularly for that of white workers in the South. They saw that
      the State and the government would no longer help them, that the former Democratic plans for a “Great Society”
      were failing, and indeed, that Black Americans and other minorities were gaining in strength, while white America
      was losing. They perceived the increasing prominence of Europe and Japan as the weakening of America, which again
      they blamed on the government.
    


    
      The conservative victory was also driven by a southward and westward shift in the focus of the economy. Most of
      the new American arms industry was deployed in Southern and Western States, which resulted in a southward shift
      in both America’s demographic weight and its economic power. This was inevitably followed by a southward and
      westward shift in political weight. The shift in America’s demographic, economic and political weight from the
      North-Eastern states to the Southern and Western states has brought to fruition the spiritual and intellectual
      turnaround that is characteristic of America’s radical conservative majority today. About a century and a half
      after the end of the Civil War, the South has been able to defeat the North due to a sudden increase in the
      demographic, economic, political and intellectual strength of Southern states. The conservative ideas and values
      were readily endorsed by traditional Democratic voters in the Southern states, who had not had their share of
      increased economic strength. The latter lacked a high level of educational attainment, and, instead, young
      engineers were employed in the arms industry, which made use of the cutting-edge technologies of the time.
      Although the new Republican voters in the Southern states also did not receive more money from Republican
      presidents, they received greater political influence, and the possibility to decide, by means of their votes,
      the outcome of the new American civil war, the struggle between conservatives and liberals.
    


    
      Liberal Democrats have only themselves to blame for their defeat. Because previous Democrat presidents grasped
      too much. All at the same time, they sought to maintain the international gold standard of the dollar, which was
      becoming increasingly expensive and risky for America, implement the programme of the “Great Society” designed to
      reduce social inequalities, and finance the Vietnam War. All of this combined was too much to be viable; due to
      the Vietnam War, America’s military spending shot to 10% of GDP, inflation soared, and the trade deficit reached
      unprecedented levels. Republican President Nixon put an end to these three extremes by ending the Vietnam War,
      breaking with the programme of the “Great Society”, and abandoning the gold standard of the dollar. Enjoying
      predominance since 1980, the conservative Republican wave is taking revenge for these excessive liberal Democrat
      principles and values of the 1960s. Voters revolt against the former policy of the liberal elite, while gradually
      coming under the spell of another elite.
    


    
      The shift in the weight of the American economy to the Southern and Western states was predominantly owed to the
      federal military budget. Out of the 100 new military camps constructed during World War II, 60 were set up in the
      South. In the 1970s, 1.5 million Americans moved to the South. Texas gained in appreciation in the aftermath of
      the 1973 oil price crisis. California, which had already been the centre of advanced technologies associated with
      the arms industry, increased its strength by virtue of the revolution of information technology and
      telecommunications.
    


    
      For the first time in the 20th century, around the turn of the 1970s and 1980s, the
      South started to gain in prominence at the expense of the North. The conservatives emerged on the back of the
      economic rise of the Southern and Western states. In 1980, the wealthy citizens of the newly affluent South and
      West already provided Republican politicians with five times the financial assistance raised by Democratic voters
      for Democratic politicians, whereas in 1976 the funds raised by voters on the two sides were equal. Underlying
      this silent revolution is the fact that not only were Southern and Western states becoming wealthier at a faster
      rate, the conservative voters of these states were also increasing their wealth more rapidly than Democratic
      voters, which enabled them to contribute more money to the campaigns of Republican politicians.
    


    
      Between 1980 and 2000, as a result of the tax cuts implemented by Reagan in favour of affluent Republican voters,
      the wealthiest families saw their after-tax incomes rise by 150%, against a mere 10% increase in the middle
      class. Today, affluent American families continue to make financial contributions to presidential and Congress
      election campaigns as the wealthiest families did to the Civil War. During the Civil War a substitution policy
      was introduced. Individuals seeking to avoid the draft could purchase substitutes for amounts ranging from 300 to
      1,500 dollars each. Responding to the significant variations in the rate of draft substitutes, Congress set the
      rate at USD 300, which at the time corresponded to the annual earnings of the average worker in agriculture or
      industry. Set by Congress at USD 2,000, financial contributions to political campaigns are today’s means for the
      wealthy to hire “substitutes” in the present-day American civil war waged on the political stage.
    


    
      The victory of America’s conservative Republicans is ultimately due to the fact that liberal values have been
      undermined. This has been driven by the impairment of the previous American lifestyle, and of a very wide middle
      class. The vast majority of employees have hardly seen any increase in their real wages over the past 25 years,
      and people in the poorer half of the American society are becoming indebted and are working some 10 hours longer
      than Europeans in order to maintain their current standard of living. Liberal values have become undermined
      because of the impairment of traditional roles in the American economy, which is due to the turnaround that has
      been intensifying America’s competition in global markets. In the traditional sectors of the American economy,
      competition intensified first from Japan and Western Europe, then the small East Asian Tigers, the enlarged
      European Union, then increasingly China and India. Launched about a quarter of a century ago as part of America’s
      political and economic strategy, globalisation and Americanisation has enabled America to emerge as the single
      world power among the rest of the nations, but has been accompanied by intensifying global competition, which has
      impaired America’s traditional economic strength. In turn, competition also benefits America, which has built up
      the most competitive economy in the global market in the fields where such benefits offer the brightest
      prospects, i.e., in the arms industry, R&D-intensive industries, the telecom and electronics industries, the
      new biological and genetics industries, and financial services.
    


    
      Although the conservative Republican forces have defeated the liberal Democratic “armies” and thus the South has
      taken revenge on the North in the most recent American civil war, the war has not ended yet. The Democrats may
      count on an increasing population of Black, Latin and Asian Americans, who are essentially of a liberal and
      Democratic disposition. In 1972, in combination these three minorities accounted for a mere 10% of all voters,
      whereas their ratio neared 20% in 2000 and will reach 25% in 2010. Working, single and highly-qualified women are
      also Democratic voters for the most part, which means that there may still be hope for the North in later stages
      of the new civil war.
    


    
      GREAT AMERICAN CYCLES
    


    
      America is characterised by great cycles, which indeed show very pronounced and distinct characteristics. People
      born in 1900–1940, those born in 1940–1980, and those born after 1980 represent completely different collective
      and individual values. As shown earlier, people in today’s young generation resemble their grandparents in their
      revived interest in the community, while their parents had abandoned their residential, religious and political
      communities, undertook less volunteer work, and were less charitable.
    


    
      A similar trend is observed in the economy, but there each cycle appears to last 60 years. Gaining momentum after
      1865, the industrial revolution kept America going right until 1929, the onset of the Great Depression. The
      accumulation of industrial and financial assets increased in proportion, and in the late 1800s and early 1900s,
      America’s wealthiest 1% held the same amount of assets as the remaining 99% combined. Although antitrust laws
      carved up some of the large corporations, the same great business cycle involving the accumulation of extensive
      industrial and financial capital continued right up until 1929. Started by the New Deal in 1933, the second great
      cycle saw the establishment of the welfare system in America. President Roosevelt and his team set up a series of
      welfare institutions in healthcare, education, public works, social care and other aspects of life, which would
      be created in Europe in the decades after 1945. The 1960s brought about the great excesses to which President
      Nixon would respond by adjustment; yet overall the period between 1933–1992 is considered to have been the era of
      the welfare state in the United States. Although President Reagan and the neoliberal and neoconservative team
      withdrew many of the benefits of the welfare state, the essence of the system remained in place. While the
      transformation of the government budget in favour of the wealthy started in Reagan’s era, and the tax reliefs
      granted to the affluent set in motion the process for the elimination of the welfare state, a high deficit was
      still undertaken in order to maintain the welfare state while the shift in favour of the wealthy was being made.
    


    
      After 1992, however, paradoxically during the two terms of Democratic President Clinton, the next 60-year cycle
      started, with a focus on the elimination of the welfare state. Clinton moved away from his own programme, failed
      to implement reforms in education and healthcare, and started the elimination of the welfare state, yet a more
      decisive turnaround was not yet needed due to America’s long economic boom. Then, during the presidential terms
      of George W. Bush the elimination of the American welfare state became more open and powerful, and the
      conservative wave was pressed further by its conservative president than by its Democratic president.
    


    
      Cycles of 60 years also appear to follow one another in social inequalities: to the immense inequalities in asset
      holdings that emerged between 1865–1929, the next cycle (1933–1992) responded by widening the middle class and
      reducing the differences in incomes and assets. Since 1992, social differences in America have been opening
      again. This was first triggered by the new economic boom and the underlying new economy, followed by the entry of
      politics, whereby 40% of the USD 1,700 billion worth of tax reliefs granted between 2001–2003 were already
      received by the wealthiest 1%.18
      From the mid-1970s, differences in incomes and assets started to grow in America, producing differences between
      the wealthiest and poorest tenths that were seen in the late 1920s. After 1973, the poorest fifth of the American
      society, comprising 50 million people at the time, saw their real incomes drop by 10%. Indeed, “social cycles” of
      approximately 60 years appear to be at work in America.
    


    
      A characteristic of American society is that the processes driven by the adoption of new technologies and leading
      to increases or temporary decreases in the concentration of assets work their way through the layers of society
      extremely rapidly and powerfully. The post-1980 revolution in communications and information, then the post-2000
      revolution in biotechnology both accelerated the accumulation of vast amounts of assets, increasing the
      concentration of assets and incomes in America, and reinforcing the conservative wave in society and politics.
    


    
      Shifts in the structure of American society, i.e., increases and decreases in income and asset differences are
      driven in part by technological changes, and in part by political turnarounds, which reflect the values of the
      general public. Gaining momentum after the Civil War, the industrial revolution created the first great American
      estates, which, driven by public resentment, was followed by political response to dismantle large trusts. During
      World War II, a series of new technologies were tested, then in the decades of the new industrial renaissance
      that followed the war, these new technologies were transferred to mass production. Mass production provided the
      foundations for a broad middle class and, caused income and asset differences to decrease. In the 1970s another
      turnaround followed. America’s rivals were at least as good at applying the new technologies as the American
      economy, compelling America to use the weapon of the oil price crisis, whereby it also caused damage to its own
      economy. With industrial mass production past its prime, the former mass middle class went into a decline, and
      with a new general public emerging from the shattered middle class, the conservative wave started its course.
    


    
      Over the decades to come, the general public may provide a new response to the income and asset differences that
      have been opening up again since the late 1970s, as well as to the latest great concentration of assets during
      the boom that started in the 1990s and is expected to flourish from 2006. New technologies tend to bring about
      rearrangements in the structure of the economy and society, whereby they align a new general public with a new
      spiritual current. In America, spiritual cycles in part draw their source from technological, economic and social
      developments, while thought in turn gives rise to new technologies.
    


    
      America’s political cycles appear to be shorter than its economic and social cycles. From the 1930s to the late
      1970s, i.e., for approximately four decades the Democrats had a virtually constant hold on the Presidency, the
      House of Representatives and the Senate, holding the greatest number of Governor seats, and controlling the
      legislative bodies of most states. Out of the 48 years between 1932–1980, Americans had Democratic presidents for
      32 years. By contrast, out of the 24 years between 1980–2004, only 8 years saw Democratic presidency. After 1980,
      Republicans steadily increased their political influence, gaining control over the House of Representatives, the
      Senate, and most Governor seats. American politics, therefore, appears to progress along cycles of 30 to 40
      years, and cycles of similar length may also be shown in intellectual life. The American Empire thus appears to
      have alternating cycles that are shorter for spiritual values and political leadership, and longer for the
      economy and society. Apart from technological advancements, and external developments such as the two World Wars,
      the Great Depression of 1929–1933, the Cold War, or the disintegration of the Soviet Empire, the cycles of
      America’s intellectual life, politics, economy and society are predominantly defined by generational changes. As
      shown previously, every four decades generations adopt substantially different mindsets; while one is more
      focused on itself, the ones preceding and following it are more community oriented. The spiritual and political
      cycles may be shorter than economic and social waves because the former already reflect the new values of next
      major generation. Although the Democratic economic and social cycle was still ongoing in the late 1960s, it
      already enabled a Republican Nixon to win as a new generation was entering the general public. After 1990 a
      60-year conservative economic and social cycle started, but, enabled a Democratic Clinton to win (who
      nevertheless implemented a moderate Republican programme) at its onset, because the values of the previous
      generations were still strong, and the corresponding spiritual current had not yet completely been overcome by
      the new one.
    


    
      THE POWER OF THE MINORITY IN AMERICA
    


    
      Present-day America is governed by its elite, comprised of the socially best positioned 1% of its society. The
      wealthiest 1% receive 40% of the tax reliefs introduced in 2001–2003, their children attend the best
      universities, and the best universities provide the staff for the leading positions in the economy, politics, and
      diplomacy.19 The phenomenon is
      not specific to America; for example, 1% of university students in Japan graduate from the University of Tokyo,
      yet they fill some 90% of leading positions in Japanese business and politics. Europe may have lower levels of
      concentration in power, business and intellect, but elites undoubtedly exist in all countries, along with the
      elite institutions that produce suitable candidates for the most important and best-paid positions in each
      country.
    


    
      In America, the minority has been demonstrating peculiar strength in the field of politics. In American
      presidential elections, every candidate tends to take particular care to win over the Jewish, Polish, Italian,
      Asian and Spanish-speaking Hispanic minorities. As Black Americans in earlier periods, more recently these
      minorities have been securing the presidency for one candidate or the other. More importantly, the history of
      American elections shows that in the two-party system, a small third party tends to decide who wins. In 1992,
      billionaire Ross Perot took enough votes from the Republican candidate George H. W. Bush to enable Clinton to win
      in the end. The same happened in 2000, when Ralph Nader again took enough votes from Al Gore to secure George W.
      Bush’s electoral victory. In American politics third parties have a long history. The liberal Republican Party
      was established in 1872, the Populist Party in 1892, the Progressive Party in 1924, Perot’s Reform Party in 1992,
      and Nader’s Green Party before 2000. Small parties tip the balance of the presidency by running with a programme
      similar to that of the candidate of the major party that is otherwise stronger, and although they take away votes
      from the stronger party, they do not win, but help the previously weaker major party to victory by means of the
      votes taken. Obviously, as billionaire Ross Perot’s programme held greater appeal for Republicans than for
      Democrats, it helped Clinton to win. In the same way, the Green Party established by liberal consumer protection
      advocate Ralph Nader held greater appeal for Democrats than for Republicans, and thus helped Bush to win. A
      curious paradox in American politics is that despite a two-party system being in place, elections are often
      decided by a small third party.
    


    
      How can the minority exert such an influence in American politics? Precisely because America is no longer a mass
      democracy but effectively an aristocratic republic. If it was a mass democracy, elections would not be decided by
      40 to 50% of voters, but by 60 to 80% as in Europe, in which case a small third party could no longer prevent the
      victory of the strongest party.20
    


    
      However, there is another, more fundamental reason for the growing influence of smaller groups in America. That
      concerns the fact that the American economy and society have made the most complete transition to a modern
      network arrangement, in which every small node of the network is capable of activating the entire network. By
      virtue of modern communication instruments and the new technological revolution, most areas of society, politics,
      the economy and intellectual life will sooner or later be arranged into networks, and in each, control will be
      shifted from the centre to a multitude of nodes, allowing each node to control the network, i.e., act as its
      centre, in a given point in time and for a particular purpose. However, today’s networks are not like those in
      earlier periods. In the 1960s, a new world appeared to be emerging in America. Civil movements started to gain
      strength, churches and synagogues were filled, one-fifth of Americans prayed together, an increasing number of
      people were making donations and participating in public works, and in virtually all aspects of life Americans
      appeared becoming more active. People were becoming more active in expressing their personal and political
      interests, and they were focused on the community and particularly on education, which they considered as the
      means for the rise of the individual and the community as a whole. It seemed that the process would continue like
      a snowball, the assumption being that the higher the qualifications individuals had, the more readily they would
      participate in matters of society, that is, the higher the level of qualification in society as a whole, the more
      socially inclined it would become. This is not what happened, because the American generations born after 1940
      broke with traditional communities; while their qualification levels increased, they were participating less in
      the matters of society and their communities.
    


    
      Although protest movements against the Vietnam War, civil rights movements and other civic initiatives were
      effectively social movements in which the new generation participated, traditional communities were losing their
      appeal. Why was this felt after 1960? Because the generation born between 1900 and 1940 was community-minded, and
      people tended to participate more actively in charitable activities, public works and community matters over the
      age of 40. The community momentum of the previous 40-year generation lasted approximately until the late 1960s.
    


    
      AMERICA HAS NOT COME UNDER IMPERIAL RULE
    


    
      The Roman Empire was the great predecessor, precursor and temporal analogue of the American Empire. Rome started
      its transition from the republic to imperial rule as early as the decades immediately preceding the Christian
      period, whereas although America has shifted from mass democracy to aristocratic political arrangements, it has
      remained a republic: it has not come under imperial rule. This is partly due to the fact that history never
      repeats itself in exactly the same way – nevertheless, attempts at creating a dictatorship in America have been
      made, but failed.
    


    
      The American republic came closest to repeating the fate of Rome in 1951. The confrontation between General
      MacArthur and President Truman could easily have led to the dictatorship of the former. MacArthur was more
      powerful and more popular than President Truman, but, was outmanoeuvred by his opponent. Truman owed his victory
      to his ability to gain the support of the General’s highest-ranking officers – MacArthur had plans to drop fifty
      atomic bombs on Chinese towns, impose a blockade on the Chinese coastline, attack Chinese airports in Manchuria,
      and engage Taiwan in the war. The General had the support of the American general public. There was demand for
      firm action, even by using atomic bombs if need be. By contrast, President Truman argued that attacking China
      would amount to an American favour to the Soviet Union, because if the resistance of the Chinese army were to be
      eliminated, nearby Soviet forces would invade China. Indeed, if America were to attack China, it would give the
      Soviet Union free reign to launch an offensive in Western Europe. Undoubtedly, in the event of a nuclear attack
      against China, America would have needed a strong-handed leader, possibly a new dictator, who would lead the
      country to battle – and that would not have been President Truman.
    


    
      An investigation of what imperial rule effectively meant in the Roman Empire will show that most emperors were
      not the natural heirs to previous emperors, but, rose to power as candidates promoted by specific interest
      groups, i.e., strong elite groups. Looking at the parallel development of Rome and the present-day American
      Empire, the conclusion is readily reached that beyond a certain point both abandoned the democratic republic, and
      although Rome came under the open rule of emperors selected by the aristocracy and the American Empire remained
      an aristocratic republic, in the latter case the president and the executive power have just as many means at
      their disposal to run the empire as the emperors did in the Roman Empire.
    

  


  
    VI.


    
      Imperial Heritage
    


    
      Today, America is an empire. Indeed, in the first decade of the 21st century, it is the
      single world empire.1 Present-day
      America is an empire that is both visible and invisible at the same time; it exercises highly visible control
      over the world through its political, diplomatic and military power, as well by commercial and financial means.
      Even more important, however, are the means of the invisible empire and the “soft” ways of power: intelligence
      services, fashion, intellectual and cultural trends, and media messages. If in the early 21st century America is seen as the single world empire that has remained on the global scene, it is
      hardly possible to avoid the question of how it has been capable of achieving this.
    


    
      The United States of America was in fact founded as an empire, because the Founding Fathers considered the new
      country as the carrier of freedom and reason, which entered the scene with the mission of spreading these values
      throughout the world. It was an empire right from the start, dispatched on a mission of expansion. If it was
      supposed to spread the values of freedom, private property and American Protestantism throughout the world, as
      was its mission, it also needed to expand geographically. It was also an empire from the very beginning in the
      sense that its first settlers arrived on a new continent, the occupation and population of which was already the
      first stage of imperial expansion. Its subsequent conquest of the seas and entry in world trade were also
      imperial steps, as they were followed by market and territorial gains. America recognised early on that it
      primarily needed to acquire markets rather than territories, and that the primary means of its conquests were
      commerce and money, rather than military force.
    


    
      America has managed to become an empire and emerge as the single world empire of our age by learning extensively
      from other empires. The Founding Fathers of America were already mindful of the commercial power of the Greek
      city-states of antiquity, then the example of the Roman Empire. They learned many things from the Dutch, but the
      most from the British Empire. It was in fact their British schoolmaster that educated Americans in the ways to
      gain and maintain an empire. Interestingly, America was also provided with a number of examples by its rivals, in
      particular the experiment of national socialist Germany, and there were plenty of lessons to be learned from the
      Soviet Union as well. All along the way, America knew that only one empire could remain standing on the world
      stage, and from the last third of the 1800s it made deliberate efforts to create an American World Empire.
    


    
      Although it learned a great many things from earlier empires, America predominantly owes its present success to
      its ability to apply the knowledge acquired to the conditions prevailing around the world in the late
      20th and early 21st centuries. One of the secrets of America as
      a present-day empire is that it is not following the strategy of the Roman Empire and the British Empire, because
      it is not sending masses of American settlers to all corners of the Earth. On the contrary, it is attracting
      talented and hard-working people to America. Another secret of America’s successful and efficient imperial
      operations may be that it is using the soft and hard, and visible and invisible means – intelligence services,
      politics, diplomacy, military force, economy, finance, intellect and culture – collectively, in coordination, and
      concentrated in space and time, in order to maintain and indeed, reinforce the empire. Aware of the fact that
      only one world empire can exist, America has made it clear to the rest of the world that it would resist,
      whatever it took, any efforts by a new emerging power to overthrow it.
    


    
      THE CHOICE OF SEAS
    


    
      In his 1850 speech to the Senate, W. H. Seward welcomed the admission of California to the Union with the
      following words: ‘The world contains no seat of empire so magnificent as this; which [...] offers supplies on the
      Atlantic shores to the over-crowded nations of Europe, while on the Pacific coast it intercepts the commerce of
      the native Indians. The nation thus situated [...] must command the empire of the seas, which alone is real
      empire.’2 Ever since the arrival
      of the first settlers in America, Americans were aware of the importance of seas and oceans. They arrived on a
      scarcely populated continent, but knew commerce and money to be the sources of wealth. This is why they were
      concerned, already upon arrival, about the ways of making the passage across the ocean in the opposite direction
      in order to take possession of the seas and oceans for the purposes of American trade.
    


    
      In 1850, Seward only declared what all Americans already knew in the 17th and
      18th centuries, i.e., that America was a vast expanse of land which they already owned,
      but could enrich and make stronger by conquering the great waters as well. One of the reasons for America’s
      emergence as a great economic and commercial power is that it is situated at a distance from both Europe and
      Asia, flanked by the shores of two great oceans. The distance from Europe and Asia, both of which had large
      populations and markets, provided protection to America on the one hand, and forced it to conquer the seas on the
      other. When following the end of the Napoleonic Wars, the British Empire established its hegemony over the seas
      and the oceans, America no longer needed to be concerned about any assault against it by a European or Asian
      military force. All it had to do was maintain good relations with the British, which in itself provided for
      America’s protection as far as the oceans were concerned.
    


    
      America’s geographical position defined American thought from the outset, and drove Americans towards commerce
      instead of military conquest. This is how they realised how easier and more profitable it was to enforce their
      interests through commerce than military conquest. Compared to military conquest, commerce and finance offered a
      faster way of enrichment, and an easier way to disseminate American values worldwide. Virtually at the moment of
      its birth, America was already an empire because its mindset resembled that of empires, but it was a particular
      empire from the onset, because it sought to enforce its interests overseas by means of commerce and finance
      rather than military conquests.
    


    
      President James Monroe formulated his famed doctrine in 1823, which is commonly summed up by the phrase, ‘America
      for the Americans.’ This was already an imperial doctrine, which could nevertheless be given alternative
      interpretations such as that America belonged to American Indians, or that it belonged to the Spanish and the
      Portuguese. What President Monroe and the political elite had in mind all the way was in fact America belonged to
      the strongest power, i.e. the United States of America. It was not until the late 19th
      century that the rest of the great powers in Europe and Asia accepted the Monroe Doctrine, the principal reason
      being that America only emerged as a genuine great maritime power in the late 19th and
      early 20th centuries. In 1880, the American fleet was smaller than that of Sweden, and
      thus America only had an insignificant maritime force at its disposal. In the final decades of the 19th century, however, it launched a dynamic naval development programme, which was larger in scale
      than Germany’s similar undertaking, and made the US Navy the second strongest after that of Britain by
      1907.3
    


    
      The Americans learned the importance of maritime control at their own expense. During the Napoleonic Wars,
      America was openly engaged in a maritime conflict with France, and simultaneously it waged a covert war against
      Great Britain. The Americans were a small but avid nation, seeking to exploit the Napoleonic Wars, the
      confrontation between Great Britain and France, and the wars on the European continent, for the establishment of
      their hegemony over the Atlantic. US President Jefferson imposed an embargo on trade between America and Europe,
      to which Britain responded by launching an assault on the new republic, and the new nation came close to being
      destroyed in the 1812 British–American war. British military forces looted Washington, attacked Baltimore and New
      Orleans, then imposed a trade blockade on the whole of the East Coast. These events had a dramatic effect on the
      American economy, with foreign investments in America falling by 90% between 1807–1814. As a result of the trade
      embargo, the prices of American agricultural products collapsed, with the prices of the two leading products,
      cotton and tobacco hitting particularly low levels, which triggered a series of bankruptcies among agricultural
      producers.
    


    
      The military and economic expansion the American Empire started between 1776–1823. The colonies achieved
      independence from their mother country, and successfully entered into a new political and commercial alliance
      with the British. It was owing to this momentum that in 1812 they made the mistake of going to war against a
      stronger British nation. However, in correcting their first mistake they were assisted by Britain’s awareness
      that it was better to engage in a predictable and mutually beneficial commercial alliance with America than to be
      confronted with a hostile American empire of increasing strength. As the British – rightly – considered France to
      be their main rival, they taught a lesson to the Americans while keeping an eye on Napoleon and the French power,
      but nevertheless entered into a trade alliance with America. Throughout the rest of the 19th century, America was more careful with the British Empire, and avoided making the mistake of 1812
      by extending its power over the seas and oceans gradually, as the subordinate partner of the British.
    


    
      THE EMPIRE IS A JOINT VENTURE
    


    
      The British Empire started with English pirates. In the 1500s and 1600s, English pirates diligently ransacked
      ships heading homewards, laden with treasures, from Spanish colonies in South and Latin America. English pirates
      were essentially wealthy sole proprietors who organised their predatory ventures at their own expense and on
      their own account. However, they received sovereign support from England, in exchange for which the Crown took
      its share of the prize. Smaller and faster, and due to continuous technological developments also lighter but of
      greater firepower, English pirate vessels consistently defeated the Spanish, and in 1588 the Spanish suffered a
      defeat at the hands of the English in a decisive battle at sea. Therefore, ransacking Spanish vessels was a joint
      venture of the Crown and sole proprietor pirates, like the entire subsequent Asian colonisation, and in
      particular the occupation of India, the jewel of the Crown.
    


    
      For the British Empire, the conquest of North America also started as a commercial adventure, wherein the Hudson
      Bay Company was the first to discover and exploit America. During the first 75 years of British presence in
      India, the interests of the Crown were promoted by the East India Company, and thus the building of the empire
      also started as a private undertaking. Similarly, in the Persian Gulf the presence of the British Empire was
      initially of an indirect and entrepreneurial nature with the establishment of the Imperial Bank of Persia, backed
      by English investors. Indeed, the United States of America itself was born as a result of an entrepreneurial
      adventure. In 1773, a protest started that came to be known as the “Boston Tea Party”, and subsequently led to
      the War of Independence against Great Britain. The Boston protest was motivated by American entrepreneurs who
      were infuriated by news that British merchants were selling tea cheaper than themselves on the grounds that in
      Great Britain no tax was levied on tea as opposed to the American colonies. The ensuing revolt by sole
      proprietors led to the emergence of the present-day world empire.
    


    
      Between the early 1600s and the 1950s, some 20 million people left the British Isles and settled in America. For
      the British, colonisation started out as the joint adventure of the State and private undertakings, then the
      British arrived in increasing numbers in the territories discovered and softened by commercial and financial
      means, later followed by the arrival of British political and military forces. The joint venture of the British
      State and British investors provided an example for America, and even later on during the 19th and 20th centuries, the global expansion of American corporations of
      increasing size and power remained underpinned by the intelligence, political and military power of the American
      State. Compared to the British, however, a major difference was that in the aftermath of an entrepreneurial
      adventure, America did not dispatch millions of people to the territories that it occupied through commercial
      expansion, and did not annex such territories as colonies to the United States of America, but employed more
      sophisticated and effective methods, by the means of invisible dependence, to control the countries incorporated
      into its sphere of interest.
    


    
      While in the 19th century America’s expansion was mostly limited to the American
      continent, as that of Russia to the Eurasian continent, Great Britain was also pushing its frontiers forward on
      land, far from the mother country. Thus, the 19th century witnessed three imperial
      expansions over vast geographical areas by Great Britain, Russia and America, of which Great Britain was later
      forced to relinquish its gains on land. This was not by coincidence, because in the industrial age of the
      20th century the great land powers secured their positions as such by combining the raw
      materials, energy sources and massive labour available in their territories with new industrial technologies.
      This could not be controlled from a distance across seas and oceans, which led to the disintegration of the
      British Empire, and confirmed the conquests of Russia on land. America mainly made new acquisitions on the
      American continent, which obviously proved permanent, and since it acquired hardly any territories on other
      continents, there was nothing it could lose.
    


    
      A key aspect of the American Empire’s British heritage is the need to employ a great variety of means in the
      establishment of an empire. While in 1615 the British Isles were economically insignificant and also lacked
      political union, some two centuries later Great Britain reigned over the largest empire in the world at the time,
      with 43 colonies across five continents. The Americans most certainly asked themselves how the British could do
      it. They saw English pirates rob the Spanish, then the British copy the Dutch financial system, defeat the French
      by military force, then look upon India, one of the greatest treasure troves in the world, as their prize, and
      ransack it the same way as they did Spanish vessels. Americans also realised that since Queen Elizabeth I, the
      English had followed a deliberate strategy of taking whatever belonged to others. Indeed, it is a more efficient
      way for a power to build an empire by using others’ gold and silver, minerals, cotton plantations, and markets,
      than to try to establish one by using its own resources.
    


    
      AMERICAN INNOVATION
    


    
      Thus, the American Empire learned from the British that to build and maintain an empire, the use of different
      means was required depending on the period of time, and the rivals concerned. Just as the British employed a
      variety of means to enforce their interests against the French, the Dutch, the Indians and the Americans
      themselves, present-day America is employing a variety of means to enforce its interests against its allies and
      rivals. The interests of the American World Empire can be promoted most effectively by political and military
      means in some cases, and through economic and financial warfare in others.
    


    
      What has happened since 1971 in the global financial system is an American innovation. In the 1960s, America
      became aware that its rivals defeated in World War II, and indeed in the long British–German war, namely Germany
      and Japan, had regained their strength, and as a result of successful economic reconstruction and American
      assistance, were already more competitive than the American economy. Consequently, they were accumulating
      substantial trade surpluses vis-à-vis the American economy, which in turn they were keen to convert to gold.
      Since America was operating a financial system throughout the world in which the US dollar was freely convertible
      to gold while the prices of the two were pegged to each other, the Germans and the Japanese, accumulating
      increasing amounts of dollars, demanded increasing amounts of gold from the stocks of the American Fed.
    


    
      In 1970 and early 1971, President Nixon made several attempts to persuade German and Japanese leaders to invest
      their trade surplus vis-à-vis America in American securities, that is, to reinvest their profits from their trade
      with America in the American economy. Sensing their strength, German and Japanese political leaders, in
      consultation with bankers, declined the offer. This was when American financial innovation entered the scene.
      Nixon discontinued the conversion of the US dollar to gold, and then abandoned the dollar peg. When the dust
      settled, conversion of the US dollar to gold was resumed, but at an exchange rate that was more favourable to
      America, without the dollar being pegged to other currencies. Since 1971, America has been adjusting the exchange
      rate of the dollar against other currencies in accordance with its prevailing economic and financial interests,
      skimming a major part of the profits from world trade. Additionally, America has been printing new money
      continuously and in increasing quantities, given the demand of a growing world trade for increasing quantities of
      money, while the status of the dollar as a world currency also means that America is supplying the world with the
      amount of dollars needed for trade.
    


    
      These, along with a number of other economic and financial means, are financial innovations that the American
      Empire has been using on a global scale to promote its own interests. Underlying these means is the understanding
      obtained from the British schoolmaster that in order to overcome its rivals, an empire needs to follow a
      versatile strategy that is not merely comprised of political and military means.
    


    
      TRADE FIRST
    


    
      It was from the British that the American Empire learned the primacy of trade over territory. Americans saw that
      the British world empire largely relied on the constant reinforcement of trade relations through cooperation
      between the Crown and private undertakings. They also saw the dangers of colonisation and direct political
      control over distant territories. If trade was important, the freedom of seas and oceans was crucial, but the
      enforcement of commercial interests also required military force that could also be used at sea. They also
      recognised that the British would enter into trade agreements with their colonies – obviously, the agreements
      would always give precedence to British interests, and would be enforced by military force. Since trade was the
      decisive means of building and maintaining an empire, like every empire, the British needed local partners,
      “businessmen” (comprising a variety of agents from local politicians through landowners to entrepreneurs, even
      union leaders) who promoted the interests of the British.
    


    
      Following the example of the British Empire, throughout its history America remained mindful of the primary need
      to promote its commercial interests, and accordingly, it sought to acquire markets rather than territories. From
      the British, the Americans learned that trade required counterparties to be free, otherwise they would need to be
      colonised, which both carried risk and was bound to be temporary. Therefore, the dissemination of democracy and
      of laws to ensure the sanctity of individual freedom and private property is in the interest of any empire that
      predominantly promotes its commercial interests in the world, i.e., seeks to acquire and maintain markets rather
      than territory.
    


    
      America was tempted by the idea of establishing a traditional empire. This occurred when it annexed the
      Philippines in 1898. The principal reason for America’s current success is that it has followed Britain’s example
      of looking at the world primarily from the perspective of resources and trade rather than that of territory. As
      commercial interest involves utilitarianism and not ideology, it tends to drive America towards pragmatic
      solutions. Unlike military conquest, trade is a continuous activity comprising the continuous production and
      exchange of goods – one of the secrets behind the efficiency of commercial empires is that they never allow any
      breaks, and require constant production and trade. The other secret is most certainly pragmatism, because when
      the acquisition and maintenance of an empire is driven by utilitarianism rather than abstract ideas, better
      decisions can be made compared to the ideological control of, for example, the national socialist empire or the
      Soviet Empire.
    


    
      The earlier empires in history were predominantly driven by the need for territorial gains and military
      supremacy, which is a zero-sum game. Whatever the conqueror gains is lost by the conquered. Past examples include
      the French, Russia, Austro-Hungarian, Portuguese and Spanish empires. When the Portuguese lost South American
      territory to the Spanish, they felt weakened, while the Spanish rejoiced at their territorial gains. However, the
      enforcement of commercial interests takes different means compared to territorial and military interests.
      Commercial interests can only be enforced in the long term where both the seller and the buyer are satisfied.
      This amounts to a win–win game. Although the British ransacked India, they also constructed its railway network,
      set up the core institutions of an Indian market economy, and lent a common language to India, i.e., did not only
      rob the country of its treasures, but also gave goods in exchange that were viable in the long term.
    


    
      The British Empire, and now the American World Empire owe their efficient operations to playing a positive-sum
      win–win game, while all previous traditional empire forced a win–lose game on others: they ruled rather than
      playing. Our age is a “light” age, given that information is lighter than the iron plough, that intellectual work
      is lighter than the work of a coal miner, and that the indispensable objects for personal use in everyday life
      are making our lives easier, while recreation is gaining in prominence compared to work. This “light” character
      of the present age is also palpable in the mechanisms of the American World Empire, which is primarily exerting
      control in “light”, soft and indirect ways, playing with rivals rather than bludgeoning their heads. Undoubtedly,
      it is taxing subjects through a great number of invisible channels, and is exploiting financial innovations to
      its advantage even more cunningly than the British Empire, but is doing so in a more sophisticated and playful
      manner than traditional empires because, being a commercial world power, it is playing a win–win game. Anyone who
      lived within the confines of the Soviet Empire or the national socialist German Empire, knows exactly how
      “lighter” the present-day American Empire is, and how “harder” the other two used to be.
    


    
      MONEY TALKS, THE WORLD WALKS
    


    
      American strategy has always given priority to money over territory, because for a merchant it is money that is
      important, being the means of intermediation between various goods and markets. America derives a great strategic
      advantage from this strategy, because while money is mobile, territory is stationary. Americans may have
      understood the importance of money on their own, but they were also taught the same by the British. The English
      and the Dutch had been engaged in a trade struggle for the control of world trade, where in fact a greater market
      share was at stake. Throughout the 18th century, and right up until 1815, Great Britain
      struggled with France for power over the world, where power was at stake rather than trade. In 1700, France had
      an economy that was twice, and a population that was three times the size of that of Great Britain, yet the
      latter already had better ships. Over the course of the long 18th century (1699–1815),
      the course the world would take was bound to be decided between the French and the English.
    


    
      On the surface, military forces struggled with each other, with two power strategies pitted against each other
      underneath. The English placed their bet on rapid growth in shipbuilding and naval development, while the French
      placed theirs on territorial conquest. Yet, the British principally owed their success to money, because having
      adopted Dutch financial innovations, they could borrow large amounts from the newly established financial
      markets, and used that money to finance their shipbuilding. As the French refused to recognise the importance of
      money and the financial system, France’s king and shipbuilders had no means to borrow from financial markets,
      which finally decided the struggle.
    


    
      However, underlying money there is another secret, that of intelligence services. It remains a mystery to this
      date why the revolution broke out in France, where taxes were lower and people lived better compared to England.
      As centuries earlier during the Hundred Years’ War, in the long 18th century too the
      British owed their ultimate success to their excellent and efficient intelligence and secret services. The French
      Revolution drove France towards conquests on land, giving Great Britain time to gain control of the seas and the
      oceans, and ultimately the means to overcome its rival. Formally, Napoleon was defeated at Waterloo, but
      Wellington’s achievement was underpinned by England’s shipbuilding, the Royal Navy, and its maritime hegemony,
      which were well complemented by excellent secret operations.
    


    
      At present, America is primarily a commercial and financial empire, and it is a military and political world
      empire only in the second place. Although throughout its history it has often waged offensive wars, and also some
      expansionist ones, its primary concern over the past 200 years has been the steady expansion of its trade. While
      it is true that the acquisition of a market is better suited to its commercial interests than the conquest of the
      territory concerned, this also has a more fundamental reason that has its roots in American values. For Americans
      freedom, civil liberties, democracy and the freedom of property are core values. The Founding Fathers considered,
      and indeed, created America as a nation and empire that has been charged by Providence with the task of
      disseminating freedom to the world at large. Annexing a major part of the world to the United States of America
      would hardly be consistent with that mission. On top of that, it is easier and cheaper to ensure the freedom of
      trade and of the flow of money without having to annex half the world to America.
    


    
      The age of empires reached its zenith between 1880 and 1980. At the dawn of World War I, with 8% of the world’s
      population and 1% of its territory, Great Britain, France, Belgium and Germany controlled one third of the
      world’s territory and one quarter of its population. 90% of Africa and 56% of Asia was subject to European rule.
      Most of Central and Eastern Europe lived under Prussian, German or Austrian imperial government. In the spirit of
      the age of empires Japan, which had never been a colony itself over the course of its history, started to
      colonise by occupying Korea and Manchuria. Even the United States of America entered the path of imperial
      expansion. It annexed Texas in 1845, California in 1848, Alaska in 1867, and the Philippines, Puerto Rico, Hawaii
      and Guam in 1898. However, while America ultimately gave up the pursuit of territorial conquests, the British
      Empire gave priority to the retention of its colonies, and the new great European power of Germany also undertook
      to establish an empire organised on a territorial basis.
    


    
      Today, the American Empire is excellently leveraging the strategic advantage that its empire is built on money
      rather than territory. That said, apart from trade and money it is also making highly effective use of its
      military strength. In fact, the strength of present-day America rests on a triangle of pillars, comprising
      military strength, commercial and financial strength, and a “spiritual” appeal that is based on democracy,
      property and individual freedom. Although the War in Iraq has tarnished America’s positive image and prestige in
      the world, it is still true today that in addition to its military strength and commercial and financial
      strength, “ American ideals” play a major role in ensuring that America’s leadership is accepted in many
      situations in many parts of the world. The future success of the empire largely depends on the extent to which it
      remains capable of simultaneously applying the triangle of military strength, trade and finance, and “democratic
      ideals” worldwide, in perpetually evolving combinations. It is a consequence of this “ American triangle” that
      America at present occupies 6.5% of the Earth’s territory, while its predecessor, the British Empire reigned over
      23% of the Earth’s territory at its zenith. America is a world empire with 5% of the world’s population, while at
      its zenith Great Britain incorporated 20 to 25% of the world’s population into an imperial framework.
    


    
      THE AMERICAN CONSUMER
    


    
      It may seem as though people were America’s lowest priority. With all of its power, it seeks to promote its
      commercial and financial interests; unlike Rome and the British Empire, it does not dispatch millions of people
      to settle in distant colonies; and with a mere 5% of the Earth’s population, it controls global politics, the
      global economy, and the global financial markets. However, appearances are deceptive, because in the
      establishment and maintenance of the American Empire, material resources and means have always been subordinated
      to people.
    


    
      The New World was occupied by the first American settlers, which in itself is an argument for people, the “human
      resource”. Then, it was the ideas cherished by the Founding Fathers that gave rise to the Declaration of
      Independence and the US Constitution, which have remained the spiritual and institutional foundations of the
      empire to this day. As noted earlier, in the approximately two hundred years from the mid-17th century, 20 million Britons migrated to America, followed in the 19th
      and 20th centuries by massive waves of emigration from Italy, Germany and Central
      Europe, indicating that the new empire emerging on the American continent drew its real strength from rapid
      population growth. Between 1870 and 1900, America’s total population rose from 40 million to 76 million, and its
      urban population from 10 million to 30 million, with the most rapid growth rates recorded by large cities with
      the capacity to provide a living for large masses of people. The American Empire continues to draw its real
      strength from successive waves of immigrants, because what is really important is not the mere presence of
      masses, but the inflow of new talent and skills. In the 1990s, America recorded 9 million legal immigrants, and
      hidden behind them further millions arrive illegally.
    


    
      America’s golden age is commonly seen as the period between 1870–1900, in the course of which the country rapidly
      developed from a rural, agricultural and traditional society into a modern, industrial and urban nation. Until
      the end of the Civil War, American society remained rather similar to what Alexis de Tocqueville observed in the
      1830s, and indeed, to the America created by the first settlers. It was a world of small-scale farmers, small
      towns and small businesses, as opposed to the large American cities and factories of the turn of the century.
      Between 1867–1900, the number of factories quadrupled in America, and they also grew steadily in size. While in
      1865 an average industrial plant employed 200 to 300 people, in 1915 Henry Ford’s first car factory provided
      15,000 jobs. Like the Roman Empire before it, the American Empire owes its greatness to its wars, but it could
      not have won the great wars of the 19th and 20th centuries
      without a strong economy, and particularly without the factories of the first and second industrial revolutions.
      In turn, those factories could not have been created without the successive waves of massive immigration that
      provided a constant supply of new labour. This is one of the reasons why the empire rests on its people and not
      simply on the successful promotion of commercial and financial interests.
    


    
      Compared to the Roman Empire, the opposite situation has evolved. America is exporting capital to and importing
      people from the rest of the world, whereas Rome imported slaves, the most important asset at the time, and
      transferred free Roman citizens to the new provinces.
    


    
      This amounts to an inverse imitation of the Roman Empire. While the analogous empire of antiquity constructed
      roads, canals, military and civilian settlements, cities, and baths in the world at large, America, being the New
      Roman Empire, is enabling the capital of the world to build in America. In a secret arrangement, countries with a
      trade surplus vis-à-vis America, in particular Japan, China, the small East Asian Tigers and Germany, are
      reinvesting a major part of their surplus in the American economy. They buy whatever is on sale, including
      equities, government bonds, corporate bonds, real estate and companies. Compared to the Roman Empire, the
      situation has reversed because while the economy was based on land and slaves some two thousand years ago, today
      it is based on knowledge and capital. What the accumulation of land and slaves required is different to what the
      increase of knowledge and capital takes. This provides for two contrasting imperial strategies as far as the most
      important resource, that of humans is concerned.
    


    
      That said, there is an even more fundamental reason for the predominant role of the human resource in the
      efficiency of the American Empire, and that is the size of America’s internal market. From 1995 to late 2003, 60%
      of total global economic growth originated in America, and the rapid American growth has been driven by a steady
      increase in American consumers’ purchases. In the 1990s, as well as since mid-2003 in the phase of new recovery,
      economic growth has been sustained by the confidence of American consumers. Even in the economic downturn between
      March 2001 and mid-2003, American consumers remained confident, and increased their purchases and consumer
      borrowing. Without this America and the global economy would not have witnessed only a mild recession, but would
      probably have been hit an implosion that would have been even more severe than the Great Depression of 1929–1933.
    


    
      American consumers’ propensity to consume and increasing borrowings are not only adding to the strength of the
      American economy, and are not only providing the key source of American economic growth, but are also major
      drivers of global economic growth. Fast-growing Asian economies, particularly China, India and the East Asian
      Tigers, would hardly be capable of such rapid economic convergence without America having opened its internal
      markets to them. These countries are upgrading their economies through steadily increasing American exports
      driven by a steady inflow of foreign direct investments. If America were to close off its internal markets from
      Asian or European products, the engine of the global economy would stall. Therefore, American consumers are
      primarily keeping up the dynamics of the global economy not only as employees but as consumers. The steady growth
      in world trade and global capital flows is both the cause and effect of the American Empire, and if the dynamics
      of the global economy were to come to a standstill, the imperial ship would also spring a leak.
    


    
      The dynamics of the global economy, and in particular the growth in world trade and international capital flows
      provide for the continuous enforcement of America’s political, military, commercial and financial interests, and,
      vice versa, the enforcement of these interests is maintaining the development of the global economy. America is
      now very deeply rooted in the world, just as the dynamically developing countries of the global economy have
      forged close ties with the American economy. American consumers are in a decisive position because through their
      purchases, and through their borrowings that underpin their consumption, they maintain the dynamics of the global
      economy, and hence the empire itself. Given the foreseeable circumstances of the 21st
      century, the survival of the American World Empire is essential for the preservation of global economic and
      financial stability. Therefore, in effect, American consumers are the key pillars of today’s new global order,
      while also being the key drivers of the success of mass-scale convergence efforts in Asia and Europe.
    


    
      THE EMPIRE IS GOOD FOR BUSINESS
    


    
      During the final years of Queen Victoria’s reign, the British Empire, resting on the foundations of military
      strength and finance, possessed 25% of the world’s territory, while France possessed one third of that, and
      Germany one tenth. Maintenance of the Empire required a remarkably low level of expenditure. Representing a
      direct maintenance expense, the military budget accounted for a mere 2.5% of national income. In the late
      19th century, American strategists knew exactly how cheap it was to maintain an empire
      that was built on a combination of military strength, new technologies, arrangements with local powers, as well
      as commercial and financial means. Therefore, they could set about the realisation of the imperial dream with
      perfect confidence, without having to worry about the excessive costs of the adventure. In the 1950s, America’s
      military budget accounted for 10% of its GDP, in a virtually direct continuation of the military budgets of World
      War II – this was the period of the Cold War and the Korean War.
    


    
      By contrast, the military budget accounted for only 4% of GDP in the 1990s, and a mere 3.5% in 2004. That said,
      America’s military budget is still higher than the military expenditures of the European Union, China and Russia
      combined. The “imperial cost ratio”, i.e., the ratio of the military budget to gross domestic product, indicates
      the low expenditures involved in maintaining a liberal empire.
    


    
      Before 1914, the maintenance of the British Empire was worth the expense, but this was reversed by World War I.
      World War I cost the British some GBP 10 billion – remarkably, converted at current exchange rates, after World
      War II Britain received the same amount from America, which was a great personal achievement for Keynes. By
      comparison, in 1921 the British healthcare budget amounted to GBP 23 million. In 1914, Great Britain entered
      World War I as the largest creditor, and ended up as the largest debtor in 1918. America followed a similar
      course in the second half of the 20th century. At the time of World War II, the Marshall
      Plan, and the reconstruction in Europe and Japan, it was the largest creditor in the world, then gradually losing
      its financial advantage since the 1970s, by today it has become the largest debtor nation in the world.
      Obviously, the burden of America’s current debt on the country is of lower magnitude than for a number of other
      countries, including Hungary.
    


    
      Are there any other apparent or hidden costs to the American Empire? The deficits of the balance of trade, of the
      current account, and of the budget, and indebtedness represent higher long-term costs than annual military
      expenditures. However, these costs are more than recovered from the apparent and hidden “tax revenues” that
      America collects from the world. The imperial operating costs of the American economy are more than recovered
      through dollar printing, changes in the exchange rate and interest rates of the dollar, adjustments in the
      financial markets of the world, and the price advantage of R&D products.
    


    
      SOFT AND HARD POWER
    


    
      The hard ways of maintaining the empire include the use of political power and military force, and the
      instruments of economic and financial warfare, which are well complemented by intelligence services. Throughout
      its history, America has constantly been at war, and President Lincoln sent troops to Japan and Panama even in
      the middle of the 1861–65 Civil War. Ever since its foundation, America’s military power has been present on all
      continents, and its navy in all oceans, while it has constantly been engaged in active diplomatic relations with
      the rest of the world. Ever since its foundation, America has been international, its real missions being the
      dissemination of freedom in the world, the promotion of America’s commercial and financial interests, and
      presence on the global stage. Ever since its foundation, America has been aware of the need for a global presence
      for the pursuit of its global interests.
    


    
      This is also reflected in the fact that out of the first nine presidents, six had previously been secretaries of
      State, and seven had been ambassadors to foreign countries. Out of the first twelve American presidents, four
      were clearly elected on the grounds of their proven track records of achievement in external wars, as in the case
      of Washington, Jackson, Harrison and Taylor. Eisenhower had been Commander of the Supreme Headquarters Allied
      Expeditionary Force in World War II, and George H. W. Bush had been Director of Central Intelligence, and
      formerly Ambassador to China.
    


    
      To an empire resting on the foundations of commerce and finance, a global presence was a matter of course, for
      both of which diplomatic and military strength was indispensable. Therefore, similarly to Great Britain, America
      emerged as a great global and military power by virtue of its geographical location and commercial disposition.
      It needed to trade globally, which in turn required its global diplomatic and military presence. Unlike America,
      China turned inside, and while the American continent was “void”, the Chinese Empire was “saturated” inside.
      China was pulled by the magnet towards the interior, an America towards the exterior. Rather early on, America
      recognised the possibility of following another strategy in deviation from European imperialists. As good fortune
      would have it, the military conquest of the Philippines failed. This was the ultimate reason for which no
      territories other than Puerto Rico were annexed to the United States of America. In 1898, America defeated Spain,
      and under the Treaty of Paris, it purchased the Philippines for USD 20 million, the same amount as it had paid 50
      years earlier for Texas, California and other Mexican dominions. America’s rapid initial military success against
      the Spanish was partly due to the fact that Americans were perceived as liberators by the natives. Subsequently,
      however, America did not recognise the Philippines’ military assistance against Spain, and continued the war, now
      against the natives. During the war of conquest, America’s general public became disillusioned, and the
      Philippines were democratised under public pressure. After a while, America realised that the maintenance of its
      colony was not worth the while, and withdrew.4
    


    
      However, the sobering experience of that conquest facilitated another imperial innovation: America realised that
      its commercial interests were more cheaply promoted by a “friendly government” in the Philippines than they would
      have been through the annexation of the country to the United States of America.5 It was during its exit from the Philippines that America
      recognised the extent to which the application of soft power was easier and more efficient compared to the hard
      ways of the empire. America’s commercial and financial interests were more cheaply and effectively promoted by a
      “friendly government” than open military occupation would have done. A rather early example of soft power is
      found among the first immigrants to America. The first English Puritan immigrants fled to Virginia and New
      England as pilgrims in order to exercise their religion freely. Unlike Spanish and Portuguese immigrants, the
      English Puritans also took their women with them. Of the 1.5 million Spanish and Portuguese immigrants that
      arrived with the first wave of immigration, only one-quarter were women, whereas among English immigrants, men
      and women were equal in numbers. The slight difference that English Puritans arrived with their families as
      opposed to the Spanish and Portuguese, most of whom were simply adventurers and treasure hunters, proved to be a
      decisive factor in later stages of American history. The communities in the first settlements built on English
      families were clearly more democratic than those in Spanish and Portuguese settlements. The network of
      relationships that was established between English immigrant families was completely different to the
      relationships linking the Spanish, the Portuguese, or the native families.
    


    
      Today, the soft power held by the empire is superior in strength and importance to military or political power,
      because it can reach further than hard power. 39 out of the 81 largest telecom companies in the world are
      American, and about one-half of the world’s countries mainly watch American films. Four-fifths of Latin America’s
      television programmes are produced in America. America today has more military bases in the world than the
      British Empire had earlier. Moreover, modern military technology enables these bases to control larger areas more
      effectively compared to the shorter-range and less effective arms once possessed by the British Empire.
    


    
      Hard power includes the application of economic and financial means, which, unlike military force, these work
      despite often being invisible. America’s gross domestic product accounts for about one-fifth of the world’s total
      output, and is higher than the GDP of Japan, Germany and Great Britain combined. America’s share in the world’s
      total output is therefore twice that achieved by the British Empire at its zenith. In the field of production and
      consumption, present-day America is also at a much higher level compared to that ever achieved by the British
      Empire. One in nine Americans were born in foreign countries, and the total foreign-born American population
      amounts to 32 million. This reflects one of the hardest of the American Empire’s soft ways: the integration of
      successive waves of immigrants into America’s society and economy is a much more efficient means of maintaining
      the empire than sending people to colonies.
    


    
      THE IMPORTANCE OF INSTITUTIONS AND INFRASTRUCTURE
    


    
      The Americans learned from the British that an essential precondition for imperial operations was that the
      largest possible part of the world should adopt American ideals, institutions and infrastructure.6 When the British governed a country,
      they spread the English language and the English system of land ownership, built up a banking system based on the
      Scottish and English model, established the British legal system, spread Protestantism, introduced various ball
      games and team sports, organised representative conventions, and sought to spread the widest possible range of
      British customs and fashions among the colonial elite and narrow middle class. Despite the fact that the external
      conquests of the British Empire effectively resulted in colonies, they reflected the English ideal of individual.
      British colonialism was characterised by paid servants rather than slaves, and employees rather than outlawed
      paupers.
    


    
      Separated from the colonial world, British officials lived in isolated communities, but this, remarkably, only
      reinforced freedom, or at least its illusion, because in the colonial world outside the boundaries of British
      communities, the traditional relationships, modes of contact, hierarchies and dependencies were left in place. It
      is possible to argue that the idea of individual freedom was strong enough in the colonies of the British Empire
      to enable them to ultimately shake off their colonial shackles. Underlying India’s civil rights and independence
      movement is indeed the ideal of freedom that English colonialism did not destroy, and the British, who were
      essentially advocates of peaceful colonisation, had no means to deal with the peaceful movement of civil
      disobedience. Already the first English settlers differed fundamentally from contemporary Spanish and Portuguese
      settlers in that the English set up representative institutions, whereby the first English municipalities in
      America were governed by democratic institutions rather than a hereditary aristocracy.
    


    
      Today, it is known that in Europe, from the early 1700s the development of industrial technologies and trade was
      underpinned by the development of legal, financial and political institutions. The British exported the
      institutions to their colonies, and there established the infrastructure that enabled the birth of the British
      Empire and colonisation. Free movements, the freedom of trade, the construction of roads, then of railroads, a
      balanced budget, a stable currency, legal certainty, and a government which was, by contemporary standards, truly
      free of corruption, were a major step forward for a number of countries where the British Empire appeared.
      Countries under British rule developed faster than those in Asia and Africa that were not part of the British
      Empire. Although the British indeed ransacked their colonies and skimmed the profits of their trade with them,
      through the establishment of British institutions and infrastructure they probably accelerated the development of
      the societies and economies concerned. The American Empire was already fortunate enough to have the British
      experience to rely on in organising an empire based on commerce and finance.
    


    
      The British, in turn, were fortunate enough to be able to build an empire based on Dutch experience. The Dutch
      were the first to establish a truly advanced banking system. They introduced government loans, a scheme enabling
      the Dutch State to borrow from its own citizens at a low rate of interest. They operated a simple tax regime,
      which was made efficient through the introduction of the consumption tax. In the 16th
      and 17th centuries, the Dutch sent more ships to Asia than any other European power,
      backed by credit available for shipbuilding, and an innovation on incentives. The Dutch did not pay captains and
      the “managers” overseeing trade in a percentage of profits, but in a percentage of sales. Dutch traders were
      interested in increasing the volume of their trade, whereby the Netherlands gained an advantage over all of its
      rivals in Asian trade.
    


    
      The advantage of the developed Dutch financial institution system is indicated by the outcome of the Anglo-Dutch
      wars. Between 1652 and 1674, the English started three wars against the Dutch, and despite their alliance with
      the French, they were defeated by the Dutch. The Dutch military victory was underpinned by the Netherlands’ more
      advanced financial system: cheap credit enabled the construction of a greater number of ships, with better
      equipment.
    


    
      As good fortune would have it, a plot was hatched in 1688 against the Catholic King James II, and the
      conspirators called the Dutch king to the throne. In 1688, an Anglo-Dutch political union was formed. With the
      new king came Dutch advisors and advanced financial institutions, and in the following years the English learned
      everything from the Dutch that the Netherlands built up over the course of decades, and indeed, centuries. The
      Bank of England was established in 1694, 85 years after the establishment of the Bank of Amsterdam. England
      introduced government debt securities, which were listed on the newly established stock exchange. Long-term bonds
      were also traded on the exchange, and a massive volume of cheap credit enabled the construction of the new
      shipyards and a navy that would lay the foundations of the British Empire.
    


    
      Initially, it appeared that the Dutch would fare better with the Anglo-Dutch political union, wherein the Dutch
      king assumed the English throne. The Dutch and the English shared control over world trade, with exclusive rights
      granted to the Dutch over spice trade, and to the English over textile trade. Eventually, the latter turned out
      to be the better deal, because over time the volume of the textile trade naturally exceeded that of the spice
      trade, and the larger volume generated higher profits, and ultimately created a commercial advantage.
    


    
      Although the Anglo-Dutch political union eventually led to the supremacy of the English, at that time England’s
      share of the world’s textile production was a mere 3%, compared to India’s 24%. The share of trade in itself is
      not equivalent to predominance – there also were benefits to be derived from the English industrial revolution,
      better arms and a more efficient navy, whereby England gained supremacy over India just as it had done over the
      Netherlands. This provides an insight into the depths of the devil’s kitchen of the British Empire, which grew by
      taking something from others at each step, a feature that would turn out to be very important later. First, they
      robbed the Spanish of their own prizes of gold, then from the Dutch they “took” their king and all of the
      institutions that were required for an advanced financial system, and finally they took the textile trade from
      India. Fine antecedents to England’s subsequent accumulation of capital, i.e., enclosure, all of these takings –
      Spanish gold, Dutch financial knowledge, Indian trade – were highly important. This even more original
      accumulation of capital preceded the one that was considered by Marx to the key source of English capitalism.
    


    
      Throughout its history, the British Empire was built on the joint adventure of the Crown and sole proprietors
      (e.g., conspiring sole proprietors would bring a new king), and on the joint acquisition of the assets that
      someone else had already created, be it gold, ports, a king, financial knowledge, or a share of the world trade.
      This was an extremely efficient way to build an empire, because it had a double benefit: it strengthened the
      taker, and weakened the party whose assets had been taken.
    


    
      ONLY ONE SHALL REMAIN...
    


    
      In fact, America already learned from the example of the Roman Empire that ultimately only one gladiator could
      remain standing in the arena. It was also shown by the example of the British Empire that an empire which by the
      19th century incorporated a quarter of the world could only emerge by first defeating
      all of its rivals, and assuming total control over the seas and oceans.
    


    
      According to German historian Leopold von Ranke, European history since the 16th century
      has been characterised by the attempts of one great European power or the other to rise to hegemony in the face
      of the rest of the powers allied against it.7 Attempts to establish a hegemonic European power were first made by the House of Habsburg,
      followed by France between 1793–1815, and finally Germany between 1914–1945. None of the European powers
      succeeded, because at each attempt, the strongest power would be overcome by the alliance of the remaining small
      and medium-sized powers. Between 1945–1989, both Europe and the world in general were divided between two powers,
      and since the early 1990s, we have been living in a single-centred world of the American Empire. This has created
      a new situation for Europe and the world at large, because this is the first time in world history that a single
      power has been able to keep the entire world under its control.
    


    
      In a peculiar way, the British assisted the emergence of the American Empire, not only by providing an example
      for the establishment of an empire resting on the foundations of trade and finance, but also by taking money to
      America. Between 1865–1914, British investors took more money to America than what they invested in Great
      Britain. The volume of British investments was twice that of French and three times that of German investments in
      the world, including America. After 1865, i.e., after the end of the Civil War following the victory of the North
      over the South, the British invested money in America that they subsequently used to finance the long
      British–German war between 1914–1945. While the French, the Germans and other European nations mainly invested in
      Western Europe in the second half of the 19th century, the British did so primarily in
      America, Canada, New Zealand and Australia. The British Empire, probably following a wise and deliberate
      political decision, took its money to Anglo-American economies, which largely contributed to the rapid rise of
      the American Empire. Great Britain covered the vast majority of the costs of World War I between 1914–18 from the
      sale of assets it had previously acquired in America, as well as from new American loans. In historical
      hindsight, it may be argued that the leaders of the British Empire were probably aware as early as the first
      years of the 20th century that the role of Great Britain on the world stage would sooner
      or later be taken over by America. They may have sought deliberately to ensure that the heritage of the British
      Empire was taken by America rather than Germany, or possibly France or Russia. The British were smart enough to
      understand that eventually there was room for one world empire only, and it was better for that empire to be an
      Anglo-Saxon one than any other, particularly in continental Europe. Although during World War II Churchill used
      his best endeavours to enable Great Britain to keep its colonies and the British Empire, the British political
      elite was aware the whole time that the most likely outcome of the long British–German war would be the transfer
      of world power from the British to the Americans.
    


    
      While between 1776–1823 the United States of America was created, the British–American war was fought, then the
      parties were reconciled, between 1823–1914 the British Empire clearly offered the role of the subordinate partner
      to America. As American products found their markets in the contemporary global commercial and financial system
      that had been created by the British, America steadily gained in strength.8 The third phase of British–American relations covered the period
      of 1914–1945. As a result of World War I, Great Britain lost 22% of its national territory (i.e., Ireland), and
      accumulated debt amounting to 133% of its gross domestic product. Other than Britain going from being the number
      one lender in the world to being the largest debtor nation, the British economy was also afflicted by massive
      unemployment and soaring inflation.
    


    
      In this way, America gained a double victory in World War I: it triumphed in the military conflict, and it also
      defeated the British Empire in the covert economic and financial war. Already after World War I, America became
      the wealthiest nation in the world, while its greatest economic rival, Germany, lay in ruins in the aftermath of
      the war and the Treaty of Versailles. Foreseeing the inevitable, Great Britain empowered America to build a naval
      force equivalent to the Royal Navy, a right it had previously denied to all other powers. This was a feat that
      neither Napoleon nor German Emperor William II could accomplish. The British deserve praise for their foresight
      of the events that would unfold in the 20th century, of the British–German conflict, and
      that Germany could only be defeated with American assistance.
    


    
      Although in 1945 it immediately became apparent that the British world empire no longer existed, its successor
      had yet to be decided. In fact, it was President Roosevelt who decided in the 1940s that America would take over
      the heritage of the British Empire, on which the American political and economic elite had already set its eye
      from the last third of the 1800s. In effect, the two World Wars of the 20th century, and
      even the Cold War were fought for the heritage of the British world empire. As America’s good fortune would have
      it, it did not engage in a struggle of life and death with Great Britain, it merely helped the British to fight
      its long and deadly battle to defeat Germany. However, to become the world empire that it is today, America had
      yet to defeat Japan, first by military means in 1945, then economically in the 1990s, as well as the Soviet Union
      in a war waged by political, military, but primarily economic and financial means. On balance, in the
      20th century it was in fact Germany that pulled the chestnuts of a world empire out of
      the fire for America.
    


    
      Following the global economic downturn between 1873–1895, Germany embarked on a massive navy building effort,
      having decided around this time to become a great power, an even a world power, on the model of the British
      Empire. It was in this period that the Germans started their preparations for World War I, for which they had
      some two decades. While in 1870, the gross domestic product of the British economy was still 40% higher than the
      output of the German economy, in 1913 Germany’s gross domestic product already exceeded that of the British
      economy by 6%. Germany’s average per capita GDP growth was 0.5% higher compared to that of the British economy.
      While in 1880, the British had a 23% share of the total output of the world and Germany a mere 8%, by 1913
      Britain’s share dropped to 14% and that of Germany rose to 15%, gaining a 1% advantage over Britain’s share of
      the world economy. In 1913, the British could mobilise 733,000 people for the army, and the Germans 4.5 million,
      and the German army already superior in terms of equipment.
    


    
      With that in mind, it would be difficult to determine whose interest was better served by the breakout of World
      War I in 1914. As Germany had decided to bring the British Empire to a halt by means of a world war, and
      establish a continental empire in Europe, starting the war in 1914 may have served the German interest.
      Conversely, the earliest possible start to World War I may also have been in Great Britain’s interest, because in
      1913 the share of the German economy in the world’s total production was already 1% higher than that of the
      British economy, and it was clear that Germany would rapidly gain in military and economic strength each year.
      However, the outbreak of World War I in 1914 could equally have served the interests of the United States of
      America, because America had set its eye on the heritage of the British Empire, which Germany was also keen to
      come by; however, time was not on the American side since Germany’s expansion in Europe and the rapid
      debilitation of Great Britain compromised America’s chances in the subsequent great clash that could be foreseen
      well ahead. For a variety of reasons, therefore, all three great powers may have had a vested interest in
      starting the inevitable World War I in 1914. It needs to be added that only one power did not have an interest in
      starting the war: the Austro-Hungarian Monarchy, and in particular Hungary, which finally took the bait of the
      first declaration of war.
    


    
      In the 1880s, France and Russia were seen as the greatest rivals of the British Empire; however, in the early
      1900s Germany turned out to be a greater threat. In 1870, Germany had a population of 39 million and Great
      Britain one of 31 million, whereas in 1913 there were already 65 million Germans in Germany, and only 46 million
      British subjects in Great Britain. Germany was forcing its way forward at a rather exceptional rate both in terms
      of the size of its population and its economic and financial strength, as well as in industry in the aftermath of
      the second industrial revolution, and in military strength.
    


    
      In the last two decades of the 20th century, America and its rivals experienced a
      similar series of events to what took place between England and the Netherlands in the 17th century. At that time, the Netherlands agreed on the division of Asian trade: the Dutch got the
      spice trade and the English the textile trade, and the latter fared better. Today, America’s economic strategy is
      deliberately focused on symbolic product groups, the industries working with symbols (numbers, images, concepts
      and money) that are the key drivers of today’s global economy, trade, and capital flows. The most advanced
      technologies appear in sectors of the economy that, for the most part, no longer work with land, raw materials,
      energy sources, physical labour, or capital for that matter, but with information and symbols – naturally, money
      as a source of funding has remained relevant. While Japan and Germany, and also China and the East Asian Tigers
      are following strategies built on industrial products, the strategies of countries in the Anglosphere,
      particularly that of the American economy, are built on services, including the products of the “symbol economy”.
      American films, the American English language, and the products of the information technology and communication
      revolution all belong to this category. At first glance, the difference between the two strategies would appear
      to be that the growth of the Japanese, German, Chinese and East Asian economies, which is driven by industrial
      products, is resource intensive, whereas the development of Anglo-American economies is knowledge intensive.
      However, the real difference lies in the fact that most prominently the American economy, but also other
      countries in the Anglosphere are using the resources of the “symbol economy”, whereas other rivals are relying on
      production and the services related to production. The novelties of the automotive industry, the chemical
      industry, and even the aircraft industry are “production centred”, whereas American films, media products,
      economic and financial consultancy, financial market products, exchange services, software products, and R&D
      intensive industries mostly belong to the “symbol economy”.
    


    
      American universities and scientific centres are similarly developed as part of the “symbol economy” – the
      millions of young European and Asian people heading towards America to study or complete their doctoral
      dissertations are all relying on an economy that works with symbols. They are also paying for it, but, despite
      the exorbitant tuition fees of American universities, primarily not in money, but with their ideas, imagination
      and creativity. Four-fifths of young European and Asian students completing their doctoral dissertations in
      America remain in the country to do research, teach, or take employment in other knowledge intensive fields.
      Therefore, compared to its rivals America is following a radically different strategy to maintain its advantage
      in the global economy: rather than material resources and products of a material nature, its primary focus is on
      goods incorporating intellectual resources and symbols. American university degrees, American films, medical
      treatments discovered in American research laboratories, American software, and American military and
      intelligence methods used by NATO are all export products based on concepts and symbols.
    


    
      The visible American Empire is maintained by perceivable political, military, economic and financial strength,
      while the even stronger invisible empire is maintained by an invisible economy that works predominantly with
      symbols.
    


    
      GERMANY SAVES AMERICA
    


    
      Over the course of the 20th century, America is known to have saved the freedom of Great
      Britain and Europe on several occasions. This is indeed the case, but in a peculiar way Germany also saved
      America in the 20th century – twice, for that matter.
    


    
      America was led out of the 1929–1933 Great Depression by the New Deal. The essence of the New Deal was that, as
      opposed to President Hoover’s previous economic policy, which assumed that the sound functioning of the economy
      would be restored by a self-regulating market, President Roosevelt used the government budget to remedy the
      troubles of the economic crisis. Roosevelt accepted the argument of a small team of economists that the Great
      Depression was primarily not a crisis of overproduction, given that it was not supply that was excessively high,
      but demand was excessively low. Americans had no means to make purchases, so the argument went, which reduced
      consumption, which in turn reduced corporate orders, as a result of which companies cut jobs, which would then
      leave people with even less money and an even more limited purchasing power, sending the American economy into a
      downward spiral. This is in fact what happened; the financial crisis triggered by the 1929 stock market crash
      rapidly spilled over to the manufacturing sectors of the economy, and ultimately the entire American economy was
      on the verge of being buried by the agricultural and industrial crisis.
    


    
      Roosevelt accepted the proposition made by British economist Keynes via an intermediary,9 which had also been suggested to him
      by clear-headed American engineers and economists who had escaped the harmful spell of earlier flawed economic
      theories, i.e., that the government should embark on public works, place large public orders, specifically aid
      the employment of engineers, actors and actresses, teachers and other intellectual groups – in other words, that
      the government should act as a buyer. This required money, and Roosevelt accepted that in a crisis situation the
      American budget should have a deficit. That said, the president was highly suspicious of the budget deficit, and
      permitted only a very limited issue of fiat money, i.e., money printing. According to classical economics, money
      printing is equivalent to a sin on the government’s part, because the issue of fiat money (unbacked by the supply
      of goods) will lead to inflation and an economic crisis. However, by 1929–1933 an economic crisis had already
      emerged even without money printing, and indeed had spilled over to the entire world economy, leaving no other
      way out than boosting demand. As the whole financial system collapsed, businesses and households lost their
      creditworthiness, as a result of which the government budget was the only suitable means of boosting demand. As
      President Roosevelt permitted money printing only at a very conservative rate, the American economy found itself
      on the edge of collapse again by 1937. Without the approach of World War II, which enabled America to deliver a
      steadily increasing supply of munitions, arms, food and sustenance goods, first to Great Britain, and then during
      the war to the Soviet Union, an economic crash of similar magnitude to, or potentially even deeper than the
      1929–1933 Great Depression would have occurred in the late 1930s and early 1940s.
    


    
      However, America already supplied munitions and consumer goods to Great Britain from 1939, unofficially but de
      facto entering the war in 1940 by providing the British with the means required for the war against national
      socialist Germany. In December 1941, America officially entered World War II, and shifted to a war economy. The
      shift to a war economy swept aside President Roosevelt’s previous caution: large quantities of money had to be
      printed quickly in order to respond to the pressing needs of the war economy.
    


    
      The issue of fiat money, i.e., money printing was not an American invention; it was first used by the young
      Soviet state, then national socialist Germany to facilitate the recovery of their economies. Despite repeated
      complaints by the finance minister and the governor of Germany’s central bank that fiat money resulted in
      excessive quantities of money while the supply of goods remained low, money printing was a complete economic
      success. Germany placed public orders with the business sector, allowing the boost in demand to create jobs,
      which resulted in the unprecedented achievement that within the space of a few years unemployment was completely
      eliminated in the German economy. Although the political dictatorship also ordered forced labour in labour camps,
      due to the extra demand based on money printing the German economy rapidly gained in strength, and achieved full
      employment as regards male labour. There was a dramatic growth in investments (first in the public sector,
      followed by business investments), production and employment were on the rise, people had more and more money to
      make purchases, which in turn increased production and investments further. Demand generated its own supply.
    


    
      That said, what applies to the United States of America also holds true for Germany: it would have been in
      trouble without a great war. It was money printing that first got Germany out of the economic crisis, then
      excessive money printing pushed it to the verge of another economic crisis, from which it was saved by World War
      II, but only for the German economy, and the whole country for that matter, to be destroyed in the great war.
    


    
      However, Germany, i.e., the national socialist German politics and economic policy that ultimately led to
      disaster, saved America twice. World War II was triggered by Germany’s revisionist plans, subsequently seeking to
      establish a world power, and the American economy could avoid another great crisis in the late 1930s by entering
      the war first unofficially, then officially, and making the shift to a war economy. Germany saved the American
      economy a second time by providing an example for the effectiveness of money printing. It was during their study
      of the economic policy of national socialist Germany, as well as its warfare, munitions industry, and R&D
      methods, that Americans realised the true importance of money printing not only in a war economy, but also at
      times of peace. Although in all probability Germany had no intention to do so, with its policy of world supremacy
      and its economic policy focused on money printing it may have thrown a lifeline to the American economy.
    


    
      During the Cold War, American economic policy resumed coverage of its budget deficit from the financial market;
      nevertheless, at the peak of the Cold War and during the Vietnam War America’s budget deficit amounted to
      approximately 10% of its gross domestic product. Since it would not have been possible to cover such a high
      budget deficit from the financial market alone, to a large extent the funding needs of the Cold War and the
      Vietnam War were met by means of money printing. However, the real change in American economic policy was
      introduced by President Nixon in 1971 by abandoning the gold peg of the US dollar, temporarily suspending the
      conversion of the dollar to gold, then resuming conversions at an exchange rate that was more favourable for
      America. He turned the free-floating dollar into a world currency while resuming money printing. The dollar
      acting as a world currency, and a rapid growth in world trade collectively boosted demand for the dollar in
      global financial markets. Naturally, that demand was met by the Fed through money printing, which could not be
      considered as fiat money, because it was driven by a greater demand for money not only in America, but in world
      trade. The Americans realised why the demand for dollars in global trade and money markets should be met through
      domestic money printing: in fact, this also provided a means to cover the deficit of America’s public deficit.
    


    
      America’s emergence as the sole world power is largely attributable to its double victory over both Japan and
      Germany, its two greatest economic and hence political rivals. On the first occasion, it defeated them by
      military means during the long British–German war between 1914–1945 (which in fact may also be conceived of as a
      long American–German war), and on the second occasion, from the 1970s America won a series of battles against its
      two rivals in covert economic, trade and exchange rate wars, and ultimately all won of these wars completely. One
      of the most effective secret weapons in these economic and financial wars was none other but the economic weapon
      used by national socialist Germany and the Soviet Union: money printing. While America’s greatest rivals could
      not afford to go on with their money printing, the American economy extensively covered its public deficit by
      printing dollars, and it also triumphed over its rivals in the exchange rate war through deliberate adjustments
      to the dollar rate, which was no longer tied to other currencies.
    


    
      Under pressure from the IMF and the World Bank, the new Hungarian central bank act of 1991 explicitly prohibited
      the government from covering its budget deficit through the issue of fiat money, i.e., money printing. Likewise,
      other countries of Western Europe and Japan imposed similar prohibitions on themselves, while America made
      continuous and increasing use of money printing. It is questionable whether America would have been able to
      defeat its greatest military and political rival, the Soviet Union, without taking the path of economic and
      financial wars against its strongest allies and competitors, Japan and Western Europe, from the early 1970s
      onwards. Without that happening, the economies of Japan and Germany would probably have outperformed the American
      economy, and in the 1980s an economically shattered America would have seen its political and military leadership
      called to question, and would likely have been unable to carry out the military strategy of Star Wars, the
      economic and financial burden of which the Soviet Union could no longer bear. If the economic competition from
      Japan and Germany were to have brought America to its knees by the 1980s, which could easily have happened
      without President Nixon abandoning the conversion of the dollar to gold and the dollar peg, the Soviet Union
      could have consolidated its position so as to avoid its collapse in 1989–1992.
    


    
      EXAMPLES OF FULL EMPLOYMENT
    


    
      The focus of national socialist Germany’s economic policy was Hitler’s objective of subordinating it to armament
      and full employment. Full employment was an essential requirement for internal political stability, while
      armament served the fulfilment of German reveries of supremacy. However, between 1933–1937 German economic policy
      was not yet targeting armament, but the elimination of unemployment. Job creation based on money printing worked
      excellently, absorbing virtually all of the more than 6 million unemployed who enabled Hitler’s rise to power –
      although partly owing to labour camps, full employment was achieved. Hitler eliminated the cause of his rise to
      power by reinforcing his legitimacy rather than undermining it. His policy eliminated unemployment and created
      virtually full employment without reinstating the previous democratic political structure. The Soviet Union
      itself achieved full employment; with labour camps, too, but with a major emphasis on the employment of women,
      which subsequently also proved important in winning the war.
    


    
      As early as in 1943, America was facing the challenge of more than 9 million American troops returning once the
      war was won, and seeing their jobs having been taken by other in the shift to a war economy – primarily by women.
      After the return from a war economy to peaceful production, America was threatened by a high level of
      unemployment that could even have jeopardised America’s democratic system after its victory in war. It would have
      been an unfair twist of history for America, having undertaken a World War for the triumph of democracy and
      freedom, to see its democracy shattered, and freedom lost, because of the very triumph it had sought to achieve.
      In 1943, America’s political leaders were perfectly aware that World War II would be won by America and its
      allies, but they also recognised the possibility of an economic crisis emerging in America the consequences of
      which would have equalled the economic destruction suffered by the vanquished after 1945.
    


    
      America invented the Cold War as early as 1943, driven by the realisation that democracy in America could only be
      preserved if jobs were to be provided to the 9 million returning troops, and obviously to those for whom new
      domestic jobs had been created due to the increased needs of the war economy. Following the recognition of 1943,
      American policy deliberately increased the Soviet Union’s appetite in anticipation of the later confrontation.
      According to a study by Morgenstern and von Neumann, discussed and approved by the political leadership in 1943,
      there existed military confrontation which would not lead to war resulting in ultimate destruction even in the
      event of the mutual distrust of the parties. This study led political and military leaders to understand that the
      war could be continued while there was peace. This condition of “neither war, nor peace” is the Cold War. The
      Cold War was an excellent means of maintaining a high level of employment because it enabled the continued
      operation of a part of the war economy without any additional military conflicts of a world war. Obviously, the
      Korean War and then the Vietnam War required great efforts of the American economy, but the purpose was precisely
      that, i.e., a gradual reorientation of American employment and war economy that had reached massive proportions
      between 1939–1945 to a new peace economy. This could not have been done in a year or two after 1945, but required
      a long cold war, including a few local hot wars.
    


    
      In his 1946 address given in Fulton, America, Churchill announced the Cold War, and from 1947 an open struggle
      ensued between the two world systems. The Cold War was no longer driven by rivalry for supremacy, since the zones
      of power had already been established by the conferences at Yalta and Tehran, and the stability and mutual
      recognition of those zones are attested to by the inaction of American politics in the Hungarian revolution of
      1956. The division of the world into two large power zones marks America’s fulfilment of its historical mission.
      Having broken the backbones of the other two rivals, Japan and Germany, which had been striving to acquire the
      heritage of the British Empire, it also accomplished its other goal, the disintegration of the British Empire. In
      1945, America was not under any direct and serious threat from the Soviet Union, but it was from internal
      unemployment. Moreover, America enjoyed a nuclear monopoly, its economy was thriving, and it was in a position
      that enabled it to control reconstruction in Japan and Europe. The only factor that could pose a threat to
      America was high unemployment, which could also have shattered America’s divided world power.
    


    
      However, Germany’s example, as well as that of the Soviet Union, assisted America in understanding clearly the
      strength of political stability that full employment provided. Following the war, it was primarily not scientists
      and German military technology developed during World War II that America imported from national socialist
      Germany, but German economic policy, and in particular the tools of money printing and full employment.
    


    
      THE RELEVANCE OF IMPORTED LABOUR
    


    
      America thoroughly studied the mechanism of the economy of national socialist Germany, just like the operation of
      its arms industry and military strategies. In the course of World War II, Germany employed 9 million foreign
      workers in its arms industry, which is why German women were not forced to take employment for much of the war.
      Hitler insisted that German women stay at home, and made up for the missing labour using a combination of
      prisoners of war, forced labour, and labour recruited in Western Europe. The working conditions of foreign labour
      employed in Germany were similar to the conditions prevailing in labour camps and concentration camps. Driven by
      patriotism, diligence, pride, and also because of their speed in learning how to use the industrial technologies
      of the war economy, American women worked significantly more efficiently than the forced labourers of Germany’s
      war economy. This is another example of the greater efficiency of freedom and human dignity to oppression and
      humiliation.
    


    
      However, what America primarily learned from German economic policy was not to import large quantities of labour,
      but to appreciate the importance of quality labour. When American reconnaissance transferred the best of leading
      German scientists and development experts to America, it realised the true value they represented. America’s
      political and military leaders already realised this in World War II, because the Manhattan Project partly owed
      its success to leading foreign scientists invited to America. The atomic bomb was mostly created by European
      scientists who emigrated to America – another historical paradox. In fact, America also owes the atomic bomb to
      Germany, since a vast majority of leading European nuclear researchers would probably not have left Europe if
      their lives had not been threatened by national socialist dictatorship. America therefore realised that it could
      primarily secure its permanent military supremacy over its rivals through the imports of brains. To this day, the
      brain drain has remained one of the most important weapons with which America’s covert wars are fought.
    


    
      THE ROLE OF WOMEN IN FULL EMPLOYMENT
    


    
      National socialist Germany followed a simple policy: women should stay at home with their families, because
      German women were supposed to raise their offspring. Underlying that rhetoric, however, Hitler’s real aim was to
      prevent the re-emergence of extensive unemployment in Germany. In the Soviet Union and America, the war economy
      of World War II clearly meant the almost full employment of women, which was not the case in Germany. During
      World War II, the employment of women was also a general phenomenon in Great Britain. In Europe, following World
      War II the presence of women in the labour market was more prominent than in America, which was due to another
      American insight.
    


    
      It was from Germany of the World War that America learned that women could only be removed from the labour market
      if they were to stay at home, and the single-earner family model was to become the norm. The greatest concern of
      post-1945 America was not to win the war, but to win the peace, i.e., making the shift from a war economy to
      peaceful production by avoiding the imminent massive unemployment, which made the removal of women from work and
      keeping them at home a key priority. Although for other reasons than in Japan, where women were confined to the
      home by a social and power structure built on men, America also followed a family policy, a tax policy, and a
      media policy to influence social awareness, whereby a massive influx of women into the labour market did not
      occur until the 1970s and 1980s. By this time, the American business sector had absorbed the remnants of the war
      economy, but there was also strong pressure from families for a shift to a family model based on two earners.
      From the late 1970s, the American economy had seen the growth rate of its productivity decelerate and real
      earnings level out, which in an increasing number of families prompted both the man and the woman to take
      employment in order to keep up their standard of living. Current responses to that challenge include the
      employment of women on a massive scale, dynamic job creation in the services sector, and the increase of the
      average weekly work time from 40 to 50 hours.
    


    
      BUILDING A “SOCIAL BASE”
    


    
      Before and during World War II, both Germany and the Soviet Union owed their economic success to the new demand
      that their governments generated in their economies through money printing. In the Soviet Union, this was
      essentially not driven by consumption but by investments, whereas after 1933 Germany saw a simultaneous new
      demand driven by both consumption and investments. In 1933, Germany had an unemployment rate of 30%, America 25%,
      and Great Britain 23% – all of which was practically eliminated within the space of a few years. Public orders
      provided opportunities in the German economy predominantly in two fields: armaments and infrastructure. While the
      establishment of a war economy is well known, that of infrastructure did not only concern economic
      infrastructure, but also a specific social infrastructure, which may also be referred to as a “social base”. This
      did not only include public investments that were started in the fields of motorway construction, railway
      construction and other physical infrastructure developments in order to lay the foundations of a war economy and
      military expansion, but also developments in leisure, sports, education, healthcare and other areas of relevance
      to social capital. Although President Roosevelt’s New Deal policy had already made use of those means by granting
      public contracts for motorway and canal construction works as well as to actors and actresses, writers, and
      film-makers, the expenditures of Germany and the Soviet Union had been of a greater magnitude in these latter
      groups compared to those of America until 1945.
    


    
      After World War II, America gradually adopted certain methods from Germany and the Soviet Union to build its
      economy, and carried out public investments for construction works in a number of infrastructure areas that had
      previously been developed by the American business sector based on its own decisions. Following its world-war
      victory, America also built domestically whatever there was to be built, from healthcare and educational
      facilities to leisure and sports infrastructure. Germany and the Soviet Union spent extensively on building its
      “social base” because, in a peculiar way, the satisfaction of the people was even more important in a
      dictatorship than in a democracy. Compensation for the value of freedom, or at least an attempt to provide it,
      was also needed in order to legitimise the political power without democratic elections. Given that of the two
      key priorities of German economic policy, armament and full employment, the second could not be achieved solely
      by means of the first, and that efforts were needed to make up for the absence of freedom through national
      sentiment and social satisfaction, between 1933–1941 Germany spent truly vast amounts on the production of goods
      that business would not have created. In the 1930s, the German business sector would not have constructed new
      motorways, bridges, universities, research institutes or sports stadiums on a pure business investment basis. In
      addition to the reverie of a great power, Germans also received extensive social and welfare institutions from
      the State. By the end of the 1930s, a latent economic crisis had developed in Germany, which was only resolved by
      a complete changeover to a war economy and by the world war, yet the establishment of the “social base” proved to
      be a highly effective political and economic instrument.
    


    
      In the Soviet Union, this instrument was used equally effectively, and it was from its greatest adversary,
      Germany, and from its greatest ally, then greatest new rival, the Soviet Union, that America learned the true
      importance of full employment, and indeed, of the need to establish a broad social infrastructure for the
      purposes of the effective functioning of society. Even when the Soviet Union was no longer its greatest ally but
      its greatest new rival, America kept an eye on the methods employed by the other power. In the decades following
      World War II, the market economy and democracy provided these means for the reinforcement of social capital
      significantly better compared to dictatorship and state capitalism that eliminated the market, but this
      superiority was also motivated by the Soviet example in the global political struggle.
    


    
      BILATERAL TRADE AGREEMENTS
    


    
      Between 1933–1939, German Central Bank Governor Hjalmar Schacht entered into bilateral trade agreements with
      Germany’s partners in Central and Eastern Europe.10 These set out in particular the volume of the goods that were to be delivered by each party,
      as well as the quality parameters, schedule and price of the deliveries. These bilateral trade agreements were
      highly favourable for both parties, because for Germany they amounted to the establishment of a “commercial zone”
      of its own in Europe, while the rest of the countries concerned acquired a new market in a Germany that was
      rapidly gaining in strength. During World War I (1914–18), then in the aftermath of the dictated peace of the
      treaties after 1920, Europe saw the collapse of its trade, and of its liberal economic order based on the free
      movement of capital. Germany was required to pay reparations that were not possible to provide; however, even
      more importantly, as foreseen by Keynes as early as 1920, the former single European market was fragmented into
      national markets. Due to the termination of European free trade, a single European market ceased to exist, and
      national markets also narrowed as the engine of international trade stalled. The solution proposed by Schacht was
      particularly beneficial for Germany’s trade partners because in 1933, with the exception of the Soviet Union,
      they were still distressed economically, and the opening up of German markets facilitated their recovery from the
      crisis.
    


    
      As regards Hungary, the two countries entered into trade agreements that enabled the Hungarian economy to supply
      large quantities of agricultural and food products, for which Germany paid in industrial and consumer goods, as
      well as in cash. However, after Hungary’s involvement in World War II, German goods and cash were increasingly
      replaced by credit as a means of payment for Hungarian deliveries. This was still sufficient to maintain the boom
      in the Hungarian agriculture and food industry in the early 1940s, the weakest link being the absence of markets.
      Other countries in Central and Eastern Europe were in a similar situation to that of Hungary: by opening up its
      markets primarily to their agricultural and food products, Germany also helped them out of the economic crisis;
      however, by doing so it made these countries increasingly dependent on itself first economically, then in terms
      of international politics.
    


    
      After 1945, America first used the system of bilateral agreements in international trade, followed in 1970 by
      President Nixon’s attempt to extend the scope of bilateral agreements to international capital flows. Nixon’s
      request that the central banks of Germany and Japan reinvest their trade surpluses with America in American
      government securities was declined, to which the response was the 1971 turnaround.
    


    
      At that point, America failed in its attempt to extend the scope of bilateral agreements to international capital
      flows. Subsequent efforts were already met with success; indeed, since the 1990s, international capital flows
      have been regulated by undisclosed bilateral agreements under which America undertakes to keep its domestic
      markets open to Asian and European export goods, and the countries accumulating major trade surpluses with
      America undertake to reinvest a large part of those surpluses in America, mostly by purchasing government
      securities. Such secret bilateral agreements, which are trade and capital agreements at the same time, are in
      place between China and America, Japan and America, and the rest of the East Asian countries and America. Under
      the auspices of the COMECON, the Soviet Union entered into similar agreements with the countries within its
      empire, also extending its system of bilateral agreements to the third world.
    


    
      Therefore, on key points of economic policy, America learned a great deal from two countries: national socialist
      Germany and the communist Soviet Union, using as models the two countries’ financial policies, labour market
      policies, family policies, public investment policies, and systems of bilateral trade and capital agreements. On
      the way to becoming the single world empire of our age, America learned everything that the British had known
      earlier, constructively enhanced that knowledge, after 1933 it even accepted the advice of Keynes, an Englishman,
      on recovery from the Great Depression, then learned a great deal from Germany, its greatest rival. Neither did it
      give up learning after its victory in World War II; during the Cold War, it learned frequently and extensively
      from its former greatest ally, now its greatest rival.
    


    
      One of America’s virtues is the confidence with which it adopts models that have been tried and tested elsewhere,
      and the courage with which it applies and improves those models. At its core, the American Empire derives its
      strength from this fast and efficient learning process, because not only has it learned from the great empires of
      history, but, through the essentially uninterrupted immigration to America, and in particular through its brain
      drain, it is still learning continuously at the micro-layers of American science, culture, and business. When a
      student today takes a course at an American university, then stays on to complete a doctoral dissertation in
      America, and having done so, decides to enter an American R&D programme as the first genuine challenge in
      life and therefore stays on, not only does America acquire a new brain and effective new labour, it also meets a
      new master to learn from. Foreign scientists also take the culture, customs and knowledge of their own nations to
      America, in exchange for the opportunity to learn from America. America triumphs and remains a world empire
      because it keeps learning wisely and continuously – an immeasurable advantage in the age of knowledge capital.
    

  


  
    VII.


    
      Pax Americana
    


    
      Today, the US is an empire, even a global empire, but how does the American Empire work? Tocqueville helped us
      remember what America was like when it was born, but how does it work today? Reviewing the way of thinking,
      social structure, way of life and politics of the US may help us understand how the United States operates
      presently, but how does the empire work? The internal wars of the US take us closer to comprehending the huge
      differences in the thinking of conservative Republicans and liberal Democrats, and the seesaw balance of the
      internal wars in various periods serves as a guideline for the external functioning of the empire. It seems as if
      there were many shared traits in the global politics of conservative and liberal America when the US acts as an
      empire. Why is this so? Finally, the Americans have learnt much from the experiences of other empires, adopting
      many patterns and further enhancing them, still, this empire is different from all previous historical
      formations. It operates in a different age and in a different way than other empires, it is unique, but what
      makes it tick?
    


    
      THE FOUR FACES OF AMERICA
    


    
      The American Empire draws on four political traditions that are crucial in its internal wars, global campaigns,
      domestic policy, diplomacy and great-power strategy.1 The four political traditions present four different faces of
      America, and the dominance of the features of these four varies. A closer look at these faces shows that the
      American imperial strategy, America’s domestic and foreign policy, economic policy and functioning use all four
      political traditions at the same time, and the four faces of America combined make up the current facial
      expression of the US.
    


    
      President Jackson’s legacy underpins America’s aggressive, ruthless, cynical and dogmatic face. This is the
      America of the 1830s, relentlessly waging a war against Native Americans in the Wild West, and successfully
      conquering the West Coast. This is the belligerent America that sees the world in black and white. It constantly
      aims to pursue its enemies and defeat them at all costs, without mercy and concessions. This face is clearly
      marked by the pride stemming from military power, as well as the features of camaraderie, patriotic zeal and
      shared military ventures.
    


    
      America has been fighting since its inception: even the first English Puritan settlers clashed with nature and
      Native Americans for the first plots of land. Then America won its independence from the English in war. Although
      it principally used money to acquire land on the American continent, it waged wars when necessary. Indeed, it had
      to fight many wars for its geographical conquests within America as well as for protecting its commercial
      interests outside America. Just as the Roman Empire, the US owes its greatness to wars. However, in contrast to
      the Romans, the rise of the American Empire was influenced by not only military campaigns but also trade and
      currency wars, which might even have been decisive.
    


    
      President Hamilton’s political legacy symbolises another American tradition: the second face of America.
      President Hamilton, the first United States Secretary of the Treasury, principally sought to improve commercial
      and business life. This is the moment when America was born, and as Tocqueville so succinctly observed, one of
      the most characteristic features of Americans is their commercial and business acumen, and their enthusiasm for
      thriving in the world. That is exactly why the settlers came to America: not only in search of overall freedom
      and freedom of religion; the New World attracted them with the hope of prosperity and happiness. The legacy of
      President Hamilton is strong among Americans because it is based on the most deep-seated Protestant values. Hard
      work, business success, accumulation of wealth and income, savings and the prudent management of money in general
      is the legacy of the first English Puritan settlers and Protestantism: this is the face of the American
      businessman.
    


    
      President Jefferson’s political legacy gives us the third face of America. This is the face of a democratic
      republic and the protection of human rights, which produced the United States Declaration of Independence and the
      American Constitution as well as America’s commitment to human freedom. Jefferson was a Freemason, who, like his
      friends, was driven by the urge to spread American values, primarily freedom, all over the world.
    


    
      President Wilson’s political legacy shows the fourth face of America. This face reflects not only a keen interest
      in freedom but also the dawn of monumental ideas to save the world. President Wilson was in office during the
      First World War, and it was he who brought America into the struggle among great European powers to bring
      humanity closer to the goals promising a better world, which are known as the Wilsonian principles. As with all
      world-saving ideas, the ideas of President Wilson were not met with great enthusiasm among the creators of the
      tragically flawed peace accords in Versailles and around Paris. The British, and especially the French, pursued
      their own great-power interests rather than helping realise President Wilson’s ideal world while drafting the
      international agreements ending the First World War.
    


    
      Actually, the four faces of America influence all large American strategic decisions, and none of the faces have
      faded due to the empire’s interests and functioning. While pursuing its commercial and financial interests,
      America applies President Jackson’s legacy in its approach, as it is not afraid to use the methods of warfare in
      the world of global trade and capital flows. It is aggressive, ruthless, and acts as a warring party despite its
      business rhetoric. Nevertheless, the American strategy and imperial functioning are not motivated by the sole
      desire to acquire land and power, they promote American commercial and financial interests. President Hamilton’s
      face can be seen every day, it is like the expression of businessmen who primarily pursue their own business
      interests rather than ideological and abstract concepts and pure power interests. America is genuine in its
      engagement for spreading the democratic political structure and human rights, because Americans believe in
      personal freedom and in liberating the countries of the world from the yoke of colonisers and dictators. They
      believe in it, but this face conceals the Hamiltonian expression driven by business interests: spreading freedom
      is a genuinely sincere intention but it also comes in handy from a business perspective, since it provides new
      commercial and financial opportunities to America after closed colonial, one-party and other dictatorships are
      toppled.
    


    
      It seems that currently the American Empire does not have world-saving ideas. Almost a century ago, President
      Wilson could dream about the free self-determination of nations and human rights for all in the name of a young
      and successful country. However, imperial interests are best served by the general acceptance of the rules
      dictated by the global empire rather than world-saving ideals. Although we get the occasional glimpse of it, the
      Wilsonian face of America has become almost invisible, while the belligerent Jacksonian face towers over it
      indistinctly, and the features of freedom and trade are the most marked traits on the face of the US. America’s
      current face is most profoundly determined by the political legacy of President Jefferson and President Hamilton.
    


    
      ASYMMETRIC GLOBAL ECONOMIC ORDER
    


    
      It is perhaps the first time in the history of mankind that the global economy encompasses the whole planet, even
      though this is not the first time trade is conducted between continents. Since Russia and China opened up to the
      outside world, basically all large nations have become part of the global market. The global market is not
      characterised by chaos but surprising stability: the order of global asymmetry. In contrast to the larger part of
      the 20th century, when neither the global market, nor a stable economic order were
      present, despite the odd local or international economic downturn, today expansion in the production of goods,
      trade and capital flows is uninterrupted. The Second World War was followed by a widespread international
      upswing, partly on account of restoration of the damage caused by the world war and the intrusion of the Second
      Industrial Revolution into the mass production of goods. That age was also characterised by an asymmetric order
      because the economies of two world orders opposed each other.
    


    
      Today, the global economy is asymmetric in another way,2 instead of two world orders based on different economic
      principles squaring off and operating mostly independent from each other, there is asymmetry within the global
      market economy based on the same principles, institutions and rules. The strongest player in the global market
      economy, America, provides a market for the emerging regions of the global economy that can speed up their
      development by exporting to the US. They receive American technology and capital for this, therefore the US helps
      them not only with its market but also with the other vital conditions for economic convergence. It does not give
      land, labour, natural resources or energy to the converging regions of the global market economy but much more
      important growth drivers: knowledge and technology, FDI and loans, as well as a market.
    


    
      This is a global system, since it covers the whole world, and it is also asymmetric because a large part of the
      world provides America with natural resources and consumer goods for technology, capital and a market in return.
      Today’s market economy is not only global and asymmetric but also orderly and organised: stability is provided by
      a new international order. The American Empire does not allow the international markets to follow the rules of
      the market and control global developments at times in a disorderly fashion, other times cyclically, successfully
      or unsuccessfully employing self-regulation; the developments are governed from a central point, the United
      States. Within the global asymmetric order, the American Empire determines the principles, key institutions,
      rules and operation of the global market. The institutions are institutions of the market economy, and national
      institutions are supervised by international financial organisations, such as the International Monetary Fund,
      the World Bank and the World Trade Organization. Just like the principles and the key institutions, the rules of
      the global market economy are also established by the American Empire.
    


    
      The first rule is asymmetry, i.e., that in exchange for the open American markets, the rest of the world accepts
      American control over advanced technology, the financial system and capital flows. The other rules are also made
      in America, for example the leading global currency is the dollar, and its exchange rate is not fixed in any
      international agreement. While the amount of global currency is controlled by the Fed and the American
      government, global currency is also the national currency of the US, i.e., the interest rate policy of the dollar
      reflects American decisions. In the asymmetric global order, America reserves the right to determine the key
      points of national economic policy in the countries that are integrated into the global market economy. This
      became clear at the end of the 1980s when international financial organisations reached an agreement that has
      become known as the Washington Consensus (the organisations have their seat in Washington) and prescribed trade
      liberalisation, deregulation and privatisation for all countries operating in the global arena. Finally, America
      determines the most important processes of the global market economy because it regulates the international
      business cycles through the dollar’s exchange rate and interest rate policy, influences international capital
      flows with the same method and governs the spread of knowledge capital and new technologies at the global level
      via political tools and diplomacy.
    


    
      The global market economy functions successfully because, despite the cyclical American downturns, there are no
      deep cyclical economic crises on the global market like the 1929 to 1933 Great Depression. The new global
      economic order is also asymmetric because even though the upswings and downturns alternate at the global level,
      there are major areas in the global economy in all phases that move in the opposite direction. In the 1990s, when
      the American economy experienced exceptionally long and strong growth, the Japanese economy stagnated. At the
      time of the 2001 to 2003 American bust, the Japanese economy showed an upward trend, Chinese growth was
      uninterrupted, and the Asian economies performed well overall. The European Union follows the American economy’s
      cycles of booms and busts, just in a more moderate fashion. The fluctuations in upswings and downturns are
      smaller, which typically makes the European Union a stabilising factor in the global economy.
    


    
      The new global market economy is asymmetric not only in space but also in time. Production and trade developments
      lag behind financial and capital flow developments. This could already be seen at the time of the two oil price
      shocks in the 1970s when money first flowed to oil-producing countries on account of quadrupled oil prices, then
      the hot money was primarily deposited in American and British banks, and later the Anglo-Saxon financial system
      redistributed it in the global economy in the form of FDI and loans. The temporal asymmetry used to span years
      but now it has shortened to months, since the Japanese and Chinese trade surplus from American exports is
      reinvested in the American economy almost immediately, principally by purchasing government securities.
    


    
      Of course, the global market economy and the asymmetric global order behind it are constructed and operated in
      line with the interests of the American Empire. In fact, America has become a global empire because it managed to
      establish this new order. This does not mean that actors other than the US do not profit from the stability of
      the global market economy and the asymmetric order, it merely means that today’s international economic system is
      dominated by American interests.
    


    
      The operation of the asymmetric global order is also reflected in the exchange rate movements of the American
      national currency, which is also the global currency. The American Empire invented globalisation in the 1980s as
      American multinational corporations expanded globally, followed by, of course, Japanese, German, French and other
      multinationals. They were helped by the dollar, which acted as a global currency, the network of international
      financial institutions and American banks cooperating with the American government. Globalisation shaped today’s
      asymmetric global economy, which is based on the strategy that irrespective of the US trade and current account
      deficit, what counts is how much money competitors bring back to the US. This is a unique neo-mercantilist notion
      in which America should attract as many goods, capital and talented people as possible, while other factors do
      not really count. In one respect, American neo-mercantilism surpasses 17th century
      European mercantilist economic policy by far because it is global, in other words it reallocates money and
      capital in the global economy through the global financial system, i.e., the American financial system, and also
      through the international financial system under American influence, represented by the International Monetary
      Fund and the World Bank.
    


    
      The proponents of American neo-mercantilism have realised that today services are much more profitable than
      goods, and that dynamic balance is more important than static balance, i.e., the surplus or deficit of the
      American budget, trade balance or current account in a certain year. Whether American balances are in deficit no
      longer counts, what matters is whether the goods, FDI and, most importantly, human resources flowing into America
      offset the deficit in the long run. America has also realised that internal equilibrium no longer matters, and
      that it can strive for a global equilibrium as the driving force behind the global economy and the only global
      power. The American Empire pursues a truly imperial economic policy because it keeps an eye on the rest of the
      global market, not only its own country. It is not afraid to be asymmetric, be indebted and run a high trade and
      current account deficit because it receives more in return on the other side of the asymmetric system. US
      intelligence, military and political power actually hinges on the economic and financial clout sustained
      successfully by the new economic policy in American neo-mercantilism as well as the asymmetric global order
      developed by the empire.
    


    
      Why is the order asymmetric? There are two opposing parties, the countries that export to America then take a
      large portion of the money received from selling the goods back to the US on the one hand, and the US on the
      other hand that provides them a market for goods, capital and human resources in return. Let us see who benefits
      more from this exchange. America receives many goods because it imports more than it exports. It receives a lot
      of capital because the deterioration of its balance of payments on account of the rising trade deficit is offset
      by increasing capital inflows from others. It also benefits by siphoning off some of the profits of its
      competitors by tweaking the exchange rate of the dollar. And, most importantly, it receives a large amount of
      human capital as the US attracts not only exports and FDI but also talented and hard-working people. What is left
      for its competitors then? They can export to open American markets, which drives their successful economic
      convergence. They receive new technologies, management skills and patterns from the American economy. They also
      have an opportunity to invest their funds, although this is increasingly risky due to the politically motivated
      volatility of the dollar’s exchange rate, but actually they could not invest the money better in their own
      country. Beyond a certain optimal investment rate, it is not worth investing more because the efficiency of the
      investment declines, i.e., the money is taken to America. Their investments may be regularly siphoned off, but at
      least their money is in a safe place.
    


    
      On the global market, the flow of goods and services is decoupled from the flow of funds. Through the role of the
      dollar as the global currency and by controlling the global financial markets, America has opened up a new
      dimension in the global economy above the world of goods and exhibiting flows in the opposite direction. There,
      the imbalances in the world of goods do not count, what matters is that the financial world above it should
      experience reverse imbalances. The American deficit in the world of goods is offset by the surplus emerging in
      the financial world. This neo-mercantilist approach is more efficient than the British Empire’s strategy based on
      the pound sterling. Although the pound sterling was also a global currency, it could be used much less freely
      than the dollar today due to the gold standard and the fixed exchange rate. It is no coincidence that America
      launched an offensive through globalisation in the 1980s.
    


    
      The two oil price shocks in the 1970s drained the surplus revenues from Japan and Europe into the Anglo-Saxon
      financial system. This is when globalisation truly started because it marked the beginning of American
      redistribution of the global economy’s profits. Until the early 1970s, the US did not search for another world
      outside the world of goods because its primacy was unchallenged in the fields of new technologies, capital and
      international trade. However, by the start of the 1970s, this advantage was undermined, and the US developed a
      dual strategy in response. It attempted to regain its dominance in the production of goods by the two oil price
      shocks triggered through political decisions, and doubled the size of the global economy on the other side of its
      strategy by developing the financial market alongside the goods market. Then it stealthily added a third layer to
      the global economy in the 1990s, the level of knowledge and information, which is increasingly powerful due to
      the information and telecommunication revolution. While the US runs a deficit in the world of goods, it offsets
      this in the financial world and even controls redistribution on the global financial market, what is more, it has
      a clear surplus in the third layer, i.e., the field of knowledge, information and media outlets. America
      implements a coordinated strategy at these three levels of the global economy, while its competitors focus on the
      world of goods.
    


    
      At the moment when America lost its economic dominance, sometime around the early 1970s, it returned to the use
      of military force. The two oil price shocks, the occupation of the global financial markets and the development
      of the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank as global “financial policemen” as well as the regularly
      recurring exchange rate and interest rate wars show that the American Empire responded to losing its economic
      dominance with economic wars based on the logic of military strategies.
    


    
      The economic and financial wars3
      are “soft” wars where intelligence, deception of the enemy and operations on different fronts play the same role
      as in traditional wars. The empire managed to restore its economic dominance in the world through its successful
      economic and financial wars. Between the end of the Second World War and the early 1970s, the balance of the
      global economy rested on the US producing and exporting, while countries engaged in restoration and economic
      convergence made investments, expanded their consumption and imported American goods and technologies. The 1970s
      marked a turning point in this post-Second World War order, because the roles were simply reversed. In the early
      1980s, the US started consuming and importing, while the emerging players in the global economy began to produce
      and export. The new equilibrium is enabled by the payment flows on the global financial market, which emerged in
      the meantime, that run counter to the movement of the world of goods. The American economic strategists have
      realised that money is more important than goods, services are more important than production, but the most
      important is human capital. In military operations, the American Empire realised that ground forces are less
      important than the air force and navy. In today’s economic and financial warfare, the world of goods seems to be
      the ground force, services are the navy, while the financial system is the air force.
    


    
      QUALITY RATHER THAN QUANTITY
    


    
      Actually four world wars erupted in the 20th century, and only three ended, the fourth
      did not. The British Empire was financially wrecked by the First World War, but it managed to retain its
      political and military clout. The British withdrew their huge American investments to finance the war, and even
      that was not enough, so they took out massive loans from the US. In the Second World War, the US, the leading
      economic power, gained prominence in military and political terms as well. Then during the Cold War, the US
      became the sole world power in the global arena. The early 1970s brought the fourth, hidden world war, which was
      not aimed at America securing its position as a global political, military or economic-financial powerhouse but
      at maintaining its lead. This fourth global war did not come to an end in the late 20th
      century because the US continues to wage war against its competitors, albeit using mostly financial tools.
    


    
      The American Empire is aware that it can easily lose its leading role in global political and military affairs if
      other countries’ economic and financial strength becomes greater. Therefore, it wages war on the global financial
      markets and world trade to maintain its global political and military position. In today’s globalised age, the
      American Empire can keep its superior status by being the best in the world in everything from intelligence to
      finance, and if its competitors overtake it in any field, this inevitably weakens other areas as well. That is
      why the US uses this means of warfare in a coordinated manner, concentrated in space and time, in world trade,
      i.e., with its ground forces, in the trade in services, i.e., with its navy, and in the financial system, i.e.,
      with its air force.
    


    
      The two oil price shocks in the 1970s lay the groundwork for American globalisation in the 1980s. In 1983, the US
      invested USD 300 billion more in the world than other countries did in the US, but by 1991 the tide had turned.
      By that time, non-residents’ American wealth was greater by USD 400 billion than American foreign investments. At
      the beginning of the 1980s, the US realised that it did not matter whether it was a net lender or debtor, or a
      net exporter or importer, i.e., whether its trade balance and current account showed a surplus or a deficit, the
      only thing that counted was whether it could control the production, service and financial systems of the global
      economy. It could be outnumbered in a given military branch or on a given war front as long as it managed to win
      the campaign.
    


    
      The US once again realised what the great military leaders of the Roman Empire had already known: a small but
      powerful army can defeat a large but unorganised foe. Julius Caesar and subsequent great commanders vanquished
      800 thousand-strong Germanic armies with 30,000 to 40,000 troops, because of their superior strategy, training,
      weapons and morale, and they functioned perfectly from a technical perspective.4 Eerily similar clashes can be observed on the various
      battlefields of today’s global economy. The American Empire enjoys no advantage in the production of goods,
      services or the financial market, since it is a net debtor, yet it wins in every war. The US has grasped how to
      overcome 800 thousand Germanic troops with 6 to 7 legions: with a good strategy based on dynamic balance. The
      quantitative advantage is less important than the power based on a qualitative advantage.
    


    
      As long as the American strategy determines military operations in the various theatres of war, the qualitative
      advantage of the American army can be harnessed. This strategy uses tools in which the US is far better than its
      peers. Even if the Japanese, Chinese or European central banks have more money than the American Empire, the main
      point is who controls the international financial markets. As long as the global financial market and world trade
      are primarily based on the dollar and the US is free to change the exchange rate of the dollar, while it can also
      send new “troops” to battle by printing money, it does not really count how much of an advantage Japan, China and
      the European Union enjoy in the production of goods, investments or loans.
    


    
      BRAIN DRAIN: THE SMARTEST RESOURCE
    


    
      The American Empire has been waging war on basically all continents since its establishment, and it has been
      engaged in coordinated warfare in world trade, on the global financial markets and the global information market
      since the last third of the 20th century. The latter represent the fronts of knowledge
      capital, information flows and human resources at the same time. In the second half of the 20th century, the US fought a covert war in brain drain. In contrast to the Roman Empire, it attracted
      capital and brains to the US rather than investing capital and sending people abroad. However, the quantitative
      data conceals quality here, too, since, for example, currently there are 400 thousand European scientists working
      in the US, which is not too many, but the overwhelming majority of them do not wish to return to Europe, and most
      young academics who obtain a doctorate at American universities do not return. However, this relatively low
      number conceals an enormous amount of knowledge capital, talent capital and quality. The most important American
      war is waged constantly in the field of human resources.
    


    
      Sometimes the American Empire fights traditional military wars, too, in a geographically concentrated manner, for
      example the wars in Afghanistan and Iraq today. It wages constant, regular economic, trade, exchange rate and
      interest rate wars against its greatest economic competitors, especially Japan and the European Union as well as
      the East Asian Tigers. However, the fight on the global market of human resources is even more crucial than the
      first two, and in this theatre of war the US wages a covert war against the whole world through brain drain. This
      is the most important of the three because it provides a permanent and invisible qualitative edge to the American
      economy. America’s competitors find it very difficult to offset the losses they suffer in human resources. When a
      talented researcher moves from the European Union to the US, it is a barely quantifiable or reversible loss.
    


    
      According to Nobel Prize-winning American economist Robert Solow, 88 per cent of US economic growth is derived
      from technological progress, which is mainly based on R&D, and the most important resource behind successful
      research and development activities is brain drain. In contrast to the other two theatres of war, i.e.,
      traditional military affairs and new economic and financial warfare, acquiring human resources, talent and hard
      work entails practically no costs. This is a form of warfare that produces returns without any expenditure. Of
      course, an extensive, organised and safely financed American R&D network and system of great universities and
      colleges has to be maintained, just like state-financed basic research, however, this would have to be provided
      to intelligence, military, political, diplomatic and economic and financial warfare, too. These do not represent
      additional costs in securing human resources from around the globe, yet this theatre of war promises the largest
      spoils.
    


    
      Today, the American Empire is more concerned about the Ivy League than the level of general education. This is
      partly because it basically offsets poor performance at the weak points of the American education system through
      brain drain. In the American strategy, the same gains are provided by constant intellectual warfare that were
      supplied to the Roman Empire in the form of slaves by traditional military engagements. These gains are
      increasing because knowledge capital is more and more important. The American Empire is even more efficient than
      its predecessor, the Roman Empire, because it is able to do what the latter could not. It operates as if the
      Roman Empire had obtained more and more slaves by conquering ever larger armies with ever fewer legions and at
      diminishing costs. In the 1990s, it was, surprisingly enough, a Democratic president who reduced welfare
      spending, which was possible because of the great success of the war for human resources all over the globe. The
      US can cut its state infrastructure development programmes and the unemployment benefit, leave 42 million
      Americans out of the social security system and maintain the level of general education at its current level
      because the knowledge capital gained in constant intellectual war provides increasing gains to the American
      economy.
    


    
      GLOBAL PUMPS
    


    
      The American Empire launched the global economic and financial warfare in the 1970s that keeps pumping into the
      American economy the most important resources created globally: investment and talent. The tax cuts provided by
      the Reagan administration in the 1980s gave the green light to American households for consuming as much as
      possible. The transition from saving to consumption was vital in the empire’s great global strategy. The US
      internal market had to attract goods of the global economy, so American consumers had to open their purses. The
      American strategists realised that services were more important than goods, and the financial system was even
      more central because it could be used to deal blows to the other two, while those could not be used to gain
      advantage over global financial developments. As attested later by the exchange rate wars waged constantly
      against Japan, between 1997 and 1999 against East Asian countries and in August 1998 against Russia, financial
      warfare can damage production, but production cannot damage money. If international confidence in a country’s
      national currency is shaken, the sectors participating in the production of goods, such as agriculture,
      manufacturing and services, sooner or later feel the pinch. Moreover, on account of the slump, employment
      declines, unemployment rises, investments drop, the number of bankruptcies increases, in other words the real
      economy falters. Although, at first, in an economic collapse the financial system goes down, too, as the national
      currency is devalued, interest rates are raised, but in the economic policy consolidation phase, usually
      prescribed by the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank, financial equilibrium is restored first, which
      stabilises the currency.
    


    
      If word spreads that there is something wrong with a national currency, as it happened in Thailand in mid-1997,
      the above-mentioned events occur one after another but the financial investors are replaced by the International
      Monetary Fund, and they may even profit from the consolidating economic policies, while it is harder to remedy
      the malaise in the real economy. In fact, the distressed country even introduces a financial consolidation
      package that makes foreign investors much better off than before. This economic and financial warfare is much
      more efficient than if in the world of the production of goods a foreign power attempted to adjust production
      amounts, technologies used, an amount of government investment or similar factors. The production of goods can be
      reached through finance, and the best way to weaken competitors is to wage wars in the global financial system.
    


    
      The first half of the 1980s saw a drop in American savings, and a rise in the share of consumption within
      national income. Investments remained high because a lot of FDI flowed into the economy, which substituted
      domestic savings. Therefore, more money was spent in the American economy than the amount of national income
      produced, because imports exceeded exports. There was a large trade deficit, in line with the intention of the
      American strategy. The empire killed three birds with one stone. First, it transformed the framework of the
      global economy to create a dynamic balance between the world of goods and the world of finance. Second, more
      money is spent in the American economy than what is created, i.e., the US is becoming stronger at no cost. Third,
      the trade deficit is financed because it was vital for countries that accumulated a trade surplus with the US to
      maintain America’s trade deficit, and they have to reinvest the money in the US to achieve this. Without American
      exports, economic output and employment would decline in many countries, mainly in Japan, China, the East Asian
      Tigers and Germany, therefore political stability would be undermined, and governments would be toppled. The
      asymmetric global order is a much better alternative.
    


    
      AMERICAN NEO-MERCANTILISM
    


    
      The 1970s paved the way for the new American economic strategy, and the 1980s launched it. As part of this, the
      global financial system under American control was established on top of international trade. The asymmetric
      global order was created, with a dynamic balance: the US runs a deficit in the production of goods, which is
      offset in the financial system. The third level comprises the global information market and the global human
      resources market where America’s superiority and dominance is unchallenged.
    


    
      The American deficit in international trade also means that the US regularly spends more at home than the amount
      of value it creates, just as it uses the brain of more scientists than it trains, which is referred to as brain
      drain. However, the other actors in the global economy are not aware that a neo-mercantilist economic policy is
      pursued here that consciously uses more goods and investment funds at home than it creates. The US utilises more
      goods, money, FDI, information and talented brains at home than created by the American economy and society. This
      neo-mercantilist economic policy provides the real basis of today’s American Empire, as it siphons off more and
      more funds from the competitors to bring them into the US. The other warring parties may sometimes not even
      understand how their economy can be more productive (productivity in France, Belgium and Nordic countries is
      higher than the legendary American productivity), and still America performs better. Their goods are more
      competitive at the international level, since people buy Japanese, Chinese, German, Italian and Dutch products
      rather than those produced in the US, yet the American economy managed to increase its advantage in the past 15
      years. The empire realised the simple truth that if it can siphon off resources from the global arena to the US
      (constantly, the most important resources and many of them in a concealed manner), it can retain its economic
      dominance over its competitors. Economic superiority naturally entails political and military superiority, too.
    


    
      In the case of competitors, the successful American economic strategy means that they use fewer resources at home
      than they create. If Japan, Germany, China and the East Asian Tigers export more than they import, this is
      exactly the case in the world of goods. Even if they reinvest, in the form of FDI, a considerable portion of
      funds in the American economy received in exchange for their goods, they clearly use fewer resources at home than
      created by them. When a brilliant mind educated at home moves to the US, it clearly demonstrates that there are
      fewer resources at home than created with great effort and family, personal, public or state funds over the
      decades.
    


    
      However, in order to maintain the neo-mercantilist economic policy, the US should also be able to maintain its
      technological advantage because this makes American companies attractive to foreign direct investment. Although
      after 2001 the central banks in China, Japan and the East Asian Tigers made secret deals with the Fed to reinvest
      their economies’ trade surplus in American government securities, corporate investments were also typical all
      throughout the 1990s, so the American technological advantage had to be preserved. This required a lively
      scientific scene, prestigious universities and mainly large R&D programmes, which are vital for operating all
      imperial tools.
    


    
      It is no coincidence that President Reagan’s administration launched the neo-mercantilist American economic
      policy coupled with the “Star Wars” military budget. At that time, it only seemed that the American Empire sought
      to use the “Star Wars” programme to bring its great political and military rival, the Soviet Union to its knees.
      In reality, it had a dual objective: to defeat the Soviet Union, which was later achieved, and preserve the
      American technological advantage. The new strategy based on asymmetric balance between the production of goods
      and the economy can be safely pursued if, in the meantime, America maintains its technological lead, which is
      also necessary for dominance in terms of military and intelligence. The latter is quite important because there
      may come a time when the other players in the global economy question the new asymmetric global economic order.
      They might be pleased that the US opens up a new market for them, but they might become fed up with America
      always raking off their profits through trade, exchange rate and interest rate wars. Maintaining the
      intelligence, military and political clout of the American Empire, as well as the transition to pre-emptive wars,
      possibly prevents anyone from calling into question the rules of the asymmetric global order. This means that
      economic, trade and exchange rate wars should be fought only in the case of superior intelligence, political and
      military might, and this is exactly the American Empire’s strategy.
    


    
      In the 1980s, the US bloated its debt to 70 per cent of GDP. While in the 1960s budget deficit and thus also
      government debt spiked on account of the Vietnam War, in the 1980s the same happened due to the new economic
      policy of neo-mercantilism. The huge trade deficit that is at the heart of the new economic policy emerged
      remarkably fast. In 1981, the US trade balance was in surplus, while by mid-1984, the current account balance
      showed a deficit of USD 100 million. The monumental trade and current account deficit in 1984 paved the way for
      today’s current account deficit of USD 500–600 billion. Today, the US runs a twin deficit, i.e., the current
      account and the budget show a large deficit at the same time. The operation of the asymmetric global order would
      only require a substantial deficit of the current account, and indeed, there was a sizeable budget surplus
      towards the end of the 1990s, during the Clinton presidency.
    


    
      The 2001 to 2003 recession, combined with the Bush administration’s tax cuts amounting to USD 1,700 billion,
      undermined the stability of the American budget. The budget deficit is not required because of the
      neo-mercantilist economic policy, it is an unexpected, and not entirely favourable, side effect of the recession
      and especially radical conservative politics. America’s net international investment position was USD −2,200
      billion, one-fifth of GDP in 2000. This clearly shows the success of the neo-mercantilist economic policy,
      because foreign investors took more money to the US than the amount of American investments that flowed abroad,
      and that was the goal. In the next decade, America’s net international investment position may bloat to 50 to 60
      per cent of GDP, i.e., more capital will continue to flow into the US from the outside world than in the opposite
      direction. Why would the US abandon its successful strategy?
    


    
      The functioning of the asymmetric global order requires not only the preservation of the technological advantage,
      in fact, political and military superiority are not enough either, confidence in the American economy is also
      needed. If there is no confidence in the US economy, only central banks with secret arrangements will reinvest
      money from the trade surplus in the American economy, while corporate investors will not. That is why it is vital
      to maintain the appearance of rapid economic growth at all costs, using statistical operations, because that
      engenders confidence. The American base rate was reduced by 4.5 percentage points between the autumn of 2000 and
      2001 to maintain consumer confidence. Due to low interest rates, households replaced their old loans, and they
      expanded their purchases and property investments from new loans. The considerable tax cut by the Bush
      administration was also aimed at this. The wars in Afghanistan and Iraq as well as the increased military budget
      are also part of this confidence-building strategy, because even though hardly anyone likes wars, the military
      budget helps maintain the dynamics of American employment and businesses.
    


    
      The 2003 to 2004 budget (in the US, the budget starts mid-year, not at the beginning of the new year) moved away
      from a previously projected large budget surplus towards a quite considerable deficit, which was influenced by
      the financing of the Iraq War, large-scale tax cuts and the ailing economy. Therefore, American economic policy
      is, rightly, not afraid to run a twin deficit, specifically the large budget deficit, because its basic aim is to
      maintain the asymmetric global order, which requires investor confidence. Investors are mainly interested in
      whether their American investments are safe rather than in the budget deficit. The large budget deficit will
      actually raise long-term government securities interest rates, probably by 1 per cent, over the course of the
      next decades. However, this is a fair price for the fact that, as part of the neo-mercantilist economic policy,
      America continues to receive more goods than what it produces, more capital flows in than out, and America is
      still attractive in the global competition for human resources, i.e., brain drain. 82 per cent of the long-run US
      budget deficit, estimated to be USD 45 trillion, is due to the health insurance system. The bigger portion of the
      budget deficit has nothing to do with American economic policy, but very much to do with social policy and
      politics. If pension growth was reduced by merely 0.5 per cent annually, USD 15 trillion of the USD 45 trillion
      of the long-run budget deficit could be saved by the American government. But pension growth is a political
      rather than an economic policy issue.
    


    
      THE VISIBLE HAND OF THE MARKET
    


    
      According to the famous tenet by Adam Smith, markets are self-regulating, i.e., an invisible hand coordinates
      supply and demand, which leads to equilibrium.5 Since then it has become clear that this principle of free-market thinking is flawed from two
      aspects. The market is actually not self-regulating as it turned out in the 1929 to 1933 Great Depression, and
      then in cyclical economic and financial crises. And a very much visible hand on the market continuously
      intervenes in prices, wages and interest rates, i.e., the factors that are supposed to create equilibrium.
      Today’s neoconservative, in reality neo-liberal theories are all based on the fact that the invisible hand of the
      market solves everything, and neither government institutions nor international regulation should be involved.
      This economic philosophy safeguards the interests of strong market participants, especially strong financial
      institutions because for them it is best if the state withdraws and gives them free rein on the domestic and
      international financial market.
    


    
      In fact, at present the American Empire’s visible hand governs global markets. The two oil price shocks in the
      1970s, globalisation that started in 1980 and today’s economic and financial warfare are all influenced by the
      American government. The visible hand of the American Empire accumulates the benefits of globalisation in the US,
      while the risks and costs are distributed among the rest of the global players. American economic policy
      primarily controls the opening up of markets through the World Trade Organization (WTO), while the International
      Monetary Fund and the World Bank play similar roles on the global financial markets. It was shown that financial
      institutions are especially important in the asymmetric global order because American influence over the
      financial markets provides an advantage over the goods markets. Banks can create money through lending. In an age
      when technological changes are rapid and entail huge growth in the population, the production of goods,
      international trade, consumption and international capital flows, the ability to create money gains in
      importance. Quick technological changes result in qualitative jumps, which in turn lead to enormous quantitative
      expansion, i.e., a lot of new money is needed. This is one of the reasons why the American Empire took control of
      global financial markets and made financial markets global. It can govern the whole global economy through
      American banks and the money-printing activities of the Fed behind them.
    


    
      At first glance it seems that in today’s global economy the markets have taken over control from nation states.
      However, state assets are sold, state regulation is reduced, domestic markets are opened up and the corporate
      sector secures increasing influence over politics everywhere in the global economy. It would seem that the market
      replaces the state. But there is something completely different at play here. In the wake of the oil price shocks
      of the 1970s and then during the waves of globalisation in the 1980s and 1990s, the Anglo-Saxon financial system
      took over the helm from nation states. When petrodollars arrived to American and British banks, in reality the
      funds available to the German, Japanese and French and other nation states were siphoned off to the Anglo-Saxon
      financial system. Even these financial institutions can be regarded as the invisible hands of the market, but
      they are backed by the government of the United States. The operation of American and British banks as well as
      the IMF and the World Bank is heavily influenced by the American Treasury and the American neo-mercantilist
      economic policy strategy. There is very close strategic cooperation between the Treasury, large American
      investment banks and the Fed.
    


    
      Successes and failures are profoundly influenced by the fact that the government can sway the central bank’s
      decisions and thus also the operation of the whole financial sector as its economic policy interests dictate. The
      Fed cut the base rate by 4.5 percentage points between mid-2000 and mid-2001, and not only of its own accord but
      at the behest of the American government. The looming economic downturn could have become fatal for the Bush
      administration. One only needs to imagine how another great crisis that would have easily dwarfed the 1929 to
      1933 Great Depression in comparison would have affected the approval rating of the Republicans and President
      Bush. It is not necessarily a problem that the American government can impose its will on the Fed, since Nobel
      Prize-winning economist Milton Friedman argues that the Great Depression was caused by the central bank, too,
      therefore the Fed should not be left to its own devices when making decisions affecting the whole global economy.
    


    
      In the global market economy, a visible hand, the government of the American Empire actively intervenes in market
      developments, but this is not a problem at all, since no global market is self-regulating. Despite what liberal
      economists suggest, there is no free market in the global arena, the rules and stability of the global economic
      order are established by the American and British financial institutions, backed by the Fed, which in turn is
      backed by the often invisible but still very much recognisable hand of the American government.
    


    
      Today’s global financial system emerged after 1971 when President Nixon’s decision practically abolished the
      Bretton Woods financial system established in 1944. In 1944, following Keynes’s advice, an international
      financial system was set up led by equal countries, with the aim of ensuring stability and equilibrium.6 However, after 1971 a new global
      financial system gradually emerged where the American and British financial institutions as well as the
      International Monetary Fund and the World Bank took the lead, and they are backed by the government of the
      American Empire. This takes us back to the age before the 1648 Peace of Westphalia. After 1648, up until the
      Napoleonic Wars, European political and military balance was based on the sovereignty of countries, while the
      opposite was true before 1648. Back then, countries were not sovereign, just as the powers of today’s nation
      states in the global age are significantly curtailed by the global financial system, financial markets and
      policies of the American Empire behind them. America enjoys a huge advantage on global financial markets, as its
      capital markets are efficient, its currency, the dollar, is a global currency, international financial
      institutions are under American influence, and it can use the complete toolkit of financial warfare in a
      coordinated manner, reflecting a uniform political will.
    


    
      The visible hands of the market, i.e., the government of the American Empire and its economic strategy are highly
      efficient, which can be seen from the losses caused by a financial war to the countries concerned. In the 1980s,
      in line with the globalisation strategy of the US, American strategists recalled the Monroe Doctrine from 1823,
      according to which “America is for the Americans”, with the implicit addition that America is actually for the
      United States of America. From the perspective of acquiring international financial markets and establishing a
      global financial market governed by the US, it became important to assume control over South and Latin American
      financial markets. To the casual observer, it seemed that multiple South and Latin American countries experienced
      a financial crisis and an economic meltdown through their own fault, while actually a very efficient firing line
      of American financial warfare was opened on the southern part of the American continent. The financial crises
      were attributable to the American financial system’s interests.
    


    
      In the course of the crisis, the countries and their banking system became increasingly dependent on the American
      financial system, then an American-inspired financial resolution rescued them from the crisis. Financial and
      political dependence was strengthened by the series of financial crises launched in the 1980s in South and Latin
      American countries. The financial crises were quite costly to the countries concerned. Argentina paid 55 per cent
      of GDP between 1980 and 1982, Chile paid 41 per cent of GDP between 1981 and 1983, Uruguay paid 31 per cent of
      GDP between 1981 and 1985, and then later, in the 1990s, Mexico spent 14 per cent of GDP on the costs that arose
      during the concealed financial war. Since 1980, two-thirds of IMF members have experienced at least one grave
      financial crisis.7 These crises
      were only partly attributable to the fault of domestic governments, they were mostly the “fruit” of the American
      Empire’s financial warfare, which actually aimed to tie the countries’ financial institutions to the global
      financial markets and thus establish their dependence on American financial institutions.
    


    
      EMPIRE-BUILDING THROUGH FINANCIAL WARS
    


    
      How did the American Empire construct the efficient global financial system that secures its dominance over the
      real economy through the financial markets and money? This has not always been the case, since towards the end of
      the Second World War, eminent American and British economists convened in Bretton Woods in the United States to
      prepare the rules of the post-war financial system based on equality. The British chief delegate Keynes and
      Assistant Secretary of the Treasury White planned to organise the post-war international financial system to
      ensure the freedom of international trade.8 Keynes took part in devising the Paris Peace Treaties ending the First World War in 1920, and
      he unsuccessfully represented the British view that the system of free trade should be restored in Europe, which
      would have required a supportive international financial system.9 Between the two world wars and all throughout the financial
      negotiations between the Americans and the British in the 1940s, Keynes argued that the Second World War had been
      caused by the flawed structure of the new European order established in 1920. He was absolutely right: both the
      infeasible German reparations and the obstacles to European free trade led directly to the 1929 to 1933 Great
      Depression and thus to Hitler’s rise in Germany, which was ultimately the key reason behind the Second World War.
      Keynes and his American allies wished to construct a predictable and stable international financial system where
      international trade is free, countries can settle their trade surpluses and deficits against each other, and
      therefore trade can continuously expand.
    


    
      President Roosevelt and his administration could not imagine that the American trade and current account balance
      would ever show a deficit. The US was in its prime in 1944 when the Bretton Woods agreement was drawn up, while
      its peers were in tatters. Who could have predicted the subsequent large trade and current account deficits?
      However, the Cold War, the Korean War and especially the Vietnam War in the 1960s generated a substantial trade
      and current account deficit for the US. Another issue was that the two great foes defeated in the Second World
      War, Japan and Germany, caught up with the American economy after a rapid economic expansion. The Bretton Woods
      system was based on the fact that countries who accumulated a trade surplus against others could request to
      convert their surplus dollars from trade to gold. However, towards the end of the 1960s, American gold reserves
      proved insufficient for converting the surplus dollars held by Japan, Germany and Western European countries in
      general to gold. To America, it seemed that there were only two strategies. First, to reduce military spending
      and imports, which would have led to a domestic economic crisis, therefore this could not be attempted by
      American politicians. Second, to devalue the dollar against gold, so that it would have cost more dollars to
      acquire the same amount of gold. However, this would only have put off the solution to the problem, as the trade
      surplus of Japan, Germany and other countries against the US kept rising, while gold reserves were limited. This
      was followed by Nixon’s turnaround, which has already been noted.
    


    
      However, American leaders were not very enthusiastic about the Bretton Woods agreement in 1944, as it considered
      all participating countries equal, despite America being the strongest. After signing the new accord, America
      sought to find a way to break out of the framework set up in 1944 and clinch the leading position on
      international financial markets. The Bundesbank’s rejection was actually a boon for America, as in 1971 President
      Nixon could finally abolish the agreement, therefore the US could take off the straitjacket it had generously put
      on. Then it launched the oil war in the autumn of 1973, whereby it siphoned off the dollars derived from higher
      oil prices through Arabian intermediaries into the American financial system, and this smart and effective move
      earned it the money that the Bundesbank declined to provide in 1971.
    


    
      After a while, the US restored the conversion of dollars to gold, but in the meantime the world was profoundly
      transformed. The crucial factor was not that the conversion of dollars to gold was temporarily discontinued, but
      that the fixed dollar exchange rate did not return. Since then, the dollar’s exchange rate has changed in line
      with the interests of American economic policy, which fluctuated widely from the 1970s to 1990s. This has two
      advantages for the US. First, it can use its exchange rate policy tool for its economic policy goals, and it
      discourages countries with surplus dollars to convert their money into gold. Who knows what the price of gold
      will be in dollars tomorrow? Now many dollars buy little gold, while later a few dollars may buy much gold, so it
      is best not to purchase now.
    


    
      In 1971, the US gave a very effective response to the empire’s problem of keeping America’s military and
      political dominance in the case of a continuously weakening economic and financial superiority. The witty
      response was that this can be performed by using all tools, i.e., also the tools of warfare, to maintain the
      dominance of America’s economic and financial system. The year 1971 was a turning point in the history of the
      empire because until then it had acquired intelligence, military, political and diplomatic dominance in vain, it
      had been superior to its competitors, mostly its allies, in terms of economic and financial performance in vain,
      it was unable to fully protect the interests of the empire. It was unable to prevent Japan and Germany from
      becoming dangerous economic competitors after they were rebuilt, and it even had to support that process due to
      an alliance during the Cold War. It needed an economically robust and politically stable Western Europe and Japan
      against the Soviet Union. It even had to put on a brave face when the previously defeated powers caught up with
      it, and it was clear that sooner or later they would surely overtake it in economic and financial performance.
    


    
      The empire’s response to these dilemmas in 1971 was both smart and effective, because the country managed to
      break free from the equal relationships of the Bretton Woods system and develop a new global financial system,
      controlled by American financial institutions backed by the Fed, backed by the government of the American Empire.
      After the 1971 turnaround, the US did not strive to create any international financial system based on equality.
      Between 1972 and 1974 the “Committee of Twenty” attempted to establish a new, reformed financial system not based
      on gold or the dollar but a third, artificial currency (SDR). The negotiations tapered off by the end of 1974
      because American strategists had already abandoned the plan.10
    


    
      Because the US can change the dollar’s exchange rate, interest rate and amount as it pleases, the American
      government can force its global competitors to revalue their currency. Only the US can do that, which is a huge
      strategic advantage. The other benefit of the 1971 turnaround to America was that it enabled the US to take over
      the control of international financial markets from national central banks, and hand it over to private financial
      institutions. These are mostly American financial institutions, which are controlled by the Fed backed by the
      American Treasury.
    


    
      The 1971 financial turnaround would not have been enough to halt America’s two huge competitors, Japan and
      Western Europe, especially Germany, oil price shocks were also necessary. The two massive oil price shocks in the
      1970s were a double-edged sword wielded by the US. It stopped the emergence of Western European and Japanese
      economies, and handed over the financial system of the world economy to private financial institutions in the US.
      Strangely enough, experts of the Nixon administration planned the redistribution in the global economy of the
      “petrodollars” derived from the subsequent oil price shock as early as 1972, although the oil price shock came
      only in the autumn of 1973. The German Bundesbank, the country’s political leaders and Western Europe’s political
      and financial leaders underestimated the strength of the American Empire in the late 1960s and the early 1970s.
      They believed that the empire could do nothing but accept that the former great powers would achieve economic
      superiority relative to it. They believed that they were financially dominant due to the woes of the American
      economy. This was their ruin because it allowed the Nixon administration to turn the disadvantage into an
      advantage. They would not have just given the dollars acquired from the trade surplus to the American government,
      therefore the money was ingeniously taken by force.
    


    
      Just as the 1944 Bretton Woods agreement was drafted jointly by the American and the British, the new global
      financial system started developing in the early 1970s based on an undeclared American–British agreement. From
      the 1950s, the City of London practically circumvented the Bretton Woods agreement because it engaged in private
      international financial transactions without international regulation.11 This benefited mainly American private banks, since they could
      conduct their financial transactions in London at will, by bypassing the quite tight American regulation on
      financial institutions. Then following the oil price shock, these American and British financial institutions
      operating in the City redistributed the petrodollars across the globe. The countries on the fringes of the Soviet
      Empire also received new loans during this redistribution.
    


    
      President Nixon’s successful financial turnaround essentially privatised nation states’ finances, and financial
      power was transferred from the central banks controlled by nation states to private financial institutions. The
      turnaround’s other advantage for the US was that the international financial system that had been based on
      equality and balance became unipolar, and the national financial systems of Western European countries, Japan and
      other less important regions and countries were tied to the American financial system.
    


    
      Perhaps the greatest advantage of the new American strategy was that it separated economics and finance. From
      then on, irrespective of how much the Japanese or the German economy strengthened in production, trade,
      investments and other real economy areas, the really important means of control, i.e., finance, was linked to
      America. The US managed to preserve its dominance in the global economy by liberalising and privatising
      international financial markets, even though the relative weight of the American economy in the global economy
      had been on the decline since the early 1970s. The American share decreased in production and increased in
      finance, and it turned out that the latter was more important. The 1971 financial turnaround allowed the US to
      deploy new, fresh forces in the global economic and financial war. The 1944 international financial system
      practically excluded private financial institutions because it only regarded sovereigns as creditworthy. The
      international financial market became increasingly important as international trade expanded, however, private
      financial institutions, mostly American and British, were at a disadvantage in this arena. However, the 1971
      financial turnaround and the 1973 oil price shock made private financial institutions dominant in the
      international financial system, since they extended loans to sovereigns and central banks that requested such.
      New, fresh forces subdued weary central banks and states.
    


    
      THE LOGIC OF FINANCIAL LIBERALISATION
    


    
      In the 1970s, the empire’s financial strategy functioned excellently because the costs of competitors were
      increased by the higher oil price, whereby they actually reallocated their profits from Japan and Western Europe
      to the US. This success made the empire realise that what works on a small scale, with petrodollars, can be
      pursued on a larger scale, i.e., the total financial savings of the world. Capital flow limits had to be
      eliminated on international financial markets so that money could flow more freely from Japan, the East Asian
      Tigers and Western Europe to the US. Indeed, the first measure taken by the Thatcher cabinet in 1979 was to
      abolish government constraints on the activities of British financial institutions. In 1981, the Netherlands
      followed suit, and the concept of the European Single Market, which basically enabled the free flow of funds
      within Western Europe, was accepted by Germany in 1982, then by the French government in 1984. As capital could
      flow freely in Western Europe, the financial system of the UK, which finally joined in 1973, and thus also
      American financial institutions could assume control over the European financial market. In the 1990s, basically
      all participants of the global financial market got rid of government constraints on the free flow of capital
      across countries. This was the time when the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank prohibited individual
      nation states from printing money, because that would have given them a free hand in determining the exchange
      rate of their national currency, which would have limited the freedom of the US exchange rate policy. Therefore,
      the ability of state budgets to acquire loans without any limit from the financial market to finance the budget
      deficit was curtailed, because the indebtedness of countries would have affected the exchange rate of national
      currencies, thereby constraining the leeway of the American strategy, i.e., free adjustment of the dollar’s
      exchange rate. Just as the British Empire achieved free trade on the seas and oceans under the control of the
      British navy in the 19th century, the American Empire achieved the free flow of capital
      on global financial markets in the last third of the 20th century. Back then the rules
      were set and developments were controlled by the British navy, and now they are dictated by the American
      financial system, including the activities of the International Monetary Fund and the World Bank.
    


    
      Since the Republican President Nixon, all Democratic and Republican presidents continuously increase American
      influence on the global financial markets, thereby establishing full American control over financial markets in
      addition to the country’s dominance in military, political and “soft”, i.e., intellectual and cultural, power.
      When President Nixon performed the financial turnaround, the US broke free from the constraints of the Bretton
      Woods financial architecture, and the global financial market came under the control of private Anglo-Saxon
      financial institutions, the same thing happened when Queen Elizabeth I of England forged an alliance with English
      pirates. The ships were sent to the ocean in joint adventures by the British crown and private entrepreneur
      pirates to plunder gold from Spanish ships, and now banks are sent to the international financial markets in a
      joint adventure by the government of the United States and private American financial institutions.
    


    
      THE SMARTER EMPIRE
    


    
      The British Empire’s finances rested on the gold standard, therefore the Empire was unable to rake the income of
      other countries by lowering or raising the exchange rate of the pound through its own decisions. As the pound
      could be converted to gold without restrictions, and the international financial system was on sound footing, the
      British Empire could not cover the costs of the First World War by printing money as the US did during the Second
      World War or Germany and the Soviet Union did in the 1930s and the 1940s, i.e., it had to relinquish its former
      American assets and become indebted. If the UK had been financially stronger, it may not have been forced to sign
      the humiliating Munich Agreement with Hitler in 1938. This is why money is important: it is not simply the basis
      of power, it can also be used to finance wars and perhaps even prevent them.
    


    
      By contrast, the American Empire was much more creative, because it built a whole arsenal of weapons for new
      warfare after renouncing the conversion of the dollar to gold in 1971. Unlike the British, the Americans were not
      afraid to print money, tweak the exchange rate of the dollar, adjust interest rate with wide fluctuations, i.e.,
      to use the weapons of financial warfare. The British Empire only thought in regards to the tools of traditional
      warfare, it did not truly grasp the nature of new economic and financial wars. The American Empire realised that
      a world based on traditional real economy and traditional wars needed to be transcended, and a new front must be
      opened, that of economic and financial wars. Of course, there were no advanced means of transport and
      telecommunication devices at the time of the British Empire, which also limited the opportunities of a new
      financial war.
    


    
      The American dominance on today’s global financial markets also indicates that the Fed as well determines
      international interest rates by changing the domestic interest rates in the US. This allows it to control the
      international prices of loans, which is a huge advantage over its peers. It can expand or curb international
      credit, whereby it essentially ties the global economy to the domestic business cycles of the US economy. Today,
      globalisation does not focus on production but the globalisation of the financial system because American control
      over the international financial system led to the asymmetric dependence of the whole global economy on the
      American economy. The American clock is used to set the other clocks of the global economy, therefore the empire
      has built the institution of dollar seigniorage,12 because it realises huge profits through printing money. It does not abide by the equilibrium
      rules on the balance of payments, because if it imports more than it exports, it prints money. Dollar reserves
      need to be expanded to let world trade grow, but the amount of dollars printed by the Fed is at its sole
      discretion. Another advantage is that American companies taking part in international trade use the dollar to
      settle transactions, therefore the politically motivated fluctuations in the dollar’s exchange rate do not pose a
      risk to them.
    


    
      However, there is even more to the dollar seigniorage than printing money based solely on America’s decision. In
      the asymmetric global order, countries can export more to the US than they import from it, then they invest the
      difference in American securities and projects. However, the US changes the dollar’s exchange rate regularly,
      every 5 to 7 years, relative to other currencies, thereby raking the earlier investments of foreign investors.
      The 1971 turnaround comprised a weaker dollar and lower interest rates than before, because there was no need to
      offer high interest to foreign investors, since their money was first collected by the Arab oil states that
      transferred it to American and British banks. There was a huge amount of surplus money on international financial
      markets, so there was no need to offer large interest rates, it was enough to have a weaker dollar exchange rate
      than before, because as a result of the two oil price shocks, double profits could be raked from Japanese and
      Western European customers from the oil transports settled in dollars. One barrel of oil cost more in dollar
      terms, and due to the weaker currency, the transaction cost more in dollars than previously.
    


    
      In 1979, the American financial strategy returned to the strong dollar combined with high interest rates. In the
      1970s, South and Latin American countries and Central and Eastern European states became indebted. The return to
      the strong dollar and high interest rates brought about a series of bankruptcies in the former group, and the
      open economic and concealed political crisis of the Soviet system in the latter group.13 This was the aim of the US: to stop Japan and Western
      Europe with the oil price shock in the predictable process of gaining economic dominance over the American
      economy, then the whole American continent had to be tied to the American economy through the financial system,
      while the demolition of the Soviet Empire had to be started. This was launched by the 1979 financial turnaround
      because the strong dollar and high interest rates, two strong instruments in their own right, were again used in
      conjunction to achieve rapid results, whereas in theory a stronger dollar would entail lower interest rates. The
      1980s saw South and Latin American countries liberalising their financial system, and Central and Eastern
      European Countries, including Hungary, undertaking reforms, which further widened the earlier cracks in the
      armour of the Soviet Empire.
    


    
      In the second half of 1985, American monetary policy returned to a weak dollar. In the first half of the 1980s,
      Japan and Western Europe invested heavily in the American economy, as American investments became very attractive
      after 1979, since the dollar appreciated, interest rates were high and the returns on dollar investments were
      worth more and more in investors’ national currency. This was reversed suddenly in the autumn of 1985 when the US
      started raking in the investments of its peers that they brought to the American economy. Earlier investments in
      the strong dollar were worth less in the national currency of the investing country, just like the profits on all
      invested dollars. In the 1990s, the empire alternated the tools of the dollar’s exchange rate, interest rates,
      printing money and mainly local financial wars aimed at weakening competitors. Such local or regional financial
      wars included the East Asian financial crisis and the Russian financial crisis.
    


    
      Between 1975 and 1979, the dollar’s exchange rate against the Yen and the Deutsche Mark weakened by 25 per cent,
      which boosted the competitiveness of American industrial exports in line with the economic strategy of the Carter
      administration. When the Reagan administration turned to the policy of a strong dollar and high interest rates,
      it was the first time in decades that American economic policy was based on the competitiveness of the financial
      system rather than industrial competitiveness. The weak dollar, low interest rate policy of President Carter
      sought to help the American economy, especially American industry, regain its supremacy in international
      competition against Japan, Germany, France and other emerging industrial countries. The Reagan administration
      realised that there was a better strategy: to secure an advantage in services, especially finance, rather than
      industrial production.
    


    
      When economic policy started focusing on finance rather than industrial competitiveness, a stable currency was
      required, therefore the policy of the Reagan administration called for low inflation. Raising the interest rates
      was sought to rein in inflation. Industrial production and industry’s international competitiveness were boosted
      by expanding military spending rather than the weak dollar and low interest rates. The surge in budgetary
      spending on military research, the development of new technologies and military technology in general was a great
      turnaround, since at the height of the “Star Wars” era, the US military budget amounted to USD 300 billion, which
      virtually equalled the total budget deficit. The increase in military spending coupled with new tax cuts resulted
      in a large budget deficit, however, this was offset by raising foreign capital. Due to the strong dollar, the US
      gained from raising foreign funds, and it also expedited the development of the asymmetric global order. In the
      Reagan administration’s strategy, the American government expanded the domestic market for top industrial
      companies, mainly through orders from the defence industry, which stood in contrast to the Carter
      administration’s strategy based on export markets.
    


    
      In an interesting American paradox, the strengthening of international financial markets and private financial
      institutions in the US actually tied the whole global economy to the strategy of the American government. This
      helped American politics regain its supremacy that the government had enjoyed over the economy first within the
      framework of President Roosevelt’s New Deal economic policy after 1933, then during the transition to the wartime
      economy of the Second World War. President Nixon’s policies brought back the government’s leading role over the
      market, while the US defeated its emerging peers in a long economic and financial war.
    


    
      SEIGNIORAGE
    


    
      How does the US benefit from having taken over control of global financial markets and the financial system,
      operating the asymmetric global order and securing the whole global economy to American economic policy or even
      the American economy? Probably there are calculations aimed at answering this, but they are unknown, therefore
      one can only guess. Great Britain amassed 1.8 to 6.5 per cent of its annual national income from operating the
      British Empire.14 This is what
      the British gained from it. However, they learnt that this benefit did not spread evenly across the whole of
      British society, and the state was not even the primary beneficiary of the empire. Today we know that
      individuals, entrepreneurs, investors, companies and institutions that moved to various colonies of the empire
      gained the most from the empire’s profits. The best place to benefit from operating the empire was not within
      Great Britain but on the fringes of the British Empire.
    


    
      The American global empire managed to transform the first portion of the world in the second half of the
      20th century, then practically the whole world after defeating the Soviet Union. The
      essence of the transformation was that in exchange for the safe and peaceful operation of the global economy, the
      participants in the global economy paid a fee to the US. This could also be called an “imperial tax”, or, in a
      less bombastic fashion, seigniorage. The American Empire collects seigniorage using at times overt, and at other
      times covert tools, but it always goes about it smartly. The main channels of tax collection include the
      following:
    


    
      • Tweaking the exchange rate of the dollar,
    


    
      • Profits from foreign investments of American multinationals,
    


    
      • Investment in American securities of the trade surplus derived from American exports,
    


    
      • Higher prices for purchasing advanced American technologies,
    


    
      • Military budgets of NATO countries, and the price advantage of military technology provided to other countries,
    


    
      • Changing the interest rate of the dollar,
    


    
      • Printing dollars to enable the expansion of global trade,
    


    
      • Talent and “brains” flowing into the US,
    


    
      • Selling “soft products” of the American entertainment industry, and
    


    
      • American interventions to solve international military conflicts that erupt from time to time.
    


    
      Even if terrorists declared war on the whole free world rather than the US alone, the global war on terror
      launched after 2001 opened up a new channel for the American global empire to collect tax on peace and security.
      Just as the Truman administration had to come up with the Cold War in 1945 to 1946 to avoid an economic meltdown
      in the US, today the American government is assisted by the global war on terror, as it binds the ties of close
      international political cooperation even tighter. Since seigniorage is increasingly collected over covert
      channels, and it is the product of enforcement rather than a voluntary contribution, new communication and
      intelligence systems that naturally develop during the fight against terrorism provide another advantage to the
      US.
    


    
      How is seigniorage collected during a financial war? In 1992, leading economists and political scientists
      focusing on Asia were convened in the US. The study prepared by the group claimed that Japan seemed to make
      considerable efforts to repeat an experiment from the 1930s and take control of East Asia, this time using
      economic and financial tools rather than military force. According to Japanese aims, the South and East Asian
      regional economy would be transformed into a hierarchical structure defined by the interests of Japanese
      multinationals and the Japanese state. Although the economists did not find any special reason to support this
      concept, the plan of a military offensive was outlined based on the views of political scientists.
    


    
      In 1993, the dollar was devalued against the Japanese yen, but only to strengthen the dollar again a few years
      later. In 1995, the US suddenly changed its earlier dollar–yen policy: the US monetary policy was taken over by a
      new person, and the dollar–yen exchange rate soared. In hindsight it is clear that the policy of weak
      dollar–strong yen from 1993 to 1995 was simply a period of “feeding the line”, and the real war started in 1995.
      Due to the strong dollar, plenty of investments flowed from the US to South and East Asia, and in the interest of
      countries in the region, financial institutions were liberalised so that they could accept the American FDI. In
      1996, American investments in Indonesia, Malaysia, the Philippines and Thailand increased by 43 per cent.
      American policymakers allowed the dollar to appreciate against the yen because they wanted to invest strong
      dollars in Asia. Then in the next phase of the war scenario, in mid-1997, a famous stock market investor15 argued that there was something
      wrong with the national currency of Thailand.
    


    
      The news spread like wildfire, and everyone wanted to get rid of Thai, Malaysian, Indonesian and other Asian
      currencies. In mid-1997 and in the autumn of the same year, the financial system of East Asian countries
      collapsed, and the crisis lasted until mid-1999. The recovery from the financial crisis was aided by the
      successful economic policies of respective governments as well as consolidation programmes of the International
      Monetary Fund and the World Bank. The consolidation programmes entailed the next element of the war strategy:
      certain changes had to be implemented in the countries’ economic policy, monetary policy and financial system.
      During the transformation, the financial systems of East Asian countries were integrated into global financial
      markets, therefore they came under the control of the American financial system. Having halted Japan’s economic
      and financial expansion, American financial institutions tied themselves to East Asian capital markets and
      financial architecture. The covert American–Japanese financial war in the 1990s was also waged on another front,
      because the Japanese economy practically stagnated all throughout the 1990s due to the misguided economic policy
      of the Japanese central bank. This was the Lost Decade in Japan, partly because political pundits of the American
      Empire believed that Japan sought to seize the emerging East Asian region with economic and financial tools in
      the 1990s. Whether this was true, the American Empire dealt a pre-emptive blow to Japan, within the framework of
      an excellently prepared and coordinated economic and financial war. Since 1950, Japan increased the standard of
      living tenfold, which is attributable to even larger productivity growth. In the long run, an economy’s
      competitiveness and global clout depend on productivity growth, however, in the age of the American Empire this
      internal factor can be curbed by new tools of economic and financial warfare, or it can be eliminated for a whole
      decade.
    


    
      Today, China plays the same role as Japan in the 1980s. Back then, American exports of Japanese companies drove
      the Japanese economy, and the trade surplus was reinvested in the American economy by Japanese firms and the
      Japanese central bank in the form of FDI. Today, the US receives Chinese exports, and Chinese households and
      companies reinvest their savings, i.e., their earnings from the trade surplus against the US, in America where
      they purchase American government securities. At present, the US depends most heavily on the Chinese central bank
      for the financing of government debt amounting to 4 per cent of GDP, just as it depended on the Japanese central
      bank and companies in the 1980s. This is not the 1990s, the future is unknown, and so the analogy stops at the
      1980s, since the US has not started another financial war in Asia.
    


    
      What did the American Empire benefit from the American–Japanese financial war in the 1990s, what was its
      seigniorage? It definitely benefited from the following:
    


    
      • In 1993 to 1994 it was worth buying American rather than Japanese goods due to the weak USD/JPY exchange rate,
      which halted Japan’s export offensive in the region.
    


    
      • In the first half of 1995, American investors acquired the currencies of countries in the region cheaply due to
      the strong dollar.
    


    
      • In 1997 to 1999, during the East Asian financial crisis, all earlier investments made by American financial
      institutions were replaced by financial consolidation programmes launched by the International Monetary Fund, the
      World Bank and governments of countries in the region.
    


    
      • In 1997 to 1999, during the financial crisis, the region’s financial system was overhauled based on American
      examples and in line with the rules of the global financial market.
    


    
      • In the 1990s, the Japanese economy experienced a prolonged stagnation due to flawed Japanese monetary policy,
      and it was unable to complete economic and financial expansion in East Asia. This was primarily due to the fact
      that extremely cautious Japanese financial investors were, of course, wary of areas ravaged by a financial
      crisis, whereas American financial investors were protected all along by the American Treasury, IMF and World
      Bank.
    


    
      LOW INFLATION
    


    
      The new asymmetric global order can function well if inflation on the global markets is low overall, and
      especially in the American economy. This is because the central banks and investors in countries running a trade
      surplus with America will reinvest their money in American securities and corporate projects if they do not have
      to worry that their investments will lose value. With the exception of misguided investments when investors lose
      money, this happens when inflation is an uncertain factor in investments, or if the dollar’s exchange rate
      fluctuates unpredictably. Inflation becomes an unpredictable factor in the calculations if American monetary
      policy linked to the dollar is unpredictable, i.e., the above scenario assumes an open and consistent American
      economic policy committed to low inflation. What matters is not simply the level of inflation but also
      predictability. The development of the dollar’s exchange rate is trickier, because global investors cannot be
      assured by American economic policy, since everyone knows that although the dollar’s exchange rate is determined
      by the American economy’s long-run productivity, volatility in the short and medium term is caused by the
      American economic strategy. The exchange rate is also influenced by inflation, therefore investors are especially
      sensitive to the developments of the latter.
    


    
      Spectacularly curbing runaway American inflation in the first half of the 1980s was crucial for the US as a
      precondition to establishing and controlling the asymmetric global economic order. US consumer prices increased
      by 12 per cent in 1979, 13 per cent in 1980, then in 1986 inflation stood at 4 per cent, and it declined to 3 per
      cent by 1996. The more developed the asymmetric global economic order was, the more American monetary policy had
      to watch inflation. In the first half of the 1980s, the American economy spent 20 per cent of its annual national
      income on reducing inflation. Stabilising the currency thus required a huge sacrifice, but this had to be done
      for the much greater benefits of the new asymmetric order.
    


    
      GLOBAL ECONOMIC BALANCE
    


    
      Preserving the asymmetric global economic order is clearly good for the American Empire, otherwise it would not
      maintain it. It is good because the US collects security and peace tax from global players, through overt and
      especially covert channels. How high can this tax can be? It cannot be more than the sum of the annual current
      account deficit and the budget deficit, which is USD 1 trillion each year. This is a colossal sum, however, the
      tax actually collected through direct and indirect means is probably less because besides foreign investors,
      domestic American players also finance the American current account deficit and budget deficit. However, the tax
      is greater if the American profit concealed within the costs of economic and financial wars, military spending
      and the global war on terrorism is also taken into account. It can be safely argued that the US most likely earns
      5 to 7 per cent of the American national income annually by maintaining the asymmetric global order.16 This is roughly the same as the
      amount received by Great Britain for maintaining the British Empire.
    


    
      It can also be assumed that substantial earnings from the operation of the American Empire are not divided evenly
      across American society, American global corporations, especially private financial investment institutions
      benefit the most from it. Of course, shareholders also get a piece of the pie, but global corporations and the
      leading elite of the American financial architecture rake the overwhelming majority of the earnings of the
      American global empire. Similar to the British Empire, profits are amassed by those who typically operate outside
      the US, on the fringes of the invisible American Empire, just as in the past when these actors operated outside
      Great Britain. American global corporations and financial institutions predominantly operate outside the US, and
      they are the true beneficiaries of imperial profits.
    


    
      Are the profits derived from the functioning of the empire fair? This is not even a valid question because
      empires are organised along the principles of power and the promotion of interests rather than fairness or
      unfairness. However, the question of whether the operation of the American Empire and the preservation of the
      asymmetric global economic order is good for the world is legitimate.
    


    
      Since its founding, the United States has always pursued its own interests in the global arena, and it is no
      different from other countries in this respect. However, it is the only country in the world that apparently
      promotes global interests by pursuing its own interests. In the age of the British Empire, the global market and
      world trade could not have functioned without the empire’s military, political and diplomatic interventions.
      Between 1815 and 1914, the British Empire permanently ensured the stability of international trade and finance,
      and, with the exception of brief intermissions, British policies based on the balance of power were also able to
      maintain peace on the European continent. How great an achievement this is, was revealed in the 20th century. From 1914, the British Empire was unable to continue to do so, and neither the stability
      and security of international trade and international financial markets nor international peace was sustainable
      in the prolonged British–German world wars, the covert American–German world wars and the even longer Cold War.
      During the Cold War, when two world powers clashed, peace prevailed within the two spheres of influence, but what
      kind of a peace was that for Central and Eastern European countries? The peace and calm of dictatorships, which
      people in the region would have been happy to exchange for the worries of the West.
    


    
      Today, stability and security is basically provided by Pax Americana, i.e., the peace of America, on global
      markets and the global political arena. Similar to the liberal British Empire, the operating balance of the
      American Empire is quite favourable, not only for the United States but also the majority of global actors. I
      believe that this is because, again similar to the liberal British Empire, by pursuing its own economic,
      commercial and financial interests, the US maintains a global order where the most important features are
      orderliness, security, peace and stability. The significance of this is shown by the 1618 to 1648 Thirty Years’
      War in Europe and 20th century world history. Although everything has a price, hence the
      peace, stability and security maintained by Pax Americana also has its dues that need to be paid every day, the
      asymmetric global economic order provides an opportunity for economic convergence in two ways: through global
      trade and capital flows on the one hand, and stable international political order on the other hand.
    


    
      This is peculiar to the American Empire, because by pursuing its own interests, it ultimately helps the majority
      of global players, too, of course through many unintended effects. This is a strange and puzzling conclusion,
      since it is hard to believe that a great power, a world power at that, benefits the majority of the world while
      pursuing its own interests. Yet this is the case, because the global public goods of peace, security and welfare
      can only be created and maintained if there are no obstacles to global trade and capital flows and the free flow
      of information and people around the world. The greatest value for the American Empire is precisely the
      preservation of this freedom, because Americans have been driven by trade and money since the empire’s inception.
      The other driver is the performance of historical duty assigned by Providence: spreading personal freedom all
      around the world. However, the two objectives intersect because free trade requires free individuals and even
      free nations, and vice versa, in the case of free people and nations, international trade paves the way towards
      more welfare and wealth.
    


    
      Humanity would have been better off with 19th century Pax Britannica in the
      20th century than the history of the past century, because a liberal global empire is
      always preferable to a continental or regional dictatorship. A global empire based on trade is always more
      desirable than a continental empire based on a regional and/or national footing. It is always easier to live
      together with an empire far away than a great power across the border. The history of Hungary attests to this.
    


    
      Are there really only two alternatives for the world in the first decades of the 21st
      century? Can it really choose only between a liberal American global empire mainly promoting its own commercial
      interests and a system without a global power where independent regional empires are organised on different
      continents? Is the choice really between the American Empire controlling the whole world, or a tripartite system
      with an American, European and Asian power fractured into three large regions? In theory, many other arrangements
      are possible, for example the equality-based political structure of the original League of Nations or the
      actually realised United Nations is also an option. However, the world is not heading in this direction. It seems
      as if instead of equality, inequalities are on the rise where the strong become even stronger, and the weaker
      become even more vulnerable.
    


    
      If the 21st century takes this course, a faraway liberal American Empire pursuing its
      commercial interests seems preferable to a coexistence of rival continental great powers, which sooner or later
      ends in a global military conflict, i.e., likely not a peaceful coexistence. The American Empire is not a dream
      come true, not even for those living it. To most global players, it is not an ideal but a liveable, useful world.
      The combination of the asymmetric global economic order and the American global empire is far from the best world
      imaginable, but fortunately it is also far from the imperial attempts of the 20th
      century that were introduced to Europe and the world by Italian fascism, German National Socialism and the Soviet
      one-party system. Therefore, the American global empire seems flawed in an ideal world, however, in reality it is
      rather beneficial for most global actors.
    


    
      In today’s Pax Americana, almost, but only almost, everyone gets what they deserve. Those who can develop acquire
      a market, new technologies and investments from developed countries. Those who cannot, do not receive assistance.
      Although it could be different, this is a cornerstone of Anglo-Saxon values and today’s Protestant America.
      According to Anglo-Saxon values, those are helped who help themselves, but only when it is clear that they have
      already done something. Deep down, the US is a biblical empire, and its operation is based on a few very simple
      rules stipulated in the Bible. This can be considered unfair or pretentious, but there is no use stigmatising a
      global power. Therefore, these values should be acknowledged instead, and the above-mentioned deeply rooted ideas
      should be taken into account during future decisions of the European Union and Hungary.
    

  


  
    VIII.


    
      America’s Wars
    


    
      We live in the age of Pax Americana,1 the peace of America. Although there is peace, the American Empire wages covert wars against
      its competitors without actually declaring war, and these fights are mainly of an economic and financial nature.
      They aim to enable the US to preserve its economic, and, increasingly, its financial dominance over the world’s
      rapidly emerging economies. This is good in itself, but the US can only maintain its superiority in intelligence,
      military affairs, politics and diplomacy in the world if this rests on the appropriate economic clout. The Soviet
      Union clearly showed that the military and political strength of a world power can be maintained temporarily,
      even for decades, when the foundations of the economy are crumbling, but sooner or later the weakness of the
      economy undermines world power status. The US wishes to avoid this, and has also fulfilled its double destiny,
      i.e., being the standard-bearer of world freedom and the promoter of its commercial interests, in this manner
      since its inception.
    


    
      The US has waged wars since its foundation, yet it does not fight all the time. In addition to covert wars in
      trade and finance, which can be regarded as the prime examples of subtle warfare, it engages in military
      operations only rarely. However, we should take a closer look at, if it does, why it enters international
      military conflicts, and how successful it is in waging them.
    


    
      AMERICA’S WORLD WARS
    


    
      The US took part in three world wars during the 20th century. It fought in the long
      British–German war, i.e., the First and Second World Wars, then it battled the Soviet Union for world dominance
      in the Cold War. In the early 21st century, it declared a global war on terror, however,
      it is unclear whether this will escalate into a global conflict or the fight will concentrate on specific
      geographical areas. All three world wars in the 20th century were global, but were
      decided in Europe. The First World War was a global conflict because there were fronts in Europe and also Asia,
      but ultimately the fate of the war was determined in Western Europe. The Austrians defeated Serbia, and the
      Germans crushed Russia and then Romania. The British and the French overcame the Ottoman Empire, and the Italians
      ultimately vanquished Austria. Still, neither victory was decisive, because France was the key to ending the war.
      In 1918, the Germans made a final push for victory, and when they failed, they capitulated. The US entered the
      First World War in 1917, and this tipped the scales against Germany. During the First World War, Germany
      initially fought on two fronts, then after defeating Russia and Romania, it only had to win on the Western
      European front, and these plans were frustrated when the US entered the war.
    


    
      The US benefited from the First World War in two ways, as it provided the British and the Allies with everything
      they needed between 1914 and 1917, which proved to be quite lucrative for it. Another commercial and financial
      gain for the US was that the United Kingdom, in a misguided step due to not having realised the role of printing
      money in financing the war, sold its American assets to American investors to cover the costs of war, which was
      of course also very advantageous for America. And the US also benefited from the military victory, since it
      substantially increased its political and diplomatic prestige in the world, and its military might became
      generally acknowledged.
    


    
      The Second World War was another global conflict between the warring parties, but, similar to the First World
      War, the struggle was resolved in Europe. The war continued until August 1945 on the Asian front, however, this
      was not decisive from the perspective of the outcome of the Second World War. The fate of the war was decided by
      Germany’s defeat in Europe. Similar to the First World War, the US benefited doubly from the Second World War. It
      won in the economic, trade and financial war because, just as in the First World War, it provided the United
      Kingdom and the Allies with war materials and consumer goods between 1939 and 1941, and this also proved to be
      profitable. Then it entered the fight in December 1941 and emerged victorious. Therefore, the US won twice in
      both the First and the Second World War, on the economic and commercial front and in military confrontation as
      well. By 1945, the US had become the world’s leading economic, trade, financial and military power due to its
      double victories in these two world wars.
    


    
      Similar to the period after the First World War, its former allies and foes were both ruined, while the economy
      of the US was stronger at the end of the war than when it entered. Its allies won the war only once, on the
      military front, but they lost in the economic, trade and financial struggle. After the First World War, the
      United Kingdom lost its earlier global economic and financial dominance, and all the European economies were in
      shambles after being ravaged by the war, and especially the segmentation of the unified European economic area by
      the 1920 Versailles peace treaties following the wars. Europe was devastated by the peace more than the battles
      between 1914 and 1918. After 1945, America’s enemies and allies were in ruins from an economic and financial
      perspective, but unlike after the First World War, the new European economic order after 1947 helped them in the
      recovery. That is how the European events of the 1920s and 1930s did not repeat themselves.
    


    
      The Cold War was also a global war because intelligence, political and military operations were conducted
      simultaneously in Europe, Asia, the Middle East and even in Latin America. In Europe, intelligence, political and
      other soft wars dominated, although the 1956 Hungarian Revolution, the Berlin conflict, the 1968 “Prague Spring”
      and the 1981 domestic military coup in Poland brought the two opposing parties to the brink of an actual European
      military conflict. However, the Korean War and the Vietnam War in Asia, and the series of Arab–Israeli wars in
      the Middle East meant real battles between the two world orders during virtually the entire Cold War. America
      also emerged from the Third World War, i.e., the Cold War, doubly victorious. It won in the economic and trade
      war, because the other world order was shattered not only from a financial and economic aspect at the end of the
      1980s but, and this is crucial, the socialist economic model, one of the pillars of that world order, also laid
      in ruins. The two world orders engaged in subtle wars, i.e., clashes related to the ideological, political and
      economic system as well as other factors. On the economic front, the skirmish broke out between the socialist
      planned economy and the capitalist market economy. With respect to ideologies, the socialist model based on
      equality went head to head against the capitalist model based on inequalities arising from private property.
    


    
      In politics, the one-party dictatorship competed with parliamentary democracy. The two world orders opposed each
      other in almost all areas of the intellectual and material world, therefore, unlike the First World War but
      similar to the Second World War, the Cold War was a total war. Partly because it was global, and partly because
      it covered almost all realms of life from thinking to lifestyle, from the economy to diplomacy, from politics to
      intelligence and from military means to information flows. Although China maintained the one-party system, it
      abandoned the so-called socialist market economy, as the Chinese economy is driven by private property, despite
      the fact that there is still a significant amount of state and public ownership. The victory of the US over the
      Soviet Union actually entailed the disappearance of one of the economic systems.
    


    
      Similar to the Roman Empire, the US owed its greatness to winning large wars in its history, and it secured
      multiple victories in these battles. The value of its triumph was enhanced by the fact that not only were its
      defeated foes in bad shape after the world wars, its allies were also much worse off from an economic and
      financial perspective than the victorious America. This is partly attributable to the fact that even though it
      physically took part in the battle in all three wars, the territory of the United States was not involved in any
      of them. Unlike its allies and enemies, the North American continent was spared during the world wars in a
      physical sense. The US was not bombarded or occupied, and no real war was fought on its territory. The other
      reason behind its multiple victories is that the American economy was able to provide itself and its allies with
      the war materials, military means and consumer goods that were vital for winning all three world wars. These wars
      were waged with military weapons, and of course the stronger party prevailed, but the decisive factor was the
      economic clout behind the military might. If the American economy had not managed to use better aircraft, tanks
      and other military means in the Second World War, German technological and military superiority would have long
      persisted. However, the American economy was strong enough to convert its quantitative advantage in resources,
      people and knowledge into an advantage in military equipment and technology. This is what ultimately decided the
      Cold War as well, because the Soviet Union was increasingly vulnerable due to its diminishing domestic
      demographic and economic resources and the economic troubles of countries on the edge of the empire, including
      Hungary, which led to its disintegration.
    


    
      Besides their fundamentally destructive nature, wars entail major technological and economic leaps, because the
      efforts concentrated in time and space enable a degree of accumulation of intellectual and physical capital that
      would be impossible in peacetime. In a dictatorship, and especially in a democracy, resources cannot be used as
      efficiently as during high-pressure, life-and-death situations in war. The US won its world wars, while
      maximizing its ability to fully exploit the acceleration of technology, productivity and the economy. As its
      territory was spared, and it had to provide resources to its allies in addition to its own war efforts, the
      confrontation’s technology-enhancing effects fully emerged, while the country did not have to suffer
      disadvantages of the battle. In the case of all three world wars, the advantages were concentrated in the US,
      while the disadvantages were concentrated in the defeated countries, while the advantages and disadvantages often
      offset each other in the case of its allies. The United Kingdom emerged victorious from the long British–German
      world war between 1915 and 1945, but the economic and financial losses cast a pall over the military and
      political victory.
    


    
      All military conflicts end in symmetry between the victorious and the vanquished. However, the US ended all three
      world wars in an asymmetric position, because on one side there was the American Empire with its multiple
      victories, while on the other side there were America’s allies and enemies, ranging from being partially
      victorious to being utterly defeated. By nature, world wars are fought between two groups of approximately equal
      strength. If this was not the case, global conflicts would perhaps not even erupt, or they would not last for
      years. The First World War lasted for four years, the Second World War went on for six years, then the Cold War
      dragged on for four decades, since the enemies represented roughly equal power, and one side managed to overpower
      the other only towards the end. Therefore, the structure of world wars was basically symmetrical, whereas the
      outcome became asymmetrical, which was mainly attributable to the economic, financial and military superiority of
      the United States.
    


    
      If we assume that world wars start from a symmetrical position, in other words the enemies’ ideological,
      intelligence, political, military, economic and financial strength does not differ by orders of magnitude, it
      clearly follows from this that the US not only won these wars but also emerged from them stronger than when it
      entered them. One sign of this is that its main opponent was Germany in the First World War, Germany and Japan in
      the Second World War, then the Soviet Union and the socialist system in the Cold War, and even China in some
      phases. The US managed to defeat more and more enemies representing increasing strength, thus the world wars not
      only meant victory for it but also ever more prosperity and strength.
    


    
      SECRET WARS FOR THE PUBLIC OPINION
    


    
      The American political elite, president and administration saw the chance for victory in all three world wars, as
      well as another step towards a mature American Empire. By contrast, public opinion was opposed to fighting all
      three world wars, then it started supporting the war after an unexpected turn of events. The American public is
      generally pro-peace, because it has been mainly interested in commercial and economic affairs since the time of
      the first settlers. It prefers trade to wars. There is a very strong tendency for isolationism and abandoning the
      world. The American public, just like the political elite, is characterised by great fluctuations in the
      inclination to open up towards the world and isolationism in America, and Russians are exactly the same. The
      other side of the coin is that American public opinion can be very quick in making a U-turn, perhaps quicker than
      public opinion in any other large nation, when it discovers that the peaceful US is attacked unexpectedly and
      without reason. If the US is assaulted in that manner, public opinion promptly starts supporting the war, because
      people feel that their freedom, independence and commercial and economic interests are threatened. An attack,
      especially an attack on American values, always calls for retaliation.
    


    
      On 7 May 1915, the Lusitania ocean liner was sunk by a German submarine. Although one might wonder why Americans
      travelled to Europe in the midst of a world war, the American public did not ask such questions, people only saw
      an unexpected attack that caused many casualties. Then in February 1917, Germany launched unrestricted submarine
      warfare against American merchant ships that transported war materials and other goods for the United Kingdom and
      its allies. In early 1917, Germany’s situation was not very promising, the revolution in St. Petersburg had not
      erupted yet, so it had to fight on two fronts. This was probably why it became desperate and made the huge
      mistake of launching unrestricted submarine warfare against the US. But even this may not have been enough to
      sway American public opinion in favour of entering the world war. However, the German foreign ministry made a
      botched attempt at setting up Japan and Mexico to join the Central Powers. It urged Mexico to reclaim Texas, New
      Mexico and Arizona from the US with German help. This proved to be a decisive mistake because it called into
      question the existence of the United States.2 Along with the case of the Lusitania and unrestricted submarine warfare, this German
      miscalculation contributed the most to the fact that the entire American political and corporate elite and most
      of the public was in favour of America joining the world war.
    


    
      The American public did not support America joining the Second World War either. There was a strong desire for
      peace, people believed that commercial and economic transports were enough, and, most importantly, they did not
      feel the advantages arising from winning the First World War. After 1920, there was the 1929 to 1933 Great
      Depression, which obliterated the memory of the 1918 victory, and American public opinion in general was rather
      isolationist between the two world wars. People focused on their own problems at the end of the 1930s and early
      1940s, and they did not wish to meddle in the affairs of the rest of the world, especially Europe. The United
      Kingdom did not command full respect among Americans, because it was seen as the old coloniser who continued to
      maintain the British colonial empire. Even after joining the war, Roosevelt sarcastically noted to British Prime
      Minister Churchill that he had centuries of conquest in his blood. American public opinion also opposed the war
      because roughly 50 million Americans declared themselves to be of German origin even later, in the 1980s. In the
      early 1940s, German influence and sympathy was still strong in the US, and Germans were also perceived as a
      nation rightfully revolting against the British Empire. Moreover, the achievements of German industrial
      technology were admired in the US, and, similar to the Soviet Union, they had a positive image of Germans.
    


    
      However, the peaceful disposition of the public was reversed with the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor on 7
      December 1941. The Japanese were not liked or respected, no sympathy was felt towards them in large swathes of
      the American public as was felt towards Germans and the Soviets, therefore the unexpected and shameful Japanese
      attack immediately marked a turning point in America’s public thinking about the Second World War. Today we know
      that the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor was actually a secret operation of the Allies and the American
      government to win over American public opinion, which proved to be successful. Then Germany made another mistake
      because it declared war on the US, and the fate of the war was sealed.
    


    
      Moulding American public opinion in favour of the Cold War and strengthening feelings towards the Soviets was
      perhaps even more difficult.3 The
      two nations conquered together in the Second World War, they divided up Germany and the world together, and
      people did not understand why they could not live together in peace. As early as 1943, American military
      commanders had access to analyses that projected insurmountable economic and employment issues in the case of the
      expected American victory. The “ war without war” was already devised in 1943, so it was only a matter of time
      until the US found a new enemy against whom to launch this new type of war. Its earlier enemies were in no
      condition to be attacked, and its Western European allies would not have made real opponents either: only the
      Soviet Union remained. Furthermore, the Soviets showed an ever greater appetite than they originally exhibited
      during the Yalta and Tehran Conference. The Soviet Union was a worthy foe because it was strong, there was a real
      danger that its appetite might drive it too far, and it was willing to fight the “ war without war”.
    


    
      Then the Rosenbergs, aided by the machinations of Soviet agents, stole American nuclear secrets and handed them
      over to the Soviet Union: this atrocious act also helped sway public attitude in favour of launching the Cold
      War. The mounting evidence of Stalin’s appetite between 1946 and 1949 also pointed towards this. Then the 1948
      political turnarounds in Central Europe convinced the American public that the Soviet Union was dangerous and
      that it had to be stopped.
    


    
      In American wars, actual joining in the war is preceded by secret warfare to win the support of the public. This
      is crucial, since public opinion is strong in the American democracy, and no war can be launched against the
      people’s will, let alone world wars. The American public has a simple view of the world: those who treacherously
      and without reason attack the US are enemies, and enemies need to be stopped. The turnaround comes in public
      thinking when an outside power mounts a violent attack on the US. Sometimes, the public needs to be nudged, and
      American leaders do so in secret operations.
    


    
      COLD WAR AND RECONSTRUCTION
    


    
      In the four long decades of the Cold War between 1947 and 1989, the US first fought only against the Soviet Union
      and the Soviet world order, then in the early 1970s it started engaging in economic and financial warfare with
      its military and political allies. The Cold War gradually became a total war for the US, although it was
      initially an intelligence and ideological war. Then in the 1950s, during the Korean War, an actual military
      conflict erupted between the two world orders that later continued with the Vietnam War and the intensifying arms
      race. In the first phase of the Cold War, between 1947 and 1971, the US fought a total war against the other
      world order, mainly the Soviet Union and China, while Japan and Western Europe were its allies in political,
      military, economic and financial matters. In the second phase, between 1971 and 1989, the US toned down the total
      nature of the war against the other world order, and meanwhile it started a limited economic and financial war
      against its military and political allies, i.e., Western Europe and Japan. At that time, the US was cooperating
      with the Soviet Union in some areas, based on their shared interests in the oil price shocks of the 1970s. The
      Soviet Union benefited from the oil price shock due to its huge oil reserves, and the US inevitably had to use
      the oil weapon to maintain its economic and financial dominance over Western Europe and Japan.
    


    
      In the first phase of the Cold War, the US was looking for allies against the Soviet Union, then, after the 1949
      Chinese Revolution, against the whole communist world order. Its natural allies included Western European
      countries, principally the United Kingdom and France, who sided with it in the Second World War, too. However,
      its most important allies became the defeated countries, Germany and Japan, because the US had the best chance of
      utilising their potential economic clout during the Cold War. This required bringing back into shape the German
      and Japanese economies. After the Second World War, the US first froze these economies. In 1944, the Morgenthau
      Plan was prepared, which aimed to eliminate the entire German industry after the world war.4 In 1945, the US did not launch the
      plan, but it also dragged its feet in starting the reconstruction of the German economy until 1948 to 1949,
      because it did not decide on what forces to deploy against the Soviet Union.
    


    
      When the Soviet Union annexed Central and Eastern European countries, it was determined that a strong buffer
      state had to be established in Europe, by unifying the three western zones occupied by the Allies. The strong
      buffer state could only fulfil its function if it was based on a strong economy, which necessitated the
      reconstruction of the German economy. The American strategists also realised that the reconstruction of the whole
      of Western Europe would be hampered if the continent could not rely on the German iron and steel industry, as
      well as coal. Therefore, German exports were sought to be increased in the American and British zones in 1947,
      then it was realised that the whole German economy had to be back on its feet for it to produce more exports. The
      economic reconstruction of Germany attracted more attention than that of Japan, because it was part of Secretary
      of State Marshall’s European reconstruction plan. The Marshall Plan was announced at Harvard University in the US
      in June 1947 by the eponymous Secretary of State, and in April 1948 the four-year European Recovery Program
      began. The budget for the entire Marshall Plan amounted to 1 per cent of the US national income. There were 16
      countries that received Marshall aid, a total of USD 12 billion, USD 1.5 billion in the form of loans, and the
      rest in the form of non-refundable capital grants. Germany received 10 per cent of the total amount of the
      Marshall Plan, while the United Kingdom and France obtained close to half, as the main aim was to assist the
      British economy.5 The total cost
      of Germany’s occupation absorbed half of all German tax revenues in 1948, and one-third of the German central
      budget in 1950.6 In the second
      half of the 1940s, Germany had to receive huge amounts of American aid to curb the economic and fiscal chaos and
      the rampant inflation arising from the Second World War.
    


    
      The subsequent German Wirtschaftswunder (economic miracle) was attributable to the fact
      that the US wished to create a strong Western Europe, especially a strong German buffer state, against its main
      foe in the Cold War, the Soviet Union. The Cold War saved Germany, and also Japan, because without it the initial
      idea of the Morgenthau Plan eliminating German industry and thus practically decoupling the German economy from
      the European and global economy would have been operationalised. The Wirtschaftswunder is associated with
      Chancellor Adenauer and the Minister of Economics Erhard, more specifically the German attempt at the social
      market economy model. Surprisingly, the German economy was truly characterised by chaos between 1945 and 1948,
      but the recovery was quite rapid after 1949. The starting pistol was fired by American and British politicians
      when they authorised Chancellor Adenauer and Minister of Economics Erhard to introduce the economic programme
      launching the reconstruction. Nonetheless, the fast German recovery and the Wirtschaftswunder are attributable to
      other factors. Politicians and the economic policy turnaround merely let the genie out of the bottle and allowed
      the engines of the German economy to hum along again. The same happened as after 1933, when the strongest economy
      of Europe at that time emerged almost inexplicably and at breakneck speed. The German miracle rested on the fact
      that in the 1870s Germany, along with the US, was where the Second Industrial Revolution emerged. The internal
      combustion engine and other industrial innovations first appeared in Germany, the American inventions based on
      electricity were first adopted in Europe by the German economy, and the Germans were strongly inclined to use the
      new technologies of the Second Industrial Revolution.
    


    
      While the First Industrial Revolution, which started in the 1770s and 1780s in England, mainly entailed an
      industrial boom in Scotland, England and Great Britain in general, the Second Industrial Revolution, i.e., the
      inventions of the 1870s and 1880s, brought about an industrial expansion in the US and Germany. Germany was also
      strengthened in the last third of the 19th century by the fact that it employed the
      innovations from the First and Second Industrial Revolution almost simultaneously. The two lost world wars gave a
      huge boost to the German economy: although the country was defeated and the industry was in ruins, the inventions
      and technologies that were developed during the intensive war economy lived on in the minds and hands of the
      people. The Wirtschaftswunder that rapidly emerged after 1949 was actually based on German technologies and power
      during the long British–German war and the Second Industrial Revolution prior to that.
    


    
      If possible, Japan was in even worse shape than Germany after the Second World War. In June 1946, people in Tokyo
      consumed 150 calories a day, one-tenth of the officially recommended amount.7 The two nuclear bombs dropped on Japan, the American occupation
      and deprivation made the situation of the Japanese economy hopeless. Japan’s reconstruction was two-pronged: the
      punishment of war criminals and economic recovery. A total of 4,000 war criminals were convicted, 900 were
      executed, and even Emperor Hirohito was jailed. A large American occupying force was stationed in Japan:
      initially there were 400 thousand, then 200 thousand and later, until 1957, 100 thousand American soldiers in
      Japan.8 The state of the Japanese
      economy is best characterised by the fact that all costs of the occupying army were borne by the American
      government because the Japanese economy could simply not do so.
    


    
      The Japanese economy’s recovery was launched when it was realised that the Japanese should be able to pay for the
      costs of the occupying American forces. The Japanese recovery was arranged by some measures of General MacArthur.
      Around 200 thousand executives were discharged from the Japanese army, political parties and industrial
      corporations, and the new Japanese constitution was prepared and introduced based on the American. The US
      actually governed Japan through the old public servants because only 1 per cent of these lost their job during
      the purge.9 The Japanese recovery
      received a major boost from the Korean War. The US needed a stable and efficient Asian base, which required an
      efficient economy, jobs and reliable consumption. Therefore, the Japanese economic recovery started in 1950, and
      it later turned into an economic miracle.
    


    
      The Japanese economy achieved the fastest convergence in economic history between 1950 and 1973, while it was
      characterised by a one-party democracy and a unique brand of market economy. A special mixed economy appeared in
      Japan in the wake of the American occupation, with a blend of the tools typical in the pre-1945 Japan and
      American market economy. The Japanese market economy was actually a state capitalist economy, where convergence
      was driven by the development plans of the Japanese government and partnerships of the largest market
      participants. Even before the Korean War, in 1947, aids to the Japanese economy were doubled, and in contrast to
      earlier plans, the Japanese corporate system based on partnerships of large enterprises was not destroyed. The
      economy was not liberalised, prices and wages were centrally controlled to curb inflation, rationing was
      introduced for imported goods, while export industries became a priority in the allocation of investment funds
      and imports, too.
    


    
      In itself, the Marshall Plan did not ensure the success of Western European reconstruction, otherwise Great
      Britain would have achieved the economic miracle seen in Germany and then France. Great Britain received the most
      money from the Marshall Plan, but Germany notched up the greatest economic success from the least money. However,
      the whole of Western Europe exhibited an unprecedented economic upswing from the end of the 1940s with the help
      of the Marshall Plan, and as a result, the whole of Western Europe, but especially Germany, just as Japan in
      Asia, turned from being a partner into a rival of the US by the end of the 1960s.
    


    
      THE REAL WINNER OF THE COLD WAR
    


    
      The US won all three world wars in the 20th century, and it was the hands-down winner of
      the Cold War. Still, the greatest winner of the Cold War was Western Europe, or actually the whole of Europe. In
      1950, the European Coal and Steel Community, a forerunner to today’s European Union, was established. When the
      Cold War started, i.e., in 1947, the US started to look for ways to bolster Western European countries. It
      decided to reconstruct Germany, launched the Marshall Plan and also made a third decision: to help economic and
      political interaction between Western European countries by all possible means. The Cold War was mainly waged in
      Europe, where the Soviet Union was physically and geographically close, while the United States was on another
      continent, in other words it was not present in Europe despite the American army being physically stationed
      there. Therefore, the US had to strengthen Western Europe.
    


    
      As shown by the 1920 Treaties of Paris following the First World War, Western Europe could not be bolstered
      without Germany. However, the Germans could only be more powerful if the two arch-rivals, France and Germany,
      reconciled with each other. This American realisation led to European integration in the 1950s and 1960s, in
      fact, the Franco–German rapprochement and the strengthening of Western Europe was more important to the US until
      the late 1960s, than the fact that these countries became stronger than expected due to economic miracles and
      thus they also acquired a new-found political consciousness. In 1950, the European Coal and Steel Community was
      established with clear American backing for this and the subsequent steps of European integration.
    


    
      When devising the Western European integration plans and the Franco–German rapprochement, American strategists
      could build on history. In 1930, French Prime Minister Briand proposed a plan for Franco–German economic
      integration, which was envisioned as an alternative to the British–American trade alliance. Briand’s proposal was
      based on the realisation that the European economic system that arose in the wake of the 1920 Treaties of Paris
      was dysfunctional, which was attested by the 1929 Great Depression. Therefore in 1930, i.e., early in the crisis,
      the French premier put forward the idea of a regional economic and trade zone, with a Franco–German economic
      union at its heart. The Japanese planned to establish a similar economic and trade area in Asia, there were close
      ties between the American and the British economies, and a special Atlantic regional area started to develop in
      the 1920s and 1930s.
    


    
      After 1933, the outlines of a European regional economic and trade area could already be seen, as Germany entered
      into bilateral trade and economic agreements with Central and Eastern European countries, the Soviet Union,
      Nordic countries and southern European countries. This was not based on the Franco–German axis proposed in 1930,
      as Germany was its only hub. The three regional areas that arose on the three continents virtually without any
      outside intervention aimed at an economic integration that was open on the inside but closed towards the outside
      world, and all of them were centred on a strong economy. The Atlantic regional trade area was clustered around
      the US, while the Asian trade area had Japan at its heart, and the regional economic and trade area in Europe had
      its hub in Germany.
    


    
      In 1940, German Minister for Economic Affairs Funk proposed a European free trade area, which would have united
      European economies in an economic integration with shared planning, investments and geographical division of
      labour.10
    


    
      The proposed European free trade area would have had the German economy focused on heavy industry at its core.
      The idea was supported by the largest German corporations in the chemical industry and others from heavy
      industry, and even some politicians of the National Socialist leadership. In 1942, after the appointment of
      Albert Speer as the Minister of Armaments and War Production, the idea of the European regional economic area
      gained prominence. Speer maintained that Germany actually wasted Europe’s resources, and that it could only win
      the two-front world war against the Anglo-Saxon powers and the Soviet Union if it cooperated with occupied
      European countries, and those that were independent but under its influence, and their large enterprises. He
      believed that German leadership should focus on placing war production on a new footing to make other European
      countries its business partners and allies rather than turning them into enemies. The proposal advocated
      supranational planning and that the continent’s resources and labour force be used not only based on the
      interests and decisions of Germany, but that the interests of the whole continent should be taken into account
      under a common planning regime. Production capacities, investments, raw materials and labour should have been
      distributed across the European continent to turn northwestern European countries into a large heavy industry
      area, which would have been encircled by France and southern European countries with low tariffs, concentrating
      their resources on light industry, consumer goods and the production of agricultural goods. Norway would have
      produced aluminium and food. According to Speer’s proposal, heavy industry would have been clustered in Germany,
      and engineering would have been in Germany, France, Belgium, the Netherlands and Czechoslovakia. The common
      planning regime would have covered quantities and pricing, too, and Portugal and Spain, which officially had not
      joined the regional trade area, would have been invited to the Planning Committee. This was one of the
      forerunners to today’s European Union, which was swept away by the tides of the Second World War and Germany’s
      subsequent defeat. When American strategists contemplated the Western European integration necessitated by the
      Cold War, they were aware of the plans from 1930 and 1942, and took them into account while devising the future
      European framework.
    


    
      Why can Europe be considered the true winner of the Cold War? In the course of European history, there has not
      been any example of a uniform European economy that would have treated the whole continent as a single economic
      area. There were multiple attempts at unifying the continent under a single power by Charlemagne, the Holy Roman
      Emperors, especially Charles V in the mid-1500s, the House of Habsburg in the 16th and
      17th century, Napoleon and finally Germany and the Soviet Union in the 20th century. However, these attempts did not seek to create a single European economic area but to
      establish an authority with absolute power in Europe. Chinese history shows that it is possible in human history
      to create permanent empires spanning a geographically large area that tie together the empires’ various remote
      parts through central control over the economy, trade and finance. Closer both geographically and in time, a
      similar example was provided by the Roman Empire. However, due to Europe’s geographical, linguistic, economic and
      cultural fragmentation, empire-building was not coupled with the goal of creating an economic, trade and
      financial union, with perhaps the exception of Napoleon.
    


    
      Only one initiative proved to be permanent in Europe that tied together the continent based on common economic,
      trade and financial rules, and even that came from outside continental Europe: the British Empire. The
      confrontation between the US and the Soviet Union in the Cold War provided the first opportunity, or even
      necessity, first for Western European countries, then later for countries in the broader European area, to
      establish an economic, trade and financial union without political union. Therefore, the attempt launched in the
      late 1940s was the first in the history of continental Europe that started from the opposite direction, i.e.,
      that first sought to achieve an economic and trade union before a political union with shared powers. Although at
      America’s initiative and with British consent, economic, trade and financial integration started on the
      continent, with the Franco–German rapprochement as its first step. After the first measures, the process
      culminated in the unprecedented enlargement of the European Union in 2004. The group of countries participating
      in European integration gradually broadened, while the degree of cooperation, i.e., integration, increased.
    


    
      This would probably not have happened without the Cold War, or at least not this fast, in the second half of the
      20th century. If it had not been for the Cold War, the American Empire would not have
      been interested in strengthening Europe’s economy, and it would not have realised that Europe can only be strong
      if its historically very fragmented structure is first integrated in the economy. In the past 1,000 years, the
      single European economy and market did not emerge from itself, and only political and military attempts have been
      made at this in continental Europe, but they had all failed. It is also unclear whether in theory a European
      union based on violent military and political power would have been possible in the long run. Europe’s historical
      and geographical fragmentation would most likely have made this impossible. The single economy and market in
      continental Europe required that Europe’s political leaders voluntarily decide to join forces. This voluntary
      decision was helped by the Cold War, so the real winner of the Cold War is Western Europe, and ultimately the
      whole of Europe.
    


    
      THE ECONOMIC REASON BEHIND THE COLD WAR
    


    
      After the end of the Second World War, the US sought the opportunity to fight a “ war without war” to maintain
      the level of employment and prevent a meltdown in the American economy. This called for a large enemy, which
      could only be the Soviet Union because other candidates were still weak at that time. Why did the US need a “ war
      without war”, in other words the Cold War, to prevent its economic collapse? Why would the American economy have
      faltered?
    


    
      The internal cycles of the American economy became ever larger and deeper in the 20th
      century. The first American slump in the 20th century was the recession between 1907 and
      1909, i.e., it happened in peace. The second peacetime recession was the 1929 to 1933 economic crisis, the Great
      Depression. This was so serious that it could have been repeated if it had not been for the Second World War,
      because the new size of the American economy, mass supply and inadequate demand against that could have triggered
      another economic meltdown. The US was the true hub of the Second Industrial Revolution, this was where the most
      important new industrial inventions were created besides Germany, and where the most efficient new manufacturing
      industry was built based on those inventions. Precisely because of its size, the US had ample natural resources,
      raw materials and industrial labour available, which enabled the mass production of industrial inventions. In
      fact, the American economic system based on unlimited private ownership also favoured the subsequent waves of the
      Industrial Revolution and the immediate incorporation of inventions in mass production, which generated huge
      potential supply in the US. However, there was no corresponding demand of a similar magnitude, and such mass
      demand could only be produced by a war, and a very large war at that. This role was fulfilled by the Second World
      War and later the Cold War. From the perspective of the US, both should have been invented if they had not
      existed, but they existed because they were invented.
    

  


  
    IX.


    
      Future Scenarios
    


    
      Can the future be known before it is realised? Of course, one might promptly answer no, because even though there
      are some paths from the past leading into the future, and there are analogies between the distant past and the
      future, history is known never to repeat itself in the same manner, and the future can never be accurately
      predicted. Yet the future is also a series of expected surprises, where the surprise is actually not the future,
      anticipated event but the time when it happens, its result and consequences.
    


    
      The “world scenarios” produced by large American think tanks forecast the relative decline in oil prices in their
      projection for the upcoming quarter of a century as early as 1978, just as at the end of the Cold War, the
      world’s telecommunication revolution, the end of the age of nuclear energy, the rise and long stagnation of the
      Japanese economy, the huge crime wave in American cities in the 1980s, rapid economic growth in the East Asian
      Tigers and China as well as the spread of radical Islam. The projections prepared at the end of the 1970s gave an
      accurate picture about the future, because all of the foreseen events were realised, however, they did not
      specify the exact time, result and consequences of the events correctly, although there was one exception, since
      the American crime wave could be associated with the 1980s based on demographic developments.
    


    
      The projections in the 1980s were quite accurate about the great surprises of the 1990s, but they were unable to
      pinpoint the exact year, month or day of the events, only the decades were forecast correctly.1 The predictions envisaged the more
      rapid economic rise of China and India, the spread of network structures in the global economy instead of the
      earlier large hierarchical corporate systems, a long upswing on account of the knowledge and information economy
      but also the return of economic crises. The outlook claimed that the war on terror would be launched, wars would
      erupt in the Balkans, Western European countries would introduce the euro, international antiglobalisation
      movements would be strengthened, productivity growth would be fast all over the world and thus global capital
      flows and the expansion of consumption would be swift as well. The American scenarios provided in the 1980s were
      realised, and they were more accurate than those given at the end of the 1970s for the next quarter of a century,
      because the former forecast events one decade ahead.
    


    
      New “world scenarios” are developed constantly by leading American think tanks, but these are naturally
      confidential and hardly any details are accessible by the outside world. However, some signs can be detected from
      the operation of American foreign policy that indicate what the US expects in the next 25 years. One of the
      strengths of American politics has always been the fact that politicians are able to make strategic decisions
      about the future based on reliable and detailed projections. This happened in 1943 when the world planned for
      post-war military victories, and strategic planning produced the Cold War. This happened when American
      politicians decided to eliminate the Bretton Woods financial system in 1970 and 1971, and also the strategic
      decisions on the oil shocks of the 1970s must have been made at that time. The success of strategic planning is
      reflected in the dissolution of the Soviet Union, because the American “Star Wars” programmes coupled with
      negotiations alongside Gorbachev’s new leadership sealed the fate of the Soviet Empire, then of the Soviet Union,
      and they put an end to the bipolar world.
    


    
      At the end of the 1980s, the decision made that Germany must be prevented from uniting Europe was probably based
      on strategic forecasts. The establishment of a unified Europe under German control was supposed to be halted by
      the Balkan Wars and the flawed market economy transition forced on Central and Eastern European countries and
      entailed with huge sacrifices. The scenario foreseeing rapid economic growth in East Asia paved the way for the
      strategic decision to check the rise of the East Asian Tigers and Japan through covert economic and financial
      wars. Sometime in the mid-1990s, the decision to shift focus from preventing a unified Europe under German
      control to widening the scope of European integration, promoting the accession of many new Member States and thus
      creating new rifts within the European Union was also made based on strategic projections. This is the dividing
      line between old and new Europe. The US supported the 2004 enlargement of the European Union due to this
      strategic decision.
    


    
      In the past 200 years, American politics has been characterised by making its strategic and political decisions
      based on increasingly accurate and detailed projections, but the end of the bipolar world was also a turning
      point in this respect. Even though it lost battles and even some campaigns, for example the 1812 British–American
      War, the fight for the Philippines, the Korean and Vietnam War, in the end, it won the long 200-year war for
      global dominance. Today, it is the sole world power, and it can not only shape the future based on “world
      scenarios” constructed by strategic think tanks but also bring it forward. The new American military strategy
      based on pre-emptive strikes is backed by an even more efficient political approach: the strategy of pre-empting
      the future or the strategy of “pre-emptive future”. Today, American politics can also time expected events based
      on increasingly smart and accurate scenarios, determine their results in advance and shape their consequences
      rather accurately.
    


    
      Large-scale events, such as the economic rise of China and India, can be predicted highly accurately based on
      projections. Other examples include the increasing importance of the Middle East, the euro’s new role as an equal
      global currency or the economic and political alliance between the European Union and Russia. Such expected
      events include the ever deepening integration of Japanese, Chinese and Asian economies and the large national
      migrations from lagging countries towards advanced economies. One might also mention the emergence of the three
      large economic areas within the global economy, the revolution in genetics and nanotechnology, and the list could
      go on and on if we had access to the scenarios produced by leading American strategic think tanks for 2025 and
      2050.
    


    
      The crucial change in the history of strategic decisions based on strategic forecasts is that the US now brings
      forward certain events. Large future events will undoubtedly occur, but their timing, result and consequences are
      uncertain, and since they cannot be postponed, another solution has to be found. And the solution is to bring
      forward these large expected events. This is the most important, albeit concealed, weapon in the arsenal of
      today’s American political strategy, because expected world events are brought forward so that they can be
      controlled. This is as when an expected earthquake whose exact time, size and devastating consequences are not
      known but it is certainly due to happen is brought forward by artificial foreshocks. The waves of terrorism in
      the Middle East and the destabilisation of pro-Western systems in the region can be predicated with a high degree
      of certainty, therefore American politics brings forward the expected events: the Iraq War and the wars in the
      Middle East in the next 5 to 10 years mean that a series of events that would have probably occurred decades
      later was brought forward. American policymakers supported the 2004 enlargement of the European Union, because
      they believed that a unified Europe was inevitable. It was better to bring this forward, just as the organic
      development of the European Union’s common institutions should also be accelerated, because that allows events to
      be controlled, mostly through leaders. Today, the European Union’s central bank, the European Central Bank
      headquartered in Frankfurt, pursues an exchange rate and interest rate policy that is detrimental to economies in
      the European Union. In a similar fashion, the Maastricht Treaty framework curbs the development of European Union
      countries, especially the largest economies and newly acceding converging countries.
    


    
      Although the contents of “world scenarios” developed by leading American think tanks are not known, let us try to
      outline some of their important projections.
    


    
      WAVES OF CIVILISATION
    


    
      The policies of today’s American conservative Republican government are backed by the most skilled, organised and
      efficient think tanks in the world.2 This is generally true about the strategic planning of American politics, but especially in the
      case of conservative Republicans. These think tanks partly base their work on Alvin Toffler’s theory about the
      waves of civilisation. According to Toffler’s social wave theory, history consists of a series of waves.3 Just as light and matter are
      wave-like in nature, so is time, and history moves forward in large waves. Today we live in the third wave that
      brings about the age of knowledge and information, and it was preceded by the wave of industrial civilisation,
      and before that humanity progressed in the wave of agricultural civilisation. The first wave, the Agricultural
      Revolution, took millennia, while the second wave, the rise of industrial civilisation, spanned merely three
      centuries. The third wave, in other words the rise of civilisation based on knowledge and information, will be
      completed in a couple of decades, first in the US and the most advanced economies.
    


    
      Before the agricultural wave, most people lived in small groups that moved often and sustained themselves through
      hunting and gathering. The Agricultural Revolution started around 10,000 years ago, ushering in villages and
      larger settlements, the cultivation of land and a whole new lifestyle. The second large wave of civilisation
      started in the 17th century with the Industrial Revolution. In Europe, Asia and America,
      the earlier agricultural civilisation lived side by side with the new industrial civilisation in the first
      century of the Industrial Revolution, and now the first wave is basically gone, and the third wave of
      civilisation has appeared. The third wave based on knowledge and information started in the decades following the
      Second World War.
    


    
      Toffler’s theory of historical waves shows that history is accelerating. It took millennia for the first wave of
      civilisation to conquer the world, whereas the second and third needed merely centuries and decades,
      respectively. Even in the most advanced countries of the world, today’s history is determined by the coexistence
      of two waves. The European Union, Japan, the US and other Anglo-Saxon economies, such as Australia, New Zealand
      and Canada, are affected simultaneously by the second and third waves. In emerging economies, including China,
      India, some East Asian countries and South and Latin American countries, agricultural civilisation coexists with
      industrial civilisation. In hopeless, mainly African, countries, the second wave has barely even started: these
      societies live in an agricultural civilisation, humanity’s past.
    


    
      Two major conclusions can be drawn from the wave theory of history: the acceleration of history and the clash of
      contemporary civilisations. If societies were characterised by a single wave, future changes would be easy to
      predict. In the 19th century Europe, the political, intellectual and business elite
      believed that they had an accurate picture about the future. They thought that history was progressing towards
      the complete victory of the Industrial Revolution, and they forecast increasingly good and efficient
      technologies, the expansion of cities, increasingly quick transportation and the spread of general education. The
      age of agricultural civilisation had already ended, they were at the beginning of the industrial wave, and they
      assumed that the clash between old and new civilisations would be powerful, therefore they predicted social
      revolutions and confrontation between large nations. Yet they did not recognise the true nature of these
      confrontations. They believed that the major showdown would be between social classes, between the working class
      and the capital. They only realised in the last decades of the 19th century that rapidly
      industrialising countries invented something that neutralised class warfare, namely the nation.
    


    
      After 1871, unified Germany was not all about class struggle, although this phenomenon could be observed within
      the country, but about the increasingly strong German national sentiment. The major clashes of the 20th century are mostly not linked to large revolutions, – although for a long time it was believed
      that the most important event was the Russian Revolution in 1917 –, but to the confrontation between the new huge
      industrial nations, i.e., the fight between the UK and Germany, the United States and Germany, and the United
      States and the Soviet Union. The nation reconciled the social classes, and the most powerful element in the
      industrial civilisation wave was the conflict that turned from a domestic issue to an international fight due to
      the rise of the nation, rather than conflicts within society, mainly the biggest struggle was not between the
      agricultural and the industrial classes.
    


    
      The most important realisation of American strategic think tanks is that the new civilisation built on knowledge
      spreads very rapidly, provides huge advantages to the first adopters, and the series of international conflicts
      that occurred during the spread of the industrial civilisation may be repeated. In his published works, Toffler
      argues that today we are witnessing the clash between the second and the third wave in politics, society and the
      economy. He believes that the battles within advanced societies are the most important because the changes of the
      new civilisation are so quick and profound that they transform everything around and within us: how we live, how
      we work, how we play and how we think. These shifts underpin the other, visible changes in politics, economy and
      society. Advanced nations participate in this global revolution, and this fundamentally transforms the operation
      of the US, the European Union, Japan and other developed countries.
    


    
      However, 20th century history presents a completely different scenario. The future will
      be defined by international conflicts rather than clashes between civilisations within individual societies.
      Publicly, American strategists claim that the most crucial international conflict is the fight between Islam and
      the Christian civilisation. This is the basis for the global fight against terrorism, however, it is actually
      about something else entirely. America’s dominance is not threatened the most by Islamic countries in the first
      and second civilisation but by leading nations of the third wave of civilisation. Today, America’s world power
      status is not threatened by Afghan insurgents, Iraqi terrorists or revolutionaries hiding in the Indonesian
      jungle but the European Union, Japan and, increasingly, China. The clashes between industrial civilisations in
      the 20th century ended in world wars. Germany and Japan based their imperial ambitions
      on their new industrial, technological and military might rather than their agricultural power. The fall of the
      British Empire was not caused by agricultural producers but the fact that it lagged behind Germany and then the
      US with respect to new technologies of the industrial civilisation. Therefore, 21st
      century American “world scenarios” are based on the realisation that the current structure of the unipolar world
      can be preserved if the advantages achieved in the third wave of civilisation, i.e., the new world based on
      knowledge, are maintained.
    


    
      This calls for the simultaneous use of two strategic tools. First, domestically all resources need to be focused
      on the increasingly efficient and large-scale reproduction of knowledge capital, preservation of the R&D
      advantage, continuous development of the network of great universities, preservation of the advantage enjoyed in
      the most advanced technologies and that America’s economic superiority does not evaporate as it happened in the
      case of the British. The second strategic tool that needs to be used in harmony with the first is covert warfare
      against emerging competitors. Since the greatest risk to the US is that its world power status may be challenged,
      as today’s American politics, the economy and the whole society are based on this, it has to focus on maintaining
      its lead in the global arena. This is primarily not threatened by military and political factors but economic,
      commercial and financial elements. The real threat to the American Empire is posed by its great economic
      competitors, and only in the long run, therefore it has to use the tools of covert warfare principally against
      them. Of course, this warfare does not mean military wars but intelligence, political, economic and financial as
      well as intellectual and cultural wars.
    


    
      However, the American Empire also expects that the spread of the new civilisation will trigger a series of
      internal conflicts and large changes on its peers. Just as the Industrial Revolution destroyed earlier political
      structures, knowledge and information undermine today’s political and social structures. A number of traditional
      political institutions, such as traditional parties, popular democracy, the traditional functioning of nation
      states, are challenged, and in today’s global fight those nations prevail that are better able to manage internal
      clashes. The American Empire’s true power stems from its excellent handling of the spread of the new civilisation
      in America’s political, social and economic life rather than its military or economic power. While countries in
      the European Union and Japan are struggling to cope with immigration and are unable to integrate even talented
      and hard-working immigrants, not to mention the large number of Muslims, American society has been successfully
      doing this for centuries. The American economy is also more successful in dealing with global competition than
      its European counterparts, because it consciously laid its Indian and Chinese foundations, consequently the
      competition from Chinese goods is actually attributable to American and, increasingly, Japanese economic
      competition.
    


    
      The other, almost overwhelming, advantage is that it uses all the tools of control in a coordinated and highly
      efficient manner, namely intelligence, political and military tools, economic and financial tools as well as
      “soft” intellectual and cultural tools. It is able to manage the new opportunities offered by the new wave of
      civilisation both domestically and at the international level, and it also manages the new conflicts provoked by
      it increasingly fast and successfully. This is why the US dominates the world today, and these are the concealed
      American advantages that fuel America’s strength visible on the surface and reflected by daily events.
    


    
      CREATING A GLOBAL FOCAL POINT
    


    
      Although from the perspective of an imperial role, the greatest threat to the US is not posed by the nations
      riding the agricultural or industrial wave of civilisation but the European Union and Japan, strategists point
      out new clashes here as well. Rich countries may indeed skirmish with emerging countries in the first decades of
      the 21st century, as the latter may launch environmental wars against the former,
      unmanageable waves of migration may appear spontaneously, and the worldwide spread of contagious diseases may
      also trigger a clash between civilisations, just as the spread of international terrorism. Although these pose
      less of a threat to the American Empire than the nations and new regional alliances that are currently still
      close behind it, these expected conflicts need to be managed. These are anticipated events from the “world
      scenario” for the next decades, therefore American strategists need to come up with a proposal on how to deal
      with global clashes that can primarily erupt between the developing and the developed world.
    


    
      The political strategy has already been devised, and it focuses on the ability to control the whole world. The US
      not only reserves the right to carry out pre-emptive military strikes on the nations and regional alliances that
      threaten its global dominance, but it increasingly develops the intelligence, political and economic tools that
      enable it to wield truly global control. Pre-emptive strikes mainly using the tools of economic and financial
      warfare would be sufficient to halt the rise of its true competitors. In an ironic twist in politics, the
      elements of pre-emptive strikes can be seen in the war on terror, for example the Iraq War, while the most
      crucial area where the strategy based on pre-emptive strikes can be used is the covert economic and financial
      wars waged against Japan, East Asian countries and the European Union. Of course, global control offers new
      weapons for covert warfare against competitors, but its main aim is to prevent, bring forward, and, if possible
      and worthwhile, control the conflicts that are likely to erupt between the developing and the developed world.
    


    
      The global war on terror is actually the American Empire’s tool for establishing global control. This required
      the creation of a focal point, a theatre of war where the legitimacy of American politics could not be
      challenged. Terrorism does indeed threaten the developed world, in fact, civil wars in the developing world that
      erupt in the form of terrorism cause local turmoil, therefore America’s engagement against terrorism is
      undoubtedly correct. A global wave of terrorism would have happened anyway in the 21st
      century, and bringing this forward offers the opportunity to the US, and the entire developed world, to control
      the developments in terrorism. Placing global terrorism in the focal point provides marvellous opportunities for
      the US to develop its information and task force network that it can use to handle and also to control events
      wherever they may be in the world.
    


    
      Putting terrorism in the focal point also entails another advantage, because it highlights one of the innumerable
      potential conflicts between the developing and the developed world, thereby suppressing the alternatives. Just as
      the rise of the nation in the last third of the 19th century defused conflict within
      industrialising countries and between social classes, the global fight against terror may defuse tensions between
      the developing and the developed world as well as clashes between the second and third waves of civilisation in
      the first decades of the 21st century. The most important lesson from the worldwide
      confrontation between large industrial nations of the 20th century for the American
      Empire is that control over the seas and oceans was crucial in winning the world wars. Initially it seemed that
      the new empires based on the industrial clout of connected continents could be successful, confirming the earlier
      claim that the 19th century was defined by control of the seas, while the 20th century would be defined by the control of large continents. Still, if Germany had won the
      submarine warfare against the US and the UK in the First World War and similar warfare in the Second World War,
      it would have been able to eliminate the US, both its economic and military power, from the European war. This
      would have enabled Germany to narrow down the war to one front sooner or later in the Second World War, which it
      could have won. The US was able to actively participate in the First and Second World War thanks to controlling
      the Atlantic and Pacific Ocean, and this proved to be decisive.
    


    
      In the covert world wars of the 21st century, the crucial factor is control over global
      information flows rather than control over the seas and oceans, although a global hegemon cannot forget about
      these areas either. By 2010, the US would control all forms of communication in the world, and this would be just
      as decisive as control over the seas and oceans in the 20th century. In the end, France
      lost in the long Franco–British rivalry because British shipbuilding was more efficient, even though the French
      were stronger; therefore, instead of the French crossing the Channel to the British Isles, Wellington arrived at
      Waterloo. Similarly, the Allied troops landed in Normandy in 1944 instead of Germany invading the UK in
      1940–1941. Although this was also due to Hitler’s miscalculation, the decisive factor was, once again, the
      control over seas and oceans.
    


    
      Nowadays in the 21st century, the seas and oceans of this age are invisible, global
      information flows representing the new waters of knowledge. The control over these provides the American Empire
      with the tools for global dominance. Albeit covertly, the development of these is growing by leaps and bounds,
      supported by placing global terrorism in the focus, because terrorists do need to be pursued all over the world,
      therefore the systems of controlling information flows in these places, in all places, need to be established.
    


    
      THE DEPTH OF THE OCEAN OF KNOWLEDGE
    


    
      Industrial raw materials, factories, industrial labour, industrial technologies and the industrial power based on
      these in the industrial wave of civilisation are equivalent to talent, human skills, information, idea factories
      and the intellectual power based on these in the wave of civilisation based on knowledge. As far as we know,
      information is paramount in this new age. Humanity’s knowledge is recorded as information, new ideas are pieces
      of information, new technologies are shared in the form of information and the basic unit of communication is
      information. Actually, information is merely the visible product of knowledge accessible to everyone. Just as the
      movement of the seas and oceans is determined by large currents rather than waves on the surface, today’s new
      civilisation is determined by deep-seated instincts, skills, emotions, imagination and currently unknown other
      types of knowledge.
    


    
      Information is supported by the depth of human knowledge spanning from instincts encoded into our DNA to
      archetypes, from emotions and intellectual patterns to the world of imagination and intuition. The depths of the
      human brain are not unlike the depths of the oceans, and in today’s age based on knowledge we utilise not only
      human physical or intellectual skills but every aspect of human knowledge, ranging from instincts to fantasy. Our
      brain records the knowledge accumulated during the course of human history, obviously through chemical and
      biological processes, and in this 21st century world, human imagination, passion,
      emotions, intuitions and skills are all used simultaneously. Since our brain uses images and symbols, the new
      world also utilises the brain’s knowledge through images and symbols. Today, “knowledge workers” perform
      intellectual work, and information is created, recorded, transformed and transmitted using images and symbols.
    


    
      This age based on knowledge and information opens up unparalleled horizons for using accumulated human knowledge.
      Of course, politics, society and business life have always used emotions, imagination, instincts, intuitions and
      other currents in the human consciousness and subconscious besides physical force and intellectual skills. But
      today a new world is being established in everyday life and in political, social and economic fields, too, using
      mainly persons, images and symbols rather than objects. Romanticism and nationalism have already stirred human
      emotions and passions, just as human imagination and creativity, however, in the 21st
      century a humans’ every instinct and emotion, the whole array of individual and shared knowledge feeds into
      everyday life.
    


    
      During our development, humans first used the outside world when they lived as hunters and gatherers. They used
      their senses and the human body as well as several objects and tools created by themselves. In the ages of
      humanity before the first wave of civilisation, which are not even referred to as civilisations, humans used
      “objects” prepared by the outside world and objects created by humans as well as the human body. Then in the age
      of industrial civilisation, humans moved from the world of objects to the world of capital, technologies and
      money. These are “industrial centaurs”: half matter, half intellect. They are not completely symbols yet, but
      they are not completely made of matter either. Capital and money can appear in the bank account, becoming a
      symbol without a material “body”, but it can also appear in the form of a factory, a property or another means of
      production, with a material “body” besides an abstract market value. Industrial technologies first existed in the
      imagination of the inventor, then on paper, but later they materialised, and became a loom, a steam engine, a
      steamship or an aeroplane. These modern-day “industrial centaurs” represent a transition from the outside world
      to humans’ internal world.
    


    
      In the third wave of civilisation, humans increasingly use what is inside: in their head and brain, deep inside
      the consciousness and self-consciousness, hidden in the maze of emotions and imagination. Humans first used what
      nature created in a couple of years or months. A wooden cabin is the result of nature’s work over years and
      decades, while gathered berries grow in the given year. Then humans started using the part of nature that
      developed over millions or even billions of years: soil, the sun, ore, minerals and fossil fuels. In the third
      wave of the 21st century, humanity is digging down to even deeper layers of time. It
      starts making use of the micro universe below the level of atoms as well as the universe outside Earth and the
      solar system. Human knowledge penetrates ever deeper and ever further away, entering the subatomic world not only
      in imagination but also by virtue of atomic physics and nanotechnology, just as it emerged from Earth using
      satellites and spaceships. As it utilises ever deeper and broader layers of nature around it, it digs deeper and
      deeper into itself. First, it only used its physical force, then increasingly its brain, and now it starts using
      all of humanity’s knowledge accumulated over the course of history.
    


    
      The strategic scenarios for the future take this, i.e., the deepening and broadening of human knowledge, into
      account. They take into account that images and symbols are more important than objects and tools, therefore the
      world of images and concepts needs to be controlled the most. This is the field of soft power, where controlling
      global information flows is just as important as overseeing global pictorial and symbolic content. The soft
      tools, such as news, movies, newspapers and the whole media, provide emotional and intellectual patterns for
      people’s emotions and thoughts. Control over the world of images and symbols is exerted through the influence
      over intellectual currents, therefore it is vital for the American Empire not only to maintain its technological
      and military superiority, not only to control the economic and financial world, but also to make American
      intellectual currents dominant in the world of intellect and culture. These currents consciously influence the
      instincts, emotions, dreams and thoughts that surface in the global arena, because they fundamentally define the
      course of history in the 21st century, and possibly also later. The emotional and
      intellectual, in other words conceptual, control over the world is the most effective new imperial weapon, which
      is far more important than military, economic and financial might.
    


    
      The more internal knowledge we use, the less external material we will have to utilise, and the more we will
      employ from the symbols accumulated in our heads, and the less we will utilise from the materials amassed by
      nature. This is one of the sources of today’s sustainable development theories, and also an encouraging sign for
      the 21st century economy: the images and symbols and the pieces of information and
      concepts increasingly replace matter, therefore nature’s exploitation and plundering that appeared in the
      industrial civilisation will end after the industrial age. However, the greatest danger in the 21st century is while the US, the European Union, Japan and many other developed countries shift to an
      environmentally friendly growth path, others are not there yet. The new large emerging countries (China, India,
      Russia, some East Asian countries and Brazil) mainly use natural resources, much more than before, therefore
      Earth’s environment is threatened the most precisely when the turnaround and the solution appear.
    


    
      WAVES OF HISTORY
    


    
      It seems as if roughly 100-year-long political waves or cycles could be detected in modern history. In modernity,
      centuries do not last for one hundred years, shorter and longer centuries follow one another. The 20th century actually ran from between 1914 and 1989, the 19th century from
      between 1815 and 1914, while the 18th century started in 1699 and ended in 1815, and
      even earlier centuries do not exhibit exact 100-year-long cycles with respect to the waves of history. What is
      interesting is not that modern-day centuries do not last exactly one hundred years, but that they last roughly
      one hundred years. Why would history follow arbitrary human chronology, and why would it accept that history
      needs to be measured in the decimal system and centuries? Still, events in the modern period after 1492 are
      actually condensed and come in waves, and historical cycles last around one hundred years.
    


    
      Why are centuries in Europe, the US and the world approximately one hundred years long? In 1815, Wellington
      defeated Napoleon, which marked the beginning of the apex of the British Empire and the 19th century. This lasted up until 1914 when the long British–German conflict started, with the
      extended, covert American–German war in the background. The American Empire actually emerged in the
      20th century between 1914 and 1989, because this was when the US fought the three world
      wars, two against Germany and Japan, and one against the Soviet Union, which led to the emergence of today’s
      global empire. This long 20th century world war was in fact fought for the legacy of the
      British Empire, with varying foes, and the US wished to replace the British Empire that developed after 1815.
      Before that, France and England fought a long Atlantic world war for world dominance after 1699, which ended with
      Napoleon’s defeat in 1815.
    


    
      The roughly one hundred years before that seem to be characterised by the struggle between the Habsburg Empire
      and France and their allies for European dominance. The Spanish and Austrian Habsburgs wanted to assume absolute
      power in Europe, therefore the religious war between 1618 and 1648 was actually also a Spanish war for European
      supremacy. Just as the English vanquished the French one hundred years later, the Habsburgs eventually prevailed
      over France, the Low Countries and other allied Protestant forces in the 17th century.
    


    
      The discovery of America and the unification of Spain in 1492 marked the beginning of the modern period, whose
      first century was between 1492 and 1618, therefore the real 17th century started when
      the Thirty Years’ War erupted. The first century of the modern period was longer, as it lasted for 126 years, but
      it is interesting to note that it lasted for roughly one hundred years. The long 16th
      century between 1492 and 1618 is hallmarked by the European dominance of the Habsburgs and Spain. In 1555, when
      Charles V stepped down from the throne, the Habsburg Empire seemed just as powerful and boundless, at least in
      contemporary European thinking, as the British Empire in the 19th century and the
      American Empire in the 21st century.
    


    
      Therefore, curiously from the perspective of the waves of history, the artificial and arbitrary cycles of human
      time are mirrored by the large cycles of European and American history, and although centuries in history never
      last for exactly one hundred years, they last roughly that long. What could cause the approximate regularity of
      the waves of history, at least after 1492? Why do centuries last for around one hundred years?
    


    
      The leading power in the long 16th century between 1492 and 1618 was clearly Spain, then
      in the short 17th century in 1618–1699 it was the Netherlands. Then France became the
      unquestionably greatest power in 1699–1815. The 19th century, or the historical cycle
      between 1815 and 1914, was dominated by the British Empire, while the logic and final outcome of the events of
      the short 20th century in 1914–1989 suggest that the century’s leading power was the
      United States. Even though it assumed full control over the world only by the end of the 20th century, in 1989, all the events in the century were ultimately shaped by American strategic
      decisions. In 1492–1618, i.e., in the long 16th century, hardly anything happened in
      Europe, not to mention the new American colonies, without Spanish politics and money, then the Netherlands
      exerted its positive influence on the events of the century in the historical wave between 1618 and 1699. In the
      long 18th century that lasted from 1699 until 1815 and the similarly long Franco–English
      Atlantic world war, the European continent’s events were mainly determined by France, then the British Empire
      took over this role between 1815 and 1918. Later, 20th century events were defined by
      America’s power.
    


    
      In the history of Europe and the US after 1492, great powers clashed in roughly 100-year-long cycles, and
      interestingly the stronger party never won. In the 16th century, the Spanish were
      clearly the strongest in Europe, yet the Dutch prevailed in the next century. Then in the 18th century, France was the most powerful country on the European continent, still the British won in
      the next century. In the 19th century, the British Empire was definitely the strongest
      not only in Europe but also in the world, however, the US became victorious in the next century.
    


    
      According to the historical structure in the centuries after the early modern period, usually two European great
      powers or alliances in conflict fight, but the party stronger at the outset does not prevail in the end, and
      sometimes the winner is not even the other great adversary. The greatest struggle of the long 16th century was fought between Spain and France, however, the next century was won by the Dutch
      rather than the French. In the long 20th century British–German war, neither party won,
      victory was clinched by the laughing third, the United States. Although the regularity of the waves that the
      laughing third always wins cannot be observed in this historical structure, since in the long Franco–English
      Atlantic world war the UK prevailed in the end, then the US won the Cold War against the Soviet Union, one thing
      seems certain: the great power that has the advantage in the beginning never wins. Let us return to the original
      question: why do the historical waves after 1492 in Europe last for around one hundred years?
    


    
      It seems as if history’s temporal rhythm, in other words the waves of history, were determined by rivalry between
      the great powers, and it would be good to know how long great powers live. If they dictate the rhythm of history,
      as it seems in the modern period, at least in Europe and the US, how is the rhythm of great powers determined?
      The leading power of the long 16th century was Spain, but its might was based on a long
      and bloody war against the Moors in the century before that. The leading power of the 17th century was the Netherlands, whose influence and political and financial strength can be
      attributed to an earlier long liberation war against the Spanish. The leading power of the 18th century was France, which lay the foundation of its continental great power status in the wars
      waged against Spain since the early 1500s. The leading power of the 19th century was the
      UK, which established its role as a European or even global power in the Franco–English Atlantic world war. The
      leading power of the 20th century was the United States, which based its power on a
      series of wars in the 19th century: constant geographical expansion, which was not
      always peaceful, the 1861–1865 Civil War and wars at the end of the century.
    


    
      The Soviet Union was also a leading power in the 20th century, and it failed in the end,
      but during the Cold War, for example when China joined the socialist world after 1949, it may have seemed to many
      people that the Soviet Union was stronger than the US. The Soviet Union could acknowledge this world power status
      in the 20th century to the continuous wars of the 19th century,
      since the geographical expansion of the Russian Empire was just as efficient and rapid on land as the British
      Empire’s on the seas and oceans. Finally, the expected global dominance of the US in the 21st century is down to the three world wars it won in the 20th century.
    


    
      It seems as if the hundred-year-long historical waves of the modern period were based on the fact that it took
      roughly one hundred years for continental and global powers to vanquish their opponents and rise above all as the
      strongest party. The more or less regular 100-year-long waves of the modern period are determined by the hundred
      years it takes to establish world power status, which in turn usually suffices for around one hundred years of
      continental or global power status. After the English–French “Hundred Years’ War” before the modern period, the
      next century was dominated by the laughing third, Spain. Then the real winner in the protracted Spanish–French
      wars of the 16th century was the Netherlands in the next century. The real winner of the
      17th century Dutch–English clashes was France in the next century, then the winner of
      the continental Napoleonic Wars waged in parallel with the Franco–English Atlantic world war, for example the
      Franco–Russian war, was the British Empire in the next century. It seems as if the hundred-year-long historical
      rhythm was influenced by the fact that it takes roughly this much time for a new great power to become
      established in bloody wars. That country, however, gets the opportunity in exchange to control the events of the
      next century as the strongest power. Nonetheless, it must wage constant wars against its rivals, which weaken it:
      that is when the laughing third enters the picture.
    


    
      The 19th century seems to be the odd one out, because after 1815, the British Empire
      established peace on the continent based on the balance of power. Although there were European wars between 1815
      and 1914, the British Empire usually did not need to take part in them with its military force. However, it did
      take part with its intelligence, diplomatic and commercial and financial force, covertly rather than openly, but
      the British Empire’s interests were effectively and well-represented all throughout the 19th century’s events in Europe. The preservation of the balance of power required a covert
      diplomatic, political and financial war from the British Empire on the European continent between 1815 and 1914.
      It seems that in the 19th century the century’s leading power, the UK, enforced its
      political strategy, in this case peace based on the European balance of power, through covert wars, because this
      was enough to achieve its goals. Nevertheless, as a result of these covert wars, world power status had to be
      relinquished in the next century.
    


    
      Based on the historical wave theory, one might argue that European and American history in the modern period
      after 1492 is characterised by a succession of 100-year-long political and power cycles, which never coincide
      with history’s centuries but, oddly enough, follow a roughly 100-year rhythm. This is probably because all
      leading powers needed at least one hundred years prior to the height of their power to gather strength and
      develop subsequent continental and global power, then they received one century as a gift, but only to let a
      “laughing third” take over control in the next century.
    


    
      NECESSITY AND OPPORTUNITY
    


    
      At least judging from the nature of historical waves following the early modern period, it seems that after
      gathering strength in the 19th century for a long time, the US became the world power in
      the 20th century, and it needed to hand over the reins to another emerging power in the
      21st century. According to the rhythm and internal structure of history after the early
      modern period, however, a different conclusion should be drawn, namely that the US will become the true great
      power of the 21st century because it became the laughing third in the 20th century. Indeed, in the early 20th century the UK seemed to be
      strongest, in the middle of the century, between 1933 and 1945 Germany took over this role, and in the following
      decades the Soviet Union seemed to be the top power, in fact, the first half of the 20th
      century was marked by a long British–German world war and a short German–Russian war, and the US emerged as the
      laughing third from both. The other type of historical waves’ internal structure that emerged after the early
      modern period can also be detected in the second half of the 20th century. The US fought
      against the Soviet Union, just as when the two strong powers went head to head in the Franco–British Atlantic
      world wars of the 18th century. In the end, the British prevailed, and later the US did
      the same.
    


    
      In the modern-period history of Europe, the US and later the world (the 1492 discovery of America and its
      subsequent conquest ushered in the broadening of European history into world history), there seem to be two
      different chains of events. On the one hand, a laughing third emerges from the clash between the two strongest
      great powers. On the other hand, the weaker of the two great powers prevails and becomes the real winner of the
      following century. In the modern period’s historical waves, i.e., the curiously 100-year-old historical cycles,
      no world power has ever vanquished all of its rivals in two historical structures in a row. However, the US
      emerged victorious as the laughing third from the wars of the clashing British, German and Japanese forces in the
      first half of the 20th century, then in the century’s second half it won the deadly
      showdown typical of the other structure, since it became the sole world power by winning the Cold War. America’s
      true might, and even its internal historical fate, is best exemplified by the fact that it was able to win in
      both power structures of the modern period: both as a laughing third and the winner of the clash between the
      strongest powers.
    


    
      This is exceptional, so its reasons should be analysed closely. Before the modern period, Spain emerged as the
      laughing third from the “Hundred Years’ War” between the French and the British in the next century, then it
      clashed with France and other European powers, yet the Netherlands became the laughing third in the next century.
      Then the Netherlands also fought with the rising English, but France became the laughing third and the leading
      power in the next century. It sparred with Britain in the long Atlantic world wars, then the UK, rather than
      France, emerged victorious from this wrangle. Then the UK waged its covert wars against all the other powers
      while maintaining the 19th century balance of power, and yet the laughing third, the
      United States won in the first half of the 20th century.
    


    
      This is when America’s other great showdown started: first the US won the first half of the 20th century as the laughing third, then it vanquished the other great power in the second half of the
      century. Since 1492, no great power has ever won in both fights, never has any country managed to overcome its
      opponents as the laughing third and also in a two-power rivalry. No European power has ever been strong enough to
      win both types of clashes. This is because no great power could be established in Europe that would have been
      able to do so. The UK functioned in a different geographical structure, as a global empire, unlike earlier
      European powers. Although based on its overseas settlements, Spain had every right to act as a global empire, and
      France could claim to be one due to its North American colonies, however, compared to the British Empire, these
      were European continental powers that controlled land in other parts of the world, but they were not actually
      global empires.
    


    
      The rise of the UK and the expansion of the British Empire to other continents shows a shift in the structure of
      history. The 19th century was the first time after the fall of the Roman Empire when a
      European power, the UK, became a global empire, i.e., its dominance extended all over the world not only mainly
      on the European continent. This was last true about the Roman Empire, since it was based in the Mediterranean
      region but it spanned continents: Europe, Africa and Asia all gave provinces to the empire. Then the American
      Empire followed in the footsteps of the British Empire by emulating its strategy, as parts of the world were
      attached to its invisible empire not only on its own continent and Europe but also on other continents. The
      American Empire finished what the British Empire started, building a global empire traversing continents.
    


    
      Why did this turnaround occur in history’s structure? Why is it that not a single continental European great
      power has managed to establish a global empire beyond the edges of the continent since the fall of the Roman
      Empire? Why was the UK able to do this first, and why was the American Empire able to repeat it on a larger
      scale? One might argue that 1492 launched a series of events in history that logically led to the build-up of the
      British and the American global empire. The discovery of America expanded Europe’s horizon and geographical area
      more than the Roman Empire ever did. Campaigns in the Holy Land in the 12th and 13th
      century, the establishment of the Christian state outside Europe, Marco Polo’s travels to China and the
      commercial links to faraway continents opened up important channels for the European continent in the world, but
      they did not represent so much geographical expansion as the discovery of America. One might also argue that
      after the discovery of America it was only a matter of time before history’s logic would confer global empire
      status upon the strongest power on the new continent.
    


    
      Another answer may be Arnold Toynbee’s discovery, who claimed that history moves from the southeast to the
      northwest. It seems as if a straight line could be drawn from the southeast to the northwest between the Greek
      city-states and the establishment of the Roman Empire, and the city-states in northern Italy and the rise of
      Spain and the Low Countries, then later to the rule of the UK and the United States. Toynbee’s historical logic
      is based on a geographical compass, and when that is used, we arrive in the US.
    


    
      First the rise of the UK and then of the US can also be attributed to the conquest of the seas and oceans. Due to
      the conquest of the American continent, which was “empty” in the absence of any powerful civilisation, the most
      advanced civilisation on the planet, the strongest from political, military, economic and financial aspect,
      expanded to a new continent in two hundred years. This continent is surrounded by oceans therefore it is far from
      and equally close to everyone else. Actually, the US is in the middle of the whole planet, and even though the
      Chinese referred to their empire as the Middle Kingdom, compared to all other continents on the globe, it may be
      argued that America is in a position where it can reach and integrate other continents. If we spin our desk globe
      at home, there will always be a continent that falls in the middle, however, the US is in a better position than
      the others: it wields its power over land and sea because its land mass can be easily crossed. The UK was the
      same on a smaller scale, and it is no coincidence that it turned out to be the leading power of the
      19th century, becoming the first to establish a global empire after the Romans. The
      other European powers, irrespective of their strength and the distance covered by their conquerors and merchants,
      mainly dominated on land, whereas the UK and later the US became global powers on land and sea at the same time,
      on account of their geographical location and due to necessity and opportunities.
    


    
      The US has emulated the UK’s example on a larger scale, having established greater control over the seas besides
      its greater land power at home. Empires on land tend to isolate themselves, as we have seen in the case of
      Europe, India and China. One might assert that the fact that a Chinese emperor stopped the Chinese navy’s venture
      of expanding the empire in the 15th century was a coincidence, but actually it was not,
      just like many other historical events. China has strong roots on land because it provides the country with huge
      and ample opportunities, therefore it has never been forced to start maritime conquests in its history, and no
      country, just like no person, grasps the opportunity if it is not forced to do so. Spain also launched America’s
      discovery as the crown’s brave quest, it was not forced to do so, American gold and silver simply fell into their
      laps, but it was easy come, easy go.
    


    
      However, the British and the Americans were forced to use the opportunity because conquering the seas and oceans
      was a matter of life and death for the British Isles and also the United States, which conquered the large North
      American continent. If they had not acted, someone would have done so, and they perceived this as a threat. Just
      as there has always been a struggle for controlling land during the course of recorded history, there has always
      been one for controlling the seas and oceans, and naturally, countries that had access to the sea were at an
      advantage in this. Especially those that not only had the opportunity to control the seas but were also forced to
      do so. The English knew full well how important the seas were, because until 1066 the history of the British
      Isles was defined by the recurring waves of conquerors from the sea. The newly born United States was also
      acutely aware of how important control over the oceans was, since the English, Dutch and French settlers and the
      Spanish and Portuguese in the south crossed the ocean to conquer the new continent.
    


    
      Therefore, the seas and oceans presented a constant threat to them, and only a stronger navy provided any defence
      against this. Just as the great powers in continental Europe raised lines of defence, cities and castles on land
      (for example the French built the Maginot Line on the eve of the Second World War) or lines of defence along the
      European borders offering military protection, the great powers surrounded by seas and oceans built navies. This
      proved to be decisive from the perspective of both the UK and the US, because the Industrial Revolution gave them
      inventions that could be used to increase the initial advantage on the seas and oceans to a huge advantage later.
    


    
      The above-mentioned question could also be answered by declaring that the rise of the UK and later the US was
      supported by the seas and oceans, because they provided an incentive for securing future advantages arising from
      controlling the seas. Those who control the seas and the oceans, will control trade and finance across
      continents, then they will also acquire control over other fields: intelligence, diplomacy, politics and military
      force. Due to its geographical location, Japan has always been an outsider to Atlantic history, but its rise
      follows the same pattern. In fact, the economic and financial rise of the East Asian Tigers in the second half of
      the 20th century was also the result of the fact that they were forced to venture out to
      the seas and oceans, because this necessity serendipitously coincided with an expansion in trade.
    


    
      The final answer to the original question is thus that the American Empire’s rise and the fact that it became the
      sole global empire was the result of the concurrence of necessity and opportunity: a navy had to be built to
      protect the newly acquired continental dominance. The inhabitants of the British Isles and later the American
      continent were also driven towards building a navy by the necessity of trading, since by crossing the seas and
      oceans, they could engage in trade with nations that were more advanced and richer. China and India merely had to
      reach faraway places by land where merchants could buy and sell, while the British and the Americans needed ships
      to do so.
    


    
      AMERICA AND THE ROMAN EMPIRE
    


    
      Why does it seem as if today’s American Empire was the spitting image of the ancient Roman Empire? We feel so,
      because America’s leading political institutions were modelled on the Romans, and the Congress and the Senate
      hark back to the Roman Empire in name, structure and even architectural style. How can a new global empire rise
      two thousand years after the Roman Empire whose power increasingly resembles the influence Rome enjoyed two
      thousand years ago? Although there are major differences between their functioning, there are fundamental
      similarities. This book is not about the comparison of the Roman Empire and the American Empire, it merely seeks
      to ascertain why modern-day American citizens may feel that Roman citizens living two thousand years ago are
      their distant cousins.
    


    
      One decisive factor may be that both empires were established based on water and connecting the continents. The
      American Empire’s controlling role today rests on its dominance on the seas and oceans, and it also owes its rise
      to this. Despite all its conquests on land and its colonies on the European continent, the Roman Empire was
      essentially the empire of the Mediterranean Sea. Its dominance on land rested on trade in the Mediterranean:
      goods from the Greek state, Egyptian grain and other treasures from Africa all made their way to Rome via sea.
      There were also Roman trade routes and famous military roads in continental Europe, but two thousand years ago
      the Roman Empire’s power actually hinged on two things: dominance on land and control over the Mediterranean Sea.
    


    
      Just as the Roman Empire adopted many patterns from Greek city-states and islands, the US adopted several
      imperial examples from the British and Europeans. This is no coincidence, since small trade “empires” were first
      built by the Greek in the Mediterranean, which integrated continents, then the Roman Empire established its
      dominance by keeping the tradition and example of the Greek city-states’ control over the sea, which was
      supplemented with dominance on land. The UK and the British Isles were in a similar situation as the Greek
      city-states and islands, because their area was relatively small compared to the neighbouring large continent,
      Europe. This was another reason why the UK could not remain an empire on land, it had to venture out to the high
      seas. The US could have been content with its dominance on a whole continent, but that was “empty” at the time of
      the country’s inception. Native Americans could be used as trading partners, but it seemed to be much more
      lucrative to establish a trade connection to Europe and then Asia. This also required ships, just like earlier in
      the case of the British, and even earlier in the case of the Romans and the Greeks. Just as the Roman Empire
      continued the legacy of Hellenic civilisation, the two English-speaking empires in later times also continued its
      legacy in many aspects, especially from the perspective that they were pushed towards control over the seas by
      necessity and opportunities, just like their distant forerunners. Why did neither Athens nor Sparta become a
      millennial empire, why did Rome? Why did the US continue the legacy of the global empire rather than the UK?
    


    
      The decisive reason is perhaps that both the Roman Empire and the American Empire could first start preparing for
      the great task far from the strongest powers of the given age. Rome was established far from Asian empires and
      the rich and strong Greek city-states and islands, so it had time to prepare and gather strength. After the first
      settlers arrived, the US was far from the struggles of the European great powers for a long time, so it had time
      to prepare and gather strength before the great wars of the 20th century. From the
      perspective of creating a future empire, it was perfectly located geographically, which was supplemented by
      another fortunate factor. It did not have to fight for control over the seas immediately, at the time of its
      inception and during the sensitive decades and centuries after it. Rome had to win in the Punic Wars, just as the
      United States had to win the War of Independence against the British, but the truly great wars that led to the
      rise of the empires had to be waged only later. Both empires first had to wage internal civil wars after
      acquiring independence and freedom, and the civil wars of the Gracchi brothers, then of Gaius Marius and Sulla
      resemble the civil wars waged by American states against each other. After the internal civil strife was settled,
      both great powers embarked on building a global empire, and both of them achieved their goal due to their
      victories in great wars.
    


    
      The US can feel like a distant relation, or even a successor, to the Roman Empire because it tackled similar
      hurdles and crises during its empire-building as did Rome. The necessity and opportunity of creating an empire
      arising from the geographical location became reality in both cases because they conquered the seas and oceans
      linking the continents, which enabled them to build an empire driven by their double dominance on land and sea.
    


    
      From the perspective of historical waves, it seems as if human history is also comprised of 2,000-year cycles. If
      today’s American Empire is a distant relative, and even a successor, to the Roman Empire, a strong global empire
      like Rome was born two thousand years later. The circumstances of the empire’s inception, the phases and sources
      of empire-building seem to be very similar, which leads to another question: how long will the American Empire
      last? If history has wave nature like matter and light, are there historical waves that help build a new empire
      every two thousand years? If today’s American Empire is truly a relation, and even successor, to the Roman
      Empire, should we expect centuries of rule from it rather than a sudden downfall? We have already seen examples
      of historical waves in politics, society and the economy, not to mention intellectual currents, art and fashions
      eras, but we did not look beyond the roughly 100-year-long cycles. Could there be longer cycles, spanning two
      thousand years? Fortunately, this does not need to be answered, the only question is whether the structural
      similarities and historical analogies between the Roman Empire and today’s American Empire are sufficient to make
      the 21st century America’s century?
    


    
      THE AMERICAN EMPIRE’S FUTURE
    


    
      The lessons from the centuries following the early modern period make it likely that the American Empire will
      fall in the first decades of the 21st century. This is widely expected, and proponents
      of this theory point to the historical logic that after the fall of the Soviet Union and the Soviet world order,
      the great enemy, the US, could also disappear. Indeed, one of the lessons from the modern period is that often a
      laughing third emerges victorious from a deadly struggle in the following century. Why could not Japan, China,
      India or the European Union be the laughing third of the 21st century by prevailing over
      the winner of the deadly struggle between the Americans and the Soviets in the second half of the 20th century?
    


    
      It is difficult to understand the nature of history, because the “laughing third” structure and the
      “winner-of-the-struggle” structure vary. However, the US was able to win both during the 20th century, which has never been done in the centuries after the early modern period. As the United
      States is the first modern empire since the Roman Empire to have become a global empire by winning in both,
      structurally different, types of struggles in the modern period, neither of the previous scenarios is bound to
      happen. The whole 21st century may fall into the lap of the US that won the
      American–Soviet struggle in the second half of the 20th century, just as the
      19th century fell into the lap of the UK after the long Franco–British Atlantic world
      war in the 18th century. Or the 21st century may play the
      “laughing third” game, so that neither party wins after half a century of American–Soviet struggle, and instead,
      with a tricky turn of events, a third empire emerges victorious.
    


    
      However, the American Empire’s present structure is fundamentally similar to the structure and functioning of the
      Roman Empire, which could result in a third type of scenario in the 21st century. The
      beginning of the “laughing third” game is familiar: a third power emerges victorious after the fight between two
      strong powers. Later, the winner is forced to go head to head with a new, emerging power, and it is ultimately
      defeated. This happened to Spain and later France, and it may also happen to the US. Nevertheless, judging from
      the structural similarities between the Roman Empire and the US, another likely scenario is that the US acquires
      so much power in the 21st century that enables it to crush the strengthening contenders
      one by one and enjoy imperial advantages. Rome existed for around one thousand years, or, if the Byzantine Empire
      is considered the successor to the Roman Empire, it functioned as an empire for at least a thousand years. In the
      mid-20th century, Germany already dreamt about building a new thousand-year empire, and
      earlier European continental powers also toyed with the idea of maintaining their newly acquired empire for
      centuries and millennia and not just for a couple of decades.
    


    
      Since the US played well in the “laughing third” and the “winner-of-the-struggle” games, and it also considers
      itself a relation and successor to the Roman Empire of two thousand years ago, the 21st
      century may be America’s century. The real opportunity for this is provided not by historical analogies and the
      past, but by the fact that history’s structure has changed again. In the modern period, the power that conquered
      the seas and oceans clearly acquired increasing influence first in Europe then in the whole world, however,
      history turned towards another dimension. In the 21st century, the real source of power
      is not control over land and sea, but control over the “softer” domains of thought and communication. During the
      whole history of European Christianity, no new European great power could permanently emerge after the fall of
      the Roman Empire that would have functioned as a continental empire after defeating all its rivals, yet the
      invisible empire of intellect and thought was established. This was the Christian Europe. The Roman Empire
      unified the material and the spiritual, in other words the visible and the invisible empires, because both were
      controlled by Rome. The Roman Empire’s laws, Latin language, architectural discoveries, lifestyle and habits, its
      accounting techniques that were crucial in economic and commercial affairs and many other intellectual and
      cultural products ensured Rome’s invisible power within the empire.
    


    
      Today, the world’s distant places are joined in an invisible empire by American laws and thoughts, behavioural
      patterns and lifestyle, movies and books as well as the American interests and values that determine the
      structure of the global economy and world trade. The US has a chance to win the 21st
      century because it is simultaneously a material and a spiritual empire, a visible and invisible framework, by
      being the successor to the Roman Empire. The empire is not supported merely by double control over land and sea,
      but also by the invisible control over thoughts and communication. According to the historical wave theory, the
      21st century could also be controlled by the American Empire, whose structure and
      functioning as well as the sources of its power are related to the very durable Roman Empire and also include the
      most important resource of the 21st century: knowledge and information. The US will be
      able to preserve its imperial clout and current exclusive dominance in the world as long as it controls knowledge
      and information.
    


    
      This is a turning point in history’s structure, we have left the modern period. The era between 1492 and 1989,
      the modern period, has actually ended, and now something new starts. The age following the modern period hinges
      on control over symbols and concepts rather than land and sea. Primarily on intellectual capacity rather than
      material power. The British and the American Empire’s power based on control over the seas and oceans will be
      replaced by control over global information flows and communication in the 21st century.
      The American Empire owes its real power to the fact that it has become the top country in the fields of
      knowledge, information and communication, the true sources of power in the age following the modern period.
      Rather than being content with the tools of controlling land and sea, which ensured success in the modern period,
      and rather than being content with the traditional political, military and economic tools, it has acquired a huge
      advantage in the control over the number one resource of the age following the modern period.
    


    
      The real similarity between the Roman Empire and today’s American Empire is that Rome consolidated control over
      the fields that served as the sources of power in earlier historical eras, and the US does the same in the
      present day. Rome consolidated land and sea power, since control over the Mediterranean and land of the provinces
      on other continents were the sources of the empire’s authority. The US has taken this one step further: in an
      extremely creative fashion, it abandons control over land, keeps control over the seas and oceans, and adds to
      that control over knowledge and global information flows. The US is a truly creative power, because it has learnt
      from the mistakes of the losers of the 20th century. The Chinese emperors sought to
      create a huge land-based empire in China, the National Socialist Germany aimed to establish a land-based empire
      spanning from the middle of Europe to the Eurasian landmass, the Soviet Union, a Eurasian power, mainly strove
      for dominance on land, and all the other small powers wished to acquire territories. By contrast, the US has
      realised that power does not stem from direct control over land but from control over the seas and oceans as well
      as a new “area”, knowledge and information flows.
    


    
      This is absolutely brilliant, because if the US attempted to couple control over the seas and oceans as well as
      global information flows with territorial control over large continents, this greed would certainly lead to
      failure. However, the US is wiser and that is why it is the true successor to the Roman Empire: it merely wishes
      to maintain two types of control, namely, control over the seas and information flows, just as Rome kept control
      over land and sea. Rome gave up full intellectual and religious control within and outside its empire (one only
      needs to think of the popularity of not only the Roman gods but also other Asian religions in the Roman Empire,
      because the former were not prohibited or persecuted, with the exception of Christianity), and now the US gives
      up global territorial control to acquire something much more important: control over information flows. The US
      can remain an empire due to its self-restraint, and its influence is reinforced by the conquest of a new
      “territory”. It eschews territorial control but conquers global information flows in the domain of the spiritual
      and intellect.
    


    
      This gives the US an opportunity to transcend the modern period’s historical structure, where the rival powers
      clashed in a religious and ideological guise, but the battles were actually fought on land and sea. Today, the
      American Empire rests on two pillars, just as the Roman Empire in earlier times, but, unlike in the case of its
      distant relative, the pillars are not both material (land and sea), one of them is intellectual. Now control is
      exerted over the sea and global information flows. The US could lose this new, third type of game in the
      21st century if it lost its newly acquired control over global information flows, or if
      the age of knowledge and information was replaced by a new, unprecedented historical era. Americans consider the
      first danger greater, because they increasingly control global communication and information flows. The other
      course would be the emergence of a brand-new historical era, in which power would stem from something other than
      human labour, land, natural resources, capital, money and knowledge, but this does not seem to be on the horizon.
      Actually, the third wave has only just started, and even though history is accelerating, the new age based on
      knowledge and information is unlikely to run its full course in a couple of decades. And even then, the US would
      have a great chance to preserve its global empire status, since it would have the most resources out of all the
      great powers to utilise the now unknown resource.
    


    
      THE ”HISTORICAL DNA”
    


    
      The Roman Empire based its authority on acquiring land, natural resources and physical labour, i.e., territorial
      rule and control over the Mediterranean. The American Empire mimics the reverse of this power structure, because
      it relinquishes land, keeps control over the seas and adds another dimension: control over global information
      flows. This is a reverse structure because by nature, information is the opposite of land and territory. In
      contrast to land, information has no material dimension, it is not bound, on the contrary, it flows freely, it is
      light, not heavy, it is quick, not slow, no property can be obtained on it, at least not permanently, it is not
      exhausted when used, on the contrary, it expands, and it is an infinite rather than finite resource. The
      structures of the two empires resemble each other in that both of them based power on two sources, but they were
      also opposites. The global power of the US rests on control over the world’s oceans rather than the Mediterranean
      on the one hand, and the opposite of land and territory, i.e., information, on the other hand.
    


    
      The depths of the “ocean of knowledge” have given us glimpses of the abundance of knowledge and information that
      may form the basis of America’s power in the 21st century. The US now concentrates on
      acquiring the knowledge of individuals and accumulated knowledge in business networks. This includes the
      acquisition of ideas, thoughts, technological information and business strategies, just as in familiarity with
      the human genome and its special groups, or the control over knowledge hidden in the genetic code of plants and
      animals. It has been shown that unlike the Roman Empire, the US attracts immigrants and capital from the world,
      while Rome did the opposite, and took settlers and capital everywhere. This is also reverse copying, just like
      the fact that the US does not follow the political strategy of the Roman Empire, it employs the reverse instead.
      The Roman Empire used brute military force to keep provinces in line, and the provinces did not have to have
      affection for Rome, they simply had to fear it. However, the US typically and usually follows the opposite
      strategy. Under normal circumstances, America’s military might does not have to be feared, as the country
      attempts to tie in to the empire the citizens and communities living in faraway places through the adoption of
      emotions, intellectual currents, thoughts, fashion and behavioural and lifestyle patterns. The US does not
      suppress the different parts of the empire through brute force, it attracts them through soft power. It acts as
      an irresistible force that attracts talented and hard-working people, and the patterns of American lifestyle and
      thinking act like little magnets by attracting people’s way of life, fashion and thinking even in the faraway
      corners of the world.
    


    
      Consequently, the US copies the reverse of Rome’s approach both in terms of the sources and of the pillars of
      power, which can be observed in the fields of the empire’s functioning and also in the area of individual
      freedom. The Roman Empire was based on slavery, hardly the ultimate state of human freedom. Rome did not bring
      freedom to the world, instead it offered the peace of the empire through empire-building wars. The Roman Empire
      provided the provinces with civilisation, infrastructure, the rule of law, peaceful trade and imperial safety but
      not freedom. Of course, the provinces could not be independent, and the subjects living there could not be free
      either. In the spirit of the Founding Fathers, the United States did not follow this Roman example, as the US
      aims not only to ensure free trade and unrestricted capital flows but also to expand individual freedoms and
      promote national independence. Of course, America’s history and political strategy is tainted by many
      interventions, mainly in South and Latin America, a few misguided American wars, the sometimes active support of
      oppressive regimes and assistance in establishing the Soviet Empire in Yalta and Tehran.
    


    
      Nevertheless, the US has been the standard-bearer of individual freedoms and national independence in the world
      over the course of the past two hundred years. In the end, Central and Eastern European countries managed to
      break free from the Soviet Empire’s framework with American help, just as the country twice prevented the
      creation of a German Europe instead of a European Germany. It supports the democratic transition of earlier
      dictatorships also to promote commercial and business interests (although the Monroe Doctrine represents an
      exception in its own backyard), therefore individual freedoms spread, and citizens in many countries enjoy more
      freedom than under the earlier oppressive regimes. The US truly differs from the former countries that attempted
      to build empires mainly through territorial conquests, because those efforts always entailed the subjugation of
      the people and nations living on the occupied and annexed territories, i.e., taking away of their freedom and
      independence. The fact that the US does not want to conquer land, because the empire is built on two other
      pillars, also means that it is not interested in restricting individual freedoms and national independence.
    


    
      It can promote its national and imperial interests and commercial and financial goals through a wide range of
      subtle techniques that do not require the restriction of individual freedoms and the relinquishment of national
      independence, on the contrary, they call for democracy and national sovereignty that is still preserved in this
      global age. Currently, the US does not endeavour to build a new great-power, i.e., a heavily centralised,
      European Union through its Europe policy, but a constantly expanding and unifying continent where no new
      centralised empire can emerge. This allows the nations and countries uniting in the European Union during the
      harmonisation of Europe to preserve a large portion of their sovereignty, as if a new land-based European empire
      was in the making. Just as all throughout its history, the US promotes the value of freedom and pursues its
      commercial interests in the world at the same time, and it behaves practically the same in the role of a global
      empire as at the time of the Founding Fathers. Its peaceful trading nature constantly entangled it in wars back
      then, too, and despite its current global imperial wars, deep down it has remained a peaceful trader, a liberal
      empire.
    


    
      This link between the Roman Empire and today’s American Empire seems to support the theory of 2,000-year-long
      historical waves. In fact, just like the double helix of DNA, two empires in the same place, i.e., the same
      historical moment, resemble or mirror each other, just as the two chains of DNA’s double helix. We can observe
      the two empires at the same position in the 2,000-year historical cycle, therefore their parallel structure seems
      to suggest that history not only has wave nature but also a spiral structure similar to the double helix of DNA.
      Perhaps this special historical genetic material, this special historical DNA reminds us of the arrangement of
      genes because genes and history both record knowledge and information in a material structure. As a general rule,
      genes carry the message in their structure, which therefore records the information, just as in the case of
      2,000-year-long historical waves where the structures of the two empires carry the message, i.e., knowledge and
      information.
    


    
      The US can function today as the distant relative and even successor of the Roman Empire because it has the same
      structure, only in reverse, as Rome. This reverse copying of the Roman Empire shows that there is a special
      historical gene at play here, which, similar to the genetic make-up of living organisms, consists of two chains,
      in this case two empires that mirror each other. Letting our imagination roam free for a moment, we may even
      suppose that the double helix of human genes builds a spatial structure in living organisms and a temporal
      structure in history.
    


    
      NEW THIRTY YEARS’WAR
    


    
      11 September 2001 marked the start of the New Thirty Years’ War against global terrorism. Then, the military
      operations in Afghanistan and Iraq also launched a traditional war, which will be followed by further campaigns
      in the decades ahead. The global war on terror is only one of the theatres of this New Thirty Years’ War. The
      other, perhaps more important, theatre is between the US and its rivals, where American strategists wage constant
      economic and financial war against the country’s competitors. In the Thirty Years’ War between 1618 and 1648,
      there were two simultaneous conflicts, and although one of them was visible, while the other was more covert, the
      parties knew full well all along that they were actually fighting two wars. In the long war of the 17th century, Protestant Europe clashed with Catholic Europe, but in the background the Habsburg
      Empire fought against the powers allied against it, which comprised of both Protestants and Catholics.
    


    
      Today, one of the fronts represents religious warfare, because radical Islamists battle with Christian
      civilisation. Although the followers of the five major world religions fight in great numbers in several places
      around the world, we are not witnessing a fight between Buddhism and Islam or Hinduism and Islam, but between
      Christianity and Islam. However, the other front of the New Thirty Years’ War is even more important, where, of
      course, the fight is for the oil and natural gas reserves in the Middle East, in other words for the geopolitical
      location itself, and the pre-emptive Iraq War also ensure the safety of Israel, which is acting as the outpost of
      the American Empire. As we have seen in the case of the oil price shock of the 1970s, oil, and increasingly also
      natural gas can be wielded as strategic weapons in global economic and financial wars. The US cannot give up
      control over this strategic weapon, and this is partly the reason why other imperial interests clash in the guise
      of a religious war.
    


    
      Why will this escalate into a military conflict potentially spanning decades? American strategists believe that
      pre-emptive strikes are needed in the countries and regions that represent a potential threat to America’s
      supremacy in the world. There are no developments in intelligence, military power and political influence that
      would necessitate such pre-emptive strikes. On the other hand, the technological, economic, commercial and
      financial fronts do exhibit such examples, as in the early 21st century, America’s peers
      could return to the path of rapid and successful recovery and economic convergence after the Second World War.
      However, the 2001 to 2003 slump in the US indicated to American strategic analysts that a newly unified Europe, a
      newly strengthening Japan and a dynamically growing China may challenge the American economy’s supremacy in the
      world in the first decades of the 21st century. The introduction of the euro is a
      challenge to the dollar that calls for a response, possibly even in the form of pre-emptive economic and
      financial wars. Japan’s long stagnation of the entire 1990s has also ended, and the Japanese economy found a way
      to reach the Chinese economy, which revived the Japanese threat of the 1980s.
    


    
      These factors together may make the US extend the principle of pre-emptive strikes from traditional wars to
      economic and financial wars, too. The similarity between the Thirty Years’ War in Europe between 1618 and 1648
      and the present years and decades is due to the fact that the fight is for absolute power, European hegemony in
      the 17th century and global dominance today, in the guise of a religious war. This is
      why the fronts are unclear, and those seeing only a religious war may be misled, because events in the economic
      and especially financial wars are more important.
    


    
      Oil in the Middle East is a priority for American strategists because the European Union and Japan depend more
      heavily on Middle Eastern oil transports than the US. And American strategists wish to collect everything that it
      can use as trump cards later in the game. The “oil” card and the “natural gas” card may be useful if Russia
      turned aggressive toward the European Union, demanding non-market compensation for the transportation of energy.
      However, the real value of the Middle East is not natural resources but the region’s geographical location. The
      new American strategy has divided the world into regions. NAFTA, the North American Free Trade Agreement, is
      under American control. The European continent’s number one power is the European Union, and American strategists
      focus on turning the EU into a “junior partner”. Just as the UK assumed the role of the junior partner in the
      Second World War and after it, the same role was conferred upon the European Union in the strategic developments
      and military conflicts of the 21st century. Australia and New Zealand are part of the
      English-speaking civilisation, and although they increasingly turn towards Asia from an economic perspective,
      they are America’s allies in intelligence, diplomacy, military operations and financial warfare.
    


    
      The strengthening of East Asia, China and India and the deepening of Japan’s economic roots raise the question
      for the US whether a new Asian great power could be expected to rise in the first half of the 21st century. If this happens, the European Union, English-speaking countries and even Russia should
      be allies, they cannot be allowed to turn into enemies. The US has a two-pronged European Union policy: first, it
      has to prevent the newly unifying Europe from challenging its supremacy, and second, it has to define the EU’s
      place clearly in the system of America’s allies as the junior partner. This double, and often self-contradictory,
      strategy is pursued by the US using three tools. It supports the enlargement of the European Union, because that
      weakens the Franco–German axis and strengthens countries clustering around the UK. The second tool works by
      establishing policies and strategies in the European Union’s common institutions based on the American example as
      well as installing reliable leaders from an American perspective. European leaders who believe in and are
      interested in an American alliance are important and invisible figures in this sensitive strategy, which needs to
      simultaneously achieve two contrasting goals: prevent the EU from becoming a global empire and foster its
      strengthening that provides the US with an effective and reliable ally for the wars of the 21st century.
    


    
      The third tool that the US wields increasingly successfully in its dual policy regarding the European Union is to
      place pressure on European economies, especially the crucial German and French economies. This pressure comes
      from two sides. Increasing competition from China and the Asian economy as a whole poses a challenge to the
      advanced economies of the European Union, and the American market model (lower taxes, more flexible labour
      market, smaller state, larger role of financial institutions) also puts the European Union, especially Germany
      and France, under stress. It is no coincidence that today the German economy experiences the greatest
      difficulties in the European Union, because that was where the European social market economy was established
      first and with the greatest success, which is challenged most by the Anglo-Saxon, especially American, free
      market economic model.
    


    
      American strategists have realised that the larger the European Union gets, the greater the American influence
      can be, and the greater the powers of common institutions are, the more important American allies in key
      positions become. They have also realised that the greater competition Asia means to the European Union, the
      sooner countries previously functioning as European social market economies will be forced to introduce elements
      of the American free market model.
    


    
      Actually, in the first half of the 21st century, the greatest threat to the US is not
      posed by Asia but the potential political, military and economic integration of the European Union and Russia.
      This is because the Asian challenge lacks the political and military power, and its economic and financial
      strength is also divided, unlike in the merger where the European Union would provide the economic clout and
      Russia would bring the natural resources. The US attaches secondary importance to the Asian challenge in the
      21st century, and it believes that the alliance between the European Union and Russia is
      a more important threat than that. The greatest challenge is the association between the Franco–German axis and
      Russia, because that would give the European social market economy model breathing space. Russia would offer an
      almost unlimited market to the European Union’s leading economies, of course mainly to the French and German
      economies, and it could give also almost unlimited natural resources in exchange to its ally.
    


    
      The gravest threat to the US would be if Russia let the European Union access its practically unharnessed
      intellectual power. The scientific and R&D capacities built during the Soviet system were on par with
      America’s, and although the empire that used the intellectual power for intelligence, military and technological
      research has disappeared, that power still exists, albeit in a dormant state. If the European Union had a chance
      to integrate not only Russian military power and natural resources but also Russian intellectual power into the
      European economy, that would pose a truly major challenge to the US. Strangely enough, high oil prices mitigate
      this risk, because high oil revenues do not make Russian leaders interested in accelerating the integration
      between the European Union and Russia, especially in offering their latent, unharnessed intellectual power. An
      impoverished and cornered Russia would probably have no other opportunity but to let Russian scientists and
      researchers leave the country who would become America’s competitors in joint European research projects.
    


    
      However, the merger of the Franco–German axis and the Russian military, economic and intellectual power is an
      even more serious challenge to the American Empire. The core strategic objective of National Socialist Germany
      was to establish an empire in the middle of Europe extending towards the east and bridging continents. According
      to Hitler’s strategy, a land-based empire comprising Germany, Czechoslovakia, the Ukraine and the Caucasus could
      have been based on natural resources and energy, which, coupled with German industrial technology and the masses
      of local skilled workers, would have made Germany invincible first in Europe, then in the whole world. This
      German strategy would have later extended the empire’s control over large countries in the Eurasian region, for
      example China and India, integrating them into Europe from the continent. The alliance between the Franco–German
      political and economic axis and Russia flashes back to this strange historical analogy for the US, namely, that
      after winning the Second World War and helping Europe recover, and after winning the Cold War, they are faced
      with a Eurasian land-based empire that Hitler attempted to build and they successfully demolished. That is why
      the US needs to prevent, with all available means, the European Union, especially the Franco–German axis, from
      entering into a rapid and deep integration with Russia.
    


    
      On this point, we should take another glance at Asia. The greatest challenge to the US in the first half of the
      21st century would be a European–Russian alliance, which could potentially realise
      Hitler’s plan to integrate large swathes of the Eurasian continent, especially China and India, from Europe.
      Therefore, the most promising strategy for the US is to delay the European–Russian integration on the one hand,
      and draw closer to Asia on the other hand, not only on the seas but also on land. This is where the Middle East
      comes into the picture, since the Islamic world is still a huge challenge for the US. The 300 to 400 million
      people in the Arab world are heavily divided from a religious, political and economic perspective, still the Arab
      world is a uniform global region. American strategists divided up the world into large regions, and they wish to
      acquire influence over as many of them as possible. We can see that the world is now not divided into two, as
      during the Cold War, it is rather seen as the combination of large regions. The Arab world is one of those
      regions, and its advantages include not only oil and natural gas, but also its natural geographical proximity to
      Asia. Of course, the overall American strategy seeks to take control of all the regions, but strategists are
      aware that China and India would be too much for the empire, therefore it has to draw nearer to them
      geographically and by all other means. The Afghanistan and Iraq War, just as the wars in the Middle East expected
      for the next decades, are about oil and natural gas as well as geography, or in other words, Asia. The Middle
      East is a uniform region, which is invaluable because it is close to Asia on land.
    


    
      In the New Thirty Years’ War, the fact that the European Union’s societies have not realised the importance of
      the American–European alliance as well as of the smaller and larger partnerships cause a headache to the US. By
      contrast, the idea of the American–European, also known as the Atlantic alliance is stronger in common
      institutions of the European Union than in the heads of citizens of the Member States and the leaders of nation
      states. That is why the US supports the creation of the European Union’s common institutions, as there it can
      make more friends than enemies.
    


    
      Ironically, the Atlantic alliance strengthens as the European Union’s institutions gather power, but so do the
      thoughts envisaging the European Union as the senior partner or global empire. As we have seen in 17th century France, the more mature the central power’s institutions become, the greater the appetite
      of the increasingly unified new authority grows. In the 18th century, France, built on
      an increasingly strong central power, attempted to acquire control over the Atlantic Ocean, then, during the
      Napoleonic Wars, it made an attempt at securing even more power on continental Europe with another round of
      centralisation. Consequently, the strengthening of the European Union’s common institutions represents risks, and
      not only an opportunity for the US, because the European Union can easily enter on the warpath just as France in
      the 17th and 18th century: both the age and the situation are
      similar.
    


    
      In another historical quirk, the strengthening of Europe’s common institutions also entails the weakening of
      Europe’s democratic political structures. The US was transformed into an aristocratic democracy in the decades
      following the 1861 to 1865 Civil War, then the power of the elite continued to grow during subsequent wars on
      account of centralisation, and large-scale wealth accumulation, the First World War, Second World War and the
      Cold War also pointed towards this. The European Union’s Member States are mostly real popular democracies. The
      establishment of the European Union’s common institutions and the European constitution are actually later
      manifestations of the American Constitution, because just as the leading democratic institutions in the US were
      not democratic even at the time of their inception, the same holds true for common European institutions. Key
      European Union leaders are far from being elected directly, and although European Parliament elections are
      democratic, only a minor fraction of voters participate in them, therefore they cannot be considered to be the
      forums of popular democracy. The further strengthening of the European Union’s common institutions may entail the
      abatement of European popular democracies and the build-up of a new European aristocratic political structure in
      the first decades of the 21st century. This parallels the French absolutism that emerged
      after the unification of France in the 17th century. Just as absolutism was deeply
      rooted in 17th century spirit and functioning, the new absolutism and aristocratic
      political structure are also deeply rooted in the European Union’s common institutions of 21st century Europe as European unity inevitably deepens and strengthens.
    


    
      The public of the European Union and especially political and economic elite of large continental Member States
      have not recognised the very close interdependence between the civilisation of the third wave built on knowledge
      and information and the regions and countries in that wave. While earlier there was a primarily political and
      military alliance between the two sides of the Atlantic, in the 21st century this has
      become an alliance based on a new economic footing. The most important feature of information is that it becomes
      more when consumed, therefore in the 21st century structure based on knowledge,
      cooperation becomes more crucial than competition because the former expands information the fastest. The largest
      industrial countries in the second wave, such as China, India, Brazil, Indonesia and partly also Russia, may pose
      a global challenge to third-wave countries. The clash between the civilisations is less likely than the civil
      wars within large emerging industrial countries and fights between large industrial countries, but there is still
      a chance for this.
    


    
      Today, there is basically one power that can withstand these regional or global wars: the American Empire. Only a
      strong US can prevent future clashes between civilisations and wars between large emerging industrial countries,
      just as in most of the 19th century the British Empire was able to preserve European
      stability based on the balance of power. Then the industrial strengthening of Germany upset the balance of power,
      which was followed by the long British–German world war in the 20th century.
    


    
      In the 21st century, the only way to avoid a repeat of the 20th
      century world war between the rapidly strengthening Asian powers is if the US prevents it, and this is one of the
      reasons why its strength as a global empire is required. Nowadays, the US serves the interests of the entire
      global economy by pursuing its own interests, because in times of war, not only muses fall silent, but trade is
      also suspended. The current functioning of the American Empire does not in any way mean that everything that the
      US does for preserving the asymmetric global order is right, but it means that it has assumed a role that can
      actually be fulfilled by only one empire: the preservation of global stability and security.
    


    
      AMERICA’S EXTENDED FAMILY
    


    
      The Roman Empire seems to represent the true grandparents of the US, since the latter’s structure, strategy and
      functioning most resembles the Roman Empire from 2,000 years ago, especially the empire in the 1st century. It has been shown that the US has learnt a lot from the 19th
      century British Empire, and it resembles the latter in many respects. As if it was the younger brother who did
      better, but only with the older brother’s help. While discussing the topic of America’s extended family, one may
      ask who the parents are.
    


    
      Besides the period around 2,000 years ago, the present-day America’s, and our world’s, other close relative is
      the 17th century, specifically the Thirty Years’ War. The great powers of this similar
      century represent America’s parents, just as the grandparent was the Roman Empire and the brother was the British
      Empire. Among the 17th century European powers, Spain can definitely lay claim to the
      father’s role based on its thirst for power, occasional aggressiveness, unappeasable greed and military might.
      The Netherlands can also rightly claim to be the parent, since the American Empire’s maturity in trade and
      finances, its financial innovations and even its methods in financial warfare are undeniably related to the
      Netherlands. The allied Protestant powers in the 17th century Thirty Years’ War could
      also assert that they were the parents, since today’s America is very conservative and has a Protestant
      disposition, and these features are becoming increasingly marked. The features familiar from the faces of some
      former American presidents seem to be mirrored by a few 17th century countries.
      President Jackson’s harsh features can be detected in Spain, President Hamilton’s features can be seen in the
      Netherlands, and even President Jefferson seems to appear on the face of Protestants that has freedom written all
      over it (religious freedom in the past, and now individual freedom).
    


    
      America’s current structure and functioning is related to three different ages. Perhaps it most resembles its
      grandparent, because the ties are the strongest between the Roman Empire from 2,000 years ago and the current
      global situation of the US. It is also similar to the world of Europe in the 17th
      century (roughly 400 years ago), it behaves partly like its parents, and partly (as anyone) unlike them. Finally,
      it can look up to the British Empire as to an elder brother, but it has surpassed its 200-year-older brother in
      size.
    


    
      MINORITY DEMOCRACIES
    


    
      Democracies spread like wildfire all over the world in the second half of the 20th
      century, and in the early 21st century the establishment of popular democracies seems to
      be unstoppable. The US attempts to introduce democracy to the Islam world, India proved to be viable as the most
      populous democracy on Earth, and Central and Eastern European countries also seem to function well as democracies
      after breaking away from the Soviet Empire. By contrast, the US is not a popular democracy anymore, China does
      not show signs of a democratic transition, Russia can be regarded a peculiar democracy, and several Asian and
      Latin American countries could be classified as “half democracy, half not”. Will the 21st century be the century of democracy?
    


    
      More and more signs suggest that individual freedom may get a boost in this century, but this does not make the
      political structure based on popular democracy widespread. The 21st century democracies
      are expected to be democratic structures governed by minorities where hundreds or even thousands of minorities
      from a society, organised based on activities, values and interests rather than kinship or ethnicity, enter into
      temporary coalitions with each other on different issues. Social classes and large economic interest groups will
      be disbanded, the earlier political and economic hierarchies will be replaced by networks, and politics will not
      be controlled by a single, organised elite but the temporary and ad hoc coalitions of hundreds or even thousands
      of minority groups.
    


    
      Minority democracy is actually like squaring the circle: democracy means rule by the people, i.e., the majority,
      and this is not like that. Still, if many strong minorities enter into an alliance, and political institutions
      are democratic, this blend makes for a peculiar democracy not controlled by the majority of the people but by the
      coalition of the minorities representing the majority vote in the given issue. Strangely enough, this minority
      democracy may even be more democratic than today’s indirect democracy, because the different value and interest
      groups need to enter into alliances directly with each other. They do not form an alliance through their
      parliamentary representatives, they do so locally, in person and directly. In this new, peculiarly democratic
      political structure, the role of public opinion gains importance, and those who control public opinion control
      the majority. This is because even though formally public opinion is the majority opinion, it always rests on the
      temporary coalition of minority interests influencing public opinion. This is already the case in all developed
      countries, however, the emergence of strong minorities and their natural ambition to assume power amplifies this,
      turning the minority into majority through control of the public opinion.
    


    
      The indirect parliamentary democracies of industrial societies are governed by majority consensus, whereas the
      majority disappears in the new civilisation built on knowledge, to be replaced by minorities. As social classes
      evaporate, the earlier unified middle class disintegrates, more and more jobs and leisure activities appear, and
      humans themselves fall into more and more pieces of mosaic in their various relationships, while the majority
      disappears from democracy. In the first decades of the 21st century, developed
      countries, where the economy is based on knowledge and information, establish minority democracy, which is an
      aristocratic form of government that changes in time and space. In contrast to Athenian democracy, instead of the
      unchanging aristocracy and elite, the variable and malleable democracy comprises the constantly changing
      coalition of various elites and minorities. The aristocrats of knowledge and intellect can be found in business
      life, politics, media and among the leading figures of intellectual life. Everyone who is among the best in their
      own field will become aristocrats in the new civilisation based on knowledge.
    


    
      Of course, the best will form a minority within society, but the best from various fields may enter into a
      coalition with each other and influence governance. This coalition changes in time and space because the values,
      interests and situation of the best, i.e., the elite, continuously varies. In the 21st
      century, the political structure of several countries that currently seem to be popular democracies but that
      actually live under aristocratic governance will be transformed where, for example, due to the market economy
      transition after 1990, politics is not shaped by the best and brightest, in other words aristocrats from all
      social, economic and intellectual-cultural fields, but only the corporate and political elite. These countries,
      including Hungary, operate a political structure governed by the elite in the guise of a popular democracy, and
      these can turn into more efficient, and perhaps more democratic, minority democracies, if the best and brightest
      from all walks of life are involved in politics. These minority democracies will not be about the representation
      of large social groups and classes, such as pensioners, women, workers, agriculturalists, global corporations or
      SMEs, as these will break up into smaller groups, weaker or stronger minorities. In the first decades of the
      21st century, the real art in politics in advanced democratic countries will be to find
      the strong minority groups that can sway public opinion towards their own values and interests. This can only be
      performed by small minorities rather than social classes and large social groups.
    


    
      Why do minorities assume so much power? The emergence of the network society and economy strengthens minorities,
      because they do not have to fit into large hierarchies, they can move public opinion and thus also political
      structures from any area of society, intellectual life and the economy. For small groups that are clearly in the
      minority from a democratic perspective, some issues may be vital, so they will do everything they can to promote
      their interests, while the power of social, intellectual and business elites could rise exponentially. This is
      because power is based on knowledge and information, which is democratically distributed within society, so that
      everyone has some knowledge and information about something, but it is also unevenly distributed because not all
      knowledge and information is of equal importance. The influence of minority groups is based on the fact that they
      have valuable knowledge nobody else has, and they can use it in a way nobody else in the given society can. In
      today’s parliamentary democracies, legislators represent the strong minorities who ultimately reach a consensus:
      these are the political coalitions.
    


    
      However, in knowledge societies hundreds or even thousands of minorities will emerge, and their interests cannot
      be harmonised in parliament. This is why value and interest groups always focusing on a specific issue, i.e.,
      pressure groups, appear. In contrast to representative democracies, an increasing number of minorities crop up in
      the form of interest movements, acquire influence over the media and thus also public opinion, which gradually
      leads to a minority democracy, and the new structure really looks as the if circle was squared. In such a
      situation, interests are not reconciled by the representative government based on representative democracy, as
      that is done in the media where the formal institutions of democracy merely implement the temporary decisions on
      minor details reached by strong minorities. As a result, real power increasingly flows to the middle from the
      government, the state and the legislature, it is decentralised but does not reach all citizens it gets stuck in
      minority groupings.
    


    
      In the parliaments of representative democracies, the votes of all MPs are equal, because in popular democracies
      everyone’s vote is worth the same. But new voting minorities emerge in 21st century
      knowledge society. Minorities vote instead of individuals, and they do not even vote but indirectly promote their
      interests within the power structure by shaping public opinion. Why does public opinion become so important?
      Because it represents the voters. There is also a more profound reason, namely the spread of the new civilisation
      based on knowledge. Symbols, such as information, thoughts, numbers and images, and persons are more important
      than tools and objects. While the industrial civilisation was mainly based on objects and tools, as the
      development of the manufacturing industry created an unprecedented material world around people, in the third
      civilisation people are surrounded by an immaterial world consisting of images and symbols. In addition to the
      accumulation of symbols, personal networks also become denser. This was already the case in industrial societies,
      since large factories and cities concentrated more people at a given time and place than an artisan’s workshop in
      any earlier civilisation. However, the 21st century civilisation based on images and
      symbols accumulates symbols and condenses human networks at an unprecedented rate, because thoughts and symbols
      can only be transmitted between humans. People use tools, develop an increasingly fast and efficient world of
      communication around themselves, but they mainly use their own brains.
    


    
      In the third wave, humans’ most important tool will once again be internal, in the form of our own consciousness
      and subconscious, thoughts and imagination, i.e., the treasure trove within our head. This is why the media will
      play a decisive role, because humans can be reached via the media’s system of images and symbols. New public
      opinion can be formed by changing the images and thoughts in people’s head. When humans’ most important tool will
      be their own brain, especially their values, thoughts, imagination and emotions, in the new civilisation of the
      21st century, public opinion, which is capable of shaping politics, will naturally be
      determined by those who transmit images and symbols in society. This mainly means the media, influencers,
      intellectual authorities, politicians and everyday trendsetters.
    


    
      It may be misleading that the material world surrounding us is ever richer, but the main thing is the expansion
      of knowledge, information, thoughts and facts, just like the freedom of emotions and imagination from earlier
      constraints. The 21st century is the world of images and symbols, therefore minorities
      can sway public opinion towards their interests if they take control of the institutions transmitting, i.e.,
      governing, images and symbols, which principally means the media. However, there is more to this, because the
      emergence of a minority democracy is closely associated with the strengthening role of the media. Since images,
      symbols and concepts, rather than reality, are the most important tools in convincing people, the information
      shaping public opinion reaches voters through the media. But the media is a bottleneck, because we can only
      receive a limited amount of information at a given time and place, therefore by nature, the media is controlled
      by minorities. Since the media’s ability to transmit images and symbols is limited, it has to choose the
      information to transmit, and it will opt for the information that promotes the interests of the strongest
      minority to the majority of society through images and symbols.
    


    
      The American Empire is also one of the minorities of the world, and the strongest one at that. The decisive clash
      of our age will not be the fight between Islam and Western civilisation or between industrial civilisation and
      the knowledge-based third wave, but the covert war of symbols. American symbols, such as thoughts, values and
      institutions, wage war against other symbols. They are resisted not only by the symbols of Islam, France, Japan
      or Germany, but the system or set of symbols of all the countries in the world. In the 21st century, businesses, countries or the American Empire do not want to acquire land, natural
      resources, human power or purchasing power on the market but control over human thinking. Control over thoughts,
      dreams, emotions and plans can be secured by images and symbols, therefore our age’s real, albeit covert, world
      war is a war of symbols. This is why soft power is more important than the coarser forms of imperial rule, and
      this is why an American movie is worth more than a pre-emptive military strike.
    


    
      THREE LARGE REGIONS
    


    
      By the early 21st century, three large regions have emerged in the global arena:
      America, Europe and East Asia. There is a core in all regions, surrounded by the layered structure of outer
      countries. In the case of America, this core is the US and NAFTA. In Europe, the core to which all other
      countries will be linked is the European Union. In the case of East Asia, the core is formed by Japan and the
      Chinese coastal economic area, and the other East Asian countries and China’s landlocked regions will attach to
      them.
    


    
      The year 1492 saw the unification of Spain, which became the leading European power in the next two centuries.
      The 16th century ushered in the strengthening of central power in England, whereby one
      of the great European actors in the following centuries entered the stage. In 1599, the Edict of Nantes unified
      France, making increasingly centralising and strengthening France the third large player in Europe. The two
      European areas where no unified state emerged are also interesting. The loose structure of the Holy Roman Empire
      lacked a unifying force, and no unified empire like Spain, England or France developed from the roughly 300
      German principalities, the state and the church. Italy was not unified either, therefore the Papal States, the
      Spanish and the French took turns in dividing up the country. Although the Turkish Empire took part in Central
      European struggles in the 17th century, the fate of the following centuries in Europe
      was determined by the three new unified great powers.
    


    
      There are huge similarities between the two ages. The parallels are clear between the first third of the
      17th century and the first decades of the 21st century and
      today’s three large global regions and the three European powers of the past. The comparison could be continued:
      the US and Spain, the European Union and France and Japan and England could be analysed relative to each other.
      China can be glimpsed from far away, just as Russia in the 17th century. Today’s Russia
      would be represented in this exciting parallel as the counterpart of the withdrawing Turkish empire. Although
      this parallel would be alluring and easy to draw, 21st century history is unlikely to be
      determined by 17th century analogies, but similarities with the Roman Empire may do so.
      Still, what could this kinship with the great powers from 400 years ago be based on?
    


    
      Today, the US has a much stronger global empire than Spain in the early 17th century.
      The European power structure of that time has become a global structure, and the events of the 21st century may very well resemble those in the 17th century. Why do the
      21st century global structures reflect a European political structure, specifically from
      the 17th century? Maybe because the history of the modern period was actually determined
      by Europe. The discovery of America, the Renaissance, the Reformation, religious wars and the rise of the British
      Empire were all European innovations. America’s rise also tapped into mainly European sources, since the American
      Declaration of Independence, the American Constitution, the empire’s strategy and its current functioning are all
      based on principally European examples. The history of the 21st century may resemble the
      history of 17th century Europe because the four centuries of world history that passed
      between them were fundamentally determined by European thinking, interests and efforts. Global patterns today are
      like earlier European patterns because they spread all over the world thanks first to the UK and then the US.
      Europe managed to build a truly global empire, for the third time in the past 2,000 years. The Roman, the British
      and the American Empire were all global in their own time, however, no Asian, African, Australian or South or
      Latin American power was able to create a global empire in the past 2,000 years.
    


    
      THE AGE OF UNLIMITED RESOURCES
    


    
      Today, America’s economic functioning seems highly unreasonable. The country is characterised by a huge trade
      deficit, a similarly huge current account deficit, a large budget deficit, substantial tax cuts provided to the
      richest 1 per cent, persistent poverty in 15 per cent of the population and a divided educational and healthcare
      system from the perspective of quality. According to economic theory and all known economic schools of thought,
      the American economic policy is irrational because productivity growth and economic expansion can hardly be
      sustained with such imbalances. The US roundly criticises all other countries if they run a twin deficit, i.e.,
      when the budget deficit and the current account deficit are high at the same time, yet American economic policy
      tolerates, and even consciously maintains, this imbalance. As we have seen, this is due to an asymmetric global
      strategy, because the US eases the tensions arising from the imbalance through domestic money printing, exchange
      rate and interest rate wars, bilateral trade agreements and capital reinvestment agreements. It offsets its
      disadvantage in world trade by its advantage in global capital flows.
    


    
      Although the US has successfully managed the problem of imbalances considered risky by economic theory, all known
      theories and opinions argue that this economic policy is unreasonable. But is it really? From the perspective of
      the global economy, it certainly isn’t, because if the US did not open up its internal market to rapidly
      developing global players, the global upswing would be threatened. But is this strategy reasonable only because
      of America’s good heart and its nature of promoting global growth? When the US offsets the deficit in world trade
      with the surplus in global capital flows, the US has not made a bad deal, and this is worthwhile in itself,
      because in the meantime the country maintains its economic superiority in the global arena. The US accelerates
      growth in the third wave based on knowledge and information by leaving the product groups of the second wave to
      its peers and taking over the economic sectors of the third wave. It has realised that the 21st century will be won by the economy that uses the most knowledge, information, imagination, style
      and intellectual capacities in general, and the least raw materials, energy and material resources in general.
      The US economy brings forward the future by concentrating on the product groups with the highest value added,
      doing everything in its power to develop R&D resources, attracting promising and ambitious people from around
      the world, and importing material-intensive products rather than manufacturing them. It focuses on the future and
      abandons the past, pursuing a similar strategy in the economy as in politics and the use of military force.
    


    
      The US prepares world scenarios for the events of the 21st century based on fables and
      movie scripts, where the events themselves can be seen very clearly, but their timing, result and consequences
      are hazy. In 21st century political tales, the US forecast the rise of radical Islam,
      and it responded by pre-emptive military strikes. In political scenarios, it predicted the rise of Asia, and it
      responded by pre-emptive economic and financial wars. It sees the rise of the European Union as well as European
      and Russian economic interaction, and it may also respond with covert pre-emptive wars.
    


    
      In the economic scenario for the 21st century, the rise of the knowledge economy and the
      decline of the economy based on material and traditional energy are the most important events. If this happens
      anyway, the American strategy simply brings forward the inevitable. It pushes ahead in the sectors, product
      groups and services rich in knowledge and intellectual resources, while throwing away the products and sectors of
      the old, traditional economy. According to the economic scenario for the 21st century,
      those who know more will prevail over those who produce more. The winners will be swift, not strong. What matters
      is not raw materials, energy, other natural resources, the abundance of industrial labour or the large internal
      market, but the profusion of intellectual resources and the ability to “work” the markets. Despite a large
      internal market, a country’s purchasing power may cluster in a small social group due to widening wealth and
      income inequalities, and consumption will focus on purchasing fashionable, advanced American technologies and
      goods. Despite having ever more leisure time, people in the 21st century spend an
      increasing amount of time watching American movies and consuming other media products. What matters in the
      21st century is not the size of the market but control over it.
    


    
      But there is an even more fundamental reason why the US pursues a seemingly irrational economic strategy. For the
      first time in human history, the knowledge economy of the third wave is based on an unlimited resource.
      Information becomes more when consumed, it is even better than solar energy, and it is actually the first fusion
      energy source: if two pieces of information are combined, they could even have explosive force. Perhaps the first
      members of the group of fusion energy sources were countries, because when National Socialist Germany combined
      the energies of national sentiment and social needs, it resulted in a powerful energy source that exploded in the
      Second World War. In the age of information, this energy can be detected in almost all sectors of the economy,
      because the mixing of existing and new knowledge results in innovation, which in turn results in a boom,
      depending on its significance.
    


    
      It is definitely only a matter of time until the finite resources of human history are replaced by unlimited
      resources in the field of raw materials and energy. Actually, the first human communities living before the
      agricultural wave used such unlimited resources. The resources constantly renewed by nature in the context of
      Earth’s small population at that time, such as plants and animals, wood, sun and marine currents, are examples of
      this. The knowledge-based third wave is actually related to the ages before human civilisations, because the
      21st century brought about the revolution of renewable energy and the widespread use of
      solar energy and fusion energy as well as the discovery of renewable raw materials and new materials. The first
      wave, agricultural civilisation, started roughly 10,000 years ago, and the 21st century
      seems to return to the age before that when nature provided unlimited resources to the human communities living
      at that time. Nowadays, we partly turn towards these again (solar energy, water, wind), and partly base our
      future on new, non-natural, human-made infinite resources.
    


    
      The US is the first country in the global economy that belongs to the third wave. It consumes a disproportionate
      amount of resources available to the world, and in this respect, it also brings forward the economy of the
      21st century based on unlimited resources. The American economic policy is aware of what
      it does, but it does it anyway because it lets American consumers take away a disproportionate amount of global
      resources not because it has unlimited resources at its disposal, but because it pursues its interests, and, like
      in other areas of life, it actually brings forward the future. The American economic strategy is based on a new
      economic situation, because in the world of goods (products and services) consumed by humans, we use less and
      less material, energy and limited material resources with ever more knowledge. When knowledge and information
      become the primary sources of consumption, the economy will be truly based on unlimited resources, in contrast to
      earlier finite resources. This will sooner or later eliminate the limits on consumption. In the age of unlimited
      resources, consumption can be unlimited, too. This is the new American economic thinking.
    


    
      On the surface, it might seem that a neoconservative economic school of thought is spreading that discreetly
      conceals economic and financial wars in the guise of economic thinking. Today’s neoconservative economic theory
      does not claim that supply and demand are based on unlimited resources, therefore both of them tend towards the
      infinite. Instead, economic theory talks about the free market. However, the free market is a step towards the
      world of unlimited resources because it increases the fluidity of global economic developments. We live in a
      fluid age when national economic barriers are eliminated, just as state and regional constraints, the previously
      limited resources weaken and disappear, therefore the 21st century offers a truly fluid
      global economy. The American economic strategy makes a pre-emptive strike on the global economy by consuming a
      disproportionate amount, but perhaps all this merely brings forward the new, revolutionary economy of the
      21st century based on unlimited resources.
    


    
      Interestingly, the establishment of the empire and its new economic strategy speeds up the development of the
      fluid global economy. This can only be achieved by a liberal empire, because the land-based empires still focused
      on acquiring territory would definitely try to take over continents. However, the British Empire was focused on
      controlling the seas and oceans and thus also world trade, then the US enhanced this strategy. The US is strong,
      so it can achieve the elimination of artificial intercontinental and intracontinental barriers. This paves the
      way for the great turnaround in the 21st century, the global transition to unlimited
      resources. In the 21st century based on knowledge and information, the most important
      resource shapes the world to its own image. The most important feature of information is that is becomes more
      when consumed, therefore the economy of the 21st century expands by consuming more and
      more. In fact, it consumes an immaterial resource, using fewer and fewer raw materials and energy, i.e., material
      resources, for functioning.
    


    
      The other major feature of information is that it spreads extremely fast, faster than a contagious disease or
      genetic material. Information and thoughts behave just like the units of genetic material, genes. Just as genes
      store information, human knowledge is made up of information. The basic units of the genetic material of living
      organisms, genes, can be compared to the genetic material of social organisations, thoughts and knowledge, which
      are referred to as memes by Richard Dawkins, and there are remarkable similarities between the two. Compared to
      genetic material, thoughts and human knowledge spread much faster, easier and on a much larger scale. Due to
      today’s broadcasting and communication revolution, information creates an almost simultaneous world, where a
      practically unlimited amount of information can be transmitted, processed and stored from one place to another in
      a short time span as perceived by humans. Deep down in its global economic strategy, the US is eliminating the
      bounds and barriers to the free flow of traditional resources built earlier as well as the barriers to the free
      flow of the new and unlimited resource, knowledge and information.
    


    
      Today’s American economic strategy makes the global economy increasingly fluid. Although the occasional
      adjustment is inevitable, as we will see in the years ahead, as the increasing current account and budget deficit
      will have to be adjusted from time to time, but the American economic strategy based on large imbalances will be
      maintained in the next decades, because these are due to bringing forward the economic scenario of the
      21st century. Since this scenario sees supply and demand becoming unlimited as the
      economy becomes based on unlimited resources, imbalances do not count anymore, and they will evaporate over time.
    


    
      HISTORICAL INFLECTION POINT
    


    
      Before we start thinking that everything is alright, and that the 21st century will
      realise all the dreams of humanity, and eternal happiness and eternal life beckon, let us pause here for a
      moment. The 21st century offers a new civilisation, economy and society based on
      unlimited resources to humanity, but first we should get there. As we can see in truly good tales and ingenious
      movie scripts, the great crisis comes before reaching the final goal. The prince in the story will soon rescue
      the princess from the dragon, but first it has to escape from one last mortal danger.
    


    
      The 21st century will tell us exactly this story, because before humanity reaches the
      economy and society based on unlimited resources, it has to survive the revolution of an earlier wave of
      civilisation, industrial societies. Since the First Industrial Revolution began in the second half of the
      18th century, industrialisation has swept over the world and arrived in countries with
      the planet’s highest population density. Nowadays, the 2.5 billion inhabitants of China and India will enter the
      age of industrial civilisation, which is an unprecedented challenge in humanity’s history. The industrial
      civilisation exploits the natural resources of Earth, entailing the destruction of raw materials, energy, water,
      air, territory and ecosystems in countries entering the industrial civilisation on a scale that is unparalleled
      in human history (at least due to human involvement). The UK experienced the destruction of the ecosystem, rivers
      and society on account of the Industrial Revolution on a scale not seen even after the appearance of the Celts,
      the Romans, the Germanic people or the Normans. This was repeated in the 20th century in
      each European, American and other city where the industrial civilisation replaced the earlier agricultural
      civilisation.
    


    
      The US protected its natural resources more than the UK or continental European countries earlier, but the
      industrial civilisation wreaked greater havoc in the Soviet Union in the absence of democratic control than it
      did in advanced European countries. The Soviet Union’s functioning, squandering and exploiting natural resources
      seems to be extreme, but it is dwarfed in comparison with the industrialisation of China and India during the
      21st century. The Soviet-Russian economy wasted its available natural resources on an
      exceptional scale between the late 19th century and the late 20th century because they were in abundance, there was no democratic control and the country was an
      empire. In the case of China, all three factors may play a role in the 21st century. The
      situation is slightly better in India, because there is democratic control present, and it seems unlikely that
      the country would have imperial ambitions.
    


    
      But the fact itself that countries with the largest population in human history will enter the stage of
      industrial civilisation at the same time in the 21st century could mean that
      unparalleled environmental disasters, pollution and the exploitation of nature will characterise humanity’s life.
      This is the real historical paradox of the 21st century, since the largest environmental
      disasters threaten when the advanced one-fifth of humanity enters the third wave where the economy is based on
      new intellectual resources instead of traditional material resources. This third wave will spontaneously solve
      the huge natural challenges of industrial civilisation, because the economy will be based on fundamentally clean
      resources, but we still have to get there.
    


    
      Meanwhile, countries with roughly half the human population will enter the age of industrial civilisation, which
      is a huge threat. Moreover, better technologies than ever are available for exploiting natural resources, because
      there are better mining techniques, industrial technologies and more efficient technologies creating “goods from
      nature”. History has reached an inflection point in the 21st century, where we will see
      whether it can have a transition from the age of using mostly material resources to the era of using mainly
      intellectual resources.
    


    
      By the time roughly one-fifth of humanity manages this transition, large Asian societies will enter the
      industrial civilisation, and they could curb the progress of all humanity. The historical inflection point of the
      21st century will be reached in the next decades, because after China’s increasing
      industrialisation, India will have also entered on this path. Both countries have a large population, and both of
      them have turned towards a consumer society, although today consumption is still based on limited resources. Over
      the course of decades, half of humanity will enter the consumer economy and society that cannot count on new
      unlimited resources, which places an increasing burden on limited resources, i.e., Earth’s natural assets.
      Humanity is facing perhaps its biggest challenge in the first third of the 21st century,
      because although the world of the third civilisation based on unlimited resources that lifts the burden from
      nature can already be seen, the most dangerous stretch is still ahead of us. This great journey will determine
      human history in the 21st century. Crossing the inflection point means that rapidly
      industrialising Asian countries with a huge population will continue to industrialise in the next decades without
      repeating the developments of the First and Second Industrial Revolution by damaging the natural environment.
    


    
      Human history is a strange creature, because in the 20th century it provided two
      glimpses of the 21st century’s greatest challenge: the full or partial extinction of
      humanity. The Second World War saw not only traditional warfare, because the dropping of the atomic bomb ushered
      in an unparalleled risk. Then came the second temptation, in the form of the chance for all-out nuclear war in
      the Cold War. Although both global powers used the military strategy of deterrence, irrational accidents and
      conscious mistakes could have led to nuclear war. The 21st century will bring the third
      large temptation, which will certainly not be a military conflict, but the temptation of a series of natural
      disasters arising from the unprecedented exploitation of Earth’s natural assets. Human history can continue in
      the first third of the 21st century if the economic development of densely populated
      Asian countries can be guided from the traditional industrial civilisation path towards the new economy based on
      knowledge and information.
    


    
      COOPERATION AND COMPETITION
    


    
      Human civilisations were based on limited resources, therefore society and economic actors competed against each
      other. When land, human labour, minerals, energy, money and capital are limited, people need to compete for them.
      The past millennia in the history of cities and states, countries and empires, social groups and economic
      enterprises was actually based on competition, and also the limited nature of economic resources. If a resource
      is limited, there is competition for it, and the nature of the competition is determined by the resource itself.
      Land, human labour, natural assets and capital require different kinds of competition. Land and human labour call
      for wars of conquest, natural assets can be acquired through traditional warfare but also more subtle trade
      competition, while capital and money can be obtained by being better in economic competition. Therefore, in the
      long periods of human history, from its onset 10,000 years ago until the early 19th
      century, competition for limited resources actually manifested itself in the form of war, because competitors can
      be best defeated through pressure and force.
    


    
      The rise of the liberal British Empire in the 19th century was partly based on the fact
      that besides traditional warfare, commercial and financial competition also became efficient ways of acquiring
      limited resources. The British Empire conquered the seas and oceans to establish world trade, in which success
      could be ensured not only by pressure and force, but also by trade and cooperation. The empire was supported
      simultaneously by military might and the power of money, so this was a special transition between coarse
      competition, i.e., wars, and civilised competition, i.e., trade. In yet another historical quirk, the
      20th century brought the greatest wars in humanity’s history, just when the option of
      cooperation in trade and finance were also available besides brute force. In theory, Germany could have abandoned
      the idea of war in the interest of trade, but of course it did not, because it required resources that were
      controlled by others, in other words not available in an unlimited amount, to become more powerful.
    


    
      The second half of the 20th century brought about the peculiar transformation of
      competition, because the fight between the two world orders ceased being mainly about resources, since both the
      US and the Soviet Union had ample land, labour, resources, energy, capital and money to maintain their own global
      empire. It is no coincidence that the confrontation between the two global powers took the form of the Cold war,
      which did not turn into a true “hot” war. They stopped fighting mainly for resources and started focusing on sole
      global dominance, which was new compared to earlier wars in human history. The warring parties’ main focus was
      not acquiring something from each other, but their fear that if they do not defeat the other, the other would
      defeat them. In other words, the competition was to preserve the status quo and not to obtain new resources. If,
      like Germany, either the Soviet Union or the US would have wanted to obtain the resources of the other, they
      would have been forced to wage open and actual war against each other. Besides tallying nicely with the
      political, social and economic interests of both great powers, the Cold War was a war of fear, because the
      warring parties wanted to keep something rather than obtain something. This is why deterrence could be the main
      strategy of the Cold War, because the other party had to be prevented from upsetting the balance of power.
      Neither global power actually wanted to conquer the territory of the other, and although they continuously
      attempted minor conquests this was mainly the Cold War’s own internal movement, not the essence of the strategy.
    


    
      The Cold War was actually a covert cooperation between the two world orders, because as American strategists
      clearly saw in 1943, it gave America a tool for maintaining economic growth and social stability, while it
      enabled the Soviet Union to preserve its recently obtained empire. While for America economic interests were of
      primary importance, the Soviet Union focused on power interests, and the Cold War provided an excellent
      compromise for satisfying both parties. Although not for the first time during the course of human history, the
      outlines of the 21st century, where the world would be governed by cooperation rather
      than competition, could be seen clearly and for a long time.
    


    
      While the competition for land was shaped by the limited resources to their own image, because bloody wars had to
      be waged for them, cooperation always had to be subjugated to competition, or even war. However, since the second
      half of the 20th century, humanity has been gradually transitioning to a world where
      competition, especially in the harsh form of war, needs to be subordinated to cooperation. Developed countries
      should truly refrain from using harsh forms of competition, because those would make cooperation impossible to
      the extent that it would not serve the interests of the new resource, knowledge and information. Knowledge and
      information shape world history to their own image during the 21st century, just as the
      other crucial factors did during the course of human history. They not only eliminate war, as a coarse form of
      competition, among countries that have already entered the third wave, but also constantly refine the tools of
      competition, increasingly smuggling cooperation into relations between global actors.
    


    
      Although the US keeps waging covert economic and financial wars in the world, global cooperation in bilateral
      relations and with regional alliances is even more important. The deep and comprehensive cooperation between the
      European Union and the US is much more important for both parties than visible and covert competition. The wisdom
      and power of the American Empire is shown by the fact that it was able to reach bilateral agreements with China
      and emerging Asian industrial countries that form the basis of the asymmetric global economic order. The US has
      also proven with this that the leading country in the third wave can focus on cooperation rather than
      competition, even with the strongest countries in the second wave. Although this trend may be reversed as China
      and Asia in general grow stronger, but as long as the US is powerful, it can harness the features of the number
      one resource in the third civilisation, namely knowledge.
    


    
      It caused quite a stir in academic circles when Richard Dawkins claimed that human genes use humans themselves to
      travel generations in time. According to him, humans do not use their genes, genes use humans to survive and
      travel ahead in time from generation to generation. The instincts, emotions, human capacities and characteristics
      stored in genes ultimately urge us to protect and pass on our genes during the struggles for self-preservation
      and reproduction. Of course, genes’ triumph is also our triumph, but we are not as independent as we believe
      ourselves to be. It seems as if human history was similar, because different resources were limited in its
      different stages, and all resources have shaped the given age’s historical events to their own image.
    


    
      In the 21st century, the key resources of knowledge and information also shape history
      to their own image. Their most important feature is that they wish to reproduce and multiply, therefore they need
      to travel in space and time, because if two pieces of knowledge meet, they immediately expand. This is why
      earlier barriers to the free flow of knowledge and information are eliminated, because like human genes,
      society’s knowledge and expertise also want to travel, too. The more widespread the resource based on knowledge
      and information in the economies and societies of the 21st century becomes, the more it
      can control human history. Actually, the interest of the free flow of information can be detected behind all new
      inventions and events that tear down barriers. Just as human history is heavily influenced by our genes, the
      operation of advanced societies and economies in the 21st century is controlled by
      information. Just as humans are controlled by genes, human societies and economies are governed by large groups
      of information, genes. Humans experience this as if we controlled our own thoughts, knowledge and information
      flows, but sometimes we should be suspicious as to whether this actually works the other way round.
    


    
      The 21st century has ushered in the age of information where the economy’s driver and
      development’s engine will be an unlimited resource. As earlier during the course of human history, by being a key
      resource, it will shape to its own image the operation of advanced societies and economies, the structure of
      politics and public opinion and the currents of intellectual and cultural life. It will make it compulsory to
      strengthen cooperation and abandon the harsh forms of competition in the global arena. Like genes, groups of
      information, in other words memes, are not interested in the destruction of the world and humanity, therefore
      memes guide human communities, various countries and regions towards cooperation, just as genes do in the case of
      humans. Today, the American Empire can help spread cooperation, possibly even using various forms of warfare.
      Reaching the historical inflection point of the 21st century and continuing on the path
      is not hopeless because there is a global order that makes global players cooperate.
    


    
      All empires are prone to losing their way, therefore the US will only be able to assign more importance to
      cooperation than to competition in the 21st century as required by the genes and memes
      if it starts operating in this spirit. The US can only lead the world in the 21st
      century if it does not want to rule it but to lead it: this calls for constant cooperation with similarly
      functioning global actors on all issues. The US can govern the world if it prefers cooperation to competition in
      all areas, especially instead of warfare.
    


    
      AMERICAN ADJUSTMENT
    


    
      Nowadays, cooperation and competition are still struggling with each other in America’s functioning. This is
      natural because the American global empire is a very recent experience for the US. It became the sole global
      empire after defeating the Soviet Union, i.e., after 1989 to 1992, and that is why it has not come to terms with
      the new situation. It is still afraid that another global power could rise near or above it, even in the near
      future. Is still has to understand that no other state can achieve this in the foreseeable future of the
      21st century based on its intelligence, political and military superiority. It has all
      the skills and resources to maintain its economic and financial clout, and the American economy’s current,
      seemingly serious, problems can all be easily addressed in the next decades. The American economic strategy works
      excellently, nothing threatens the highly efficient asymmetric global economic order.
    


    
      The US has amassed a multitude of advantages against other strong actors in the global economy because it
      progresses more rapidly in establishing the new society and economy based on knowledge and information. By
      attracting talented and hard-working people to the US and successfully integrating them, the US gains an
      advantage against the other leading powers in the world that in itself would make it able to preserve its
      economic and financial dominance. Japan is unable to integrate immigrants, the European Union is hardly capable
      of doing so, and China and India do not even consider something like that. The East Asian Tigers are small
      individually and even together, while the Chinese minority represents a tension in all countries that could erupt
      into a conflict at any time. The US is the only country in the global economy that can efficiently integrate the
      most important resources, i.e., human talent, knowledge, skills and diligence, on a large scale.
    


    
      In addition, by 2010, the US will be able to control all the information in the global arena, which gives it an
      efficient, albeit covert, monopoly on information in the 21st century. The US is on the
      verge of realisations that should be used to revisit itself and declare that it does not have to fear anyone
      anymore. If America’s fears are assuaged, the American Empire’s current harsher features will wane or even
      disappear. As fears are allayed, the US can truly become the power spearheading global cooperation, because no
      other country can do that, and the US is held back only by its fears. Consequently, the US is facing an
      adjustment that poses the greatest challenge to it in the next decades or perhaps only years. It needs to turn
      towards solving global issues, which requires it to cooperate as closely as possible with the world’s leading
      regions and countries. It can start establishing strong cooperation ties with the European Union and Japan on the
      one hand, and China and India on the other hand, so that global problems can be truly addressed together.
    


    
      The US has not realised that the most important challenge of the 21st century is the
      historical inflection point arising from the unprecedented exploitation of natural resources, or that other
      global problems, such as poverty, contagious diseases, global warming, global environmental damage, are the
      common and fundamental problems of humanity. Today, the US partly does not consider these factors decisive, and
      partly believes that they will be solved by themselves, or others will tackle them without the US. In the years
      ahead, and certainly in the next political term, the country has to face the fact that global issues cannot be
      managed without the US leading the way, and that it is in America’s fundamental interest to solve them. All
      global problems in themselves threaten the US and not only the rest of the world, but actually the US stands to
      lose the most as the most advanced, richest and strongest country in the world. Just as global terrorism hit the
      strongest and richest country, a new contagious disease or an unstoppable environmental disaster would harm the
      US most.
    


    
      The American adjustment should merely involve elimination of the new strategy chosen by the American Empire,
      pre-emptive strikes, from economic and financial processes and their deployment for solving global problems. The
      American scenarios for the 21st century political, social and economic developments
      clearly show that certain events will inevitably occur, and the American strategy brings these forward so that it
      can control them in their early stages. It can successfully do so in politics and economics, but it does not use
      this tool for solving global problems. The essence of the American adjustment would be to employ the tool of
      “pre-emptive wars” in other areas of 21st century scenarios, where pre-emptive strikes
      would mean addressing poverty and environmental disasters in global cooperation rather than military warfare.
    

  


  
    Notes


    
      Chapter I: The Euro Failure
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      9 Mackinder, Sir Halford John.
      The Geographical Pivot of History. Royal Geographical Society (1904).
    


    
      10 For a better understanding of the
      yin and yang philosophy and the Chinese mindset in general, see the success book of Lafayette De Mente, Boyé,
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      15 About the problems of eurozone
      see Tamás Bánfi, The Euro and the Euro Area: Flawed Contruct or Unfit Members. Financial and
      Economic Review, 17(1): 137–152. http://doi.org/10.25201/FER.17.1.137152
    


    
      16 For more details see Alessandro
      Gasparotti and Matthias Kullas: 20 Years of the Euro: Winners and Losers. An empirical
      Study. 
      https://www.cep.eu/Studien/20_Jahre_Euro_-_Gewinner_und_Verlierer/cepStudy_20_years_Euro_-_Winners_and_Losers.pdf
    


    
      Chapter II: What Kind of an Age Do We Live In?
    


    
      1 In his book, Megatrends Asia, John
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      42 op. cit. p. 490.
    


    
      43 op. cit. p. 490.
    


    
      44 op. cit. p. 239.
    


    
      45 op. cit. p. 404.
    


    
      Chapter IV: Mature America
    


    
      1 Putnam, Robert D. and Feldstein,
      Lewis M. with Cohen, Don. Better Together: Restoring the American Community (New York,
      Simon & Schuster, 2003), p. 65.
    


    
      2 Ferguson, Niall. Empire: How Britain Made the Modern World (London, Allen Lane, 2003), p. 237.
    


    
      3 Putnam, op. cit. p. 76.
    


    
      4 Putnam, op. cit. p. 74.
    


    
      5 This is what Will Hutton describes
      in his fabulous book, The World We’re In (London, Little, Brown and Company, 2002).
    


    
      6 This is discussed by Schwartz,
      Peter. Inevitable Surprises: A Survival Guide For The 21st
      Century (New York, The Free Press, 2004).
    


    
      7 President Clinton’s former
      Secretary of Labour writes about the issue in his book, Reich, Robert B. The Future of
      Success: Working and Living in the New Economy (New York, Vintage Books, 2002).
    


    
      8 These waves are analysed by Putnam
      in his work cited above.
    


    
      9 Putnam, op. cit. p. 228.
    


    
      10 Hutton, op. cit. p. 84.
    


    
      11 Hutton, op. cit. p. 84.
    


    
      12 Hutton, op. cit. p. 53.
    


    
      13 Putnam, op. cit. p. 76.
    


    
      14 This is what Robert Reich
      describes in his work cited above.
    


    
      15 Putnam, op. cit. p. 96.
    


    
      16 This process is analysed by Paul
      Krugman in his book, The Return of Depression Economics (London, Penguin Books, 2000).
    


    
      17 Krugman, op. cit.
    


    
      18 This is Krugman’s original term
      for the present-day US.
    


    
      19 Maslow, Abraham H. Motivation and Personality (revised by Frager, Robert, Fadiman, James, McReynolds, Cynthia and Cox,
      Ruth).
    


    
      Chapter V: America’s Internal Wars
    


    
      1 All the data characterising the
      economics and politics of the United States are from the new book by the outstanding young British historian,
      Niall Ferguson. Ferguson, Niall. Colossus: The Price of America’s Empire (London, Allen
      Lane, 2004).
    


    
      2 In his cited, exceptionally witty
      and thorough work, Ferguson also claims that the US has transformed from a republic into an empire. That is true,
      but the republic was preserved, and the other crucial transformation occurred in the political structure.
    


    
      3 Hutton, op. cit. p. 96.
    


    
      4 Hutton, op. cit. p. 95.
    


    
      5 The American developments
      offending liberals are summarised by Robert Reich in his work cited above.
    


    
      6 Ferguson, US p. 120.
    


    
      7 This is what Hutton details in his
      work cited above.
    


    
      8 All major American and British
      authors from Ferguson to Hutton agree that Clinton was able to win despite the conservative surge, however, he
      was unable to implement his own programme.
    


    
      9 Hutton, op. cit. p. 111.
    


    
      10 In his work cited above, Ferguson
      gives a detailed overview about the peculiarities of today’s American election financing system.
    


    
      11 The operation of today’s
      radical-conservative thought factories is perhaps best described by Thomas Frank, What’s The
      Matter With America? The Resistible Rise of The American Right (London, Seeker and Warburg, 2004).
    


    
      12 An accurate overview about
      American society’s layers and political habits can be found in Ferguson’s and Garrison’s works cited above.
    


    
      13 Stiglitz, Joseph E. The Roaring Nineties (New York, W. W. Norton and Company, 2003), op. cit. p. 47.
    


    
      14 This proposal on solving the
      problems of America’s budget and society is detailed by Matthew Miller in The Two Percent
      Solution (New York, PublicAffairs, 2003).
    


    
      15 President Nixon declared,
      perhaps as the last American president, that “we are all Keynesians now”.
    


    
      16 The trend towards “access
      ownership” is described by Jeremy Rifkin in The Age of Access: The New Culture of
      Hypercapitalism Where All of Life is a Paid-For Experience (New York, Jeremy P. Tarcher/Putnam, 2001).
    


    
      17 Reich, op. cit.
    


    
      18 According to Stiglitz’s
      calculations.
    


    
      19 Garrison, Jim. America as Empire: Global Leader or Rogue Power (San Francisco, CA, Berrett-Koehler Publishers, Inc.,
      2004) op. cit.
    


    
      20 In fact, as Hutton argues in his
      work cited above (p. 33), the US is home to 5% of the world’s population and 25% of convicts. Today, this is 4
      million people in the US. If the mainly black voters had been able to vote, Gore would have won instead of Bush
      in 2000.
    


    
      Chapter VI: Imperial Heritage
    


    
      1 The detailed analysis of the
      British and the American Empire was performed by British historian Niall Ferguson, but he did not compare them
      for the readers. This chapter endeavours to do that.
    


    
      2 Ferguson, op. cit. p. 39.
    


    
      3 Ferguson, op. cit. p. 40.
    


    
      4 Garrison, op. cit. p. 48.
    


    
      5 Garrison, op. cit. p. 49.
    


    
      6 Ferguson, Niall. Empire:
      How Britain Made the Modern World (London, Allen Lane, 2003), p. 197.
    


    
      7 Ferguson, op. cit. p. 298.
    


    
      8 The periodisation of the American
      Empire draws on the ages determined by Garrison.
    


    
      9 This fine man was Richard Kahn.
    


    
      10 Scott Newton’s wonderful book
      provides important new details about the politics of National Socialist Germany.
    


    
      Chapter VII: Pax Americana
    


    
      1 The four faces of the US are
      described based on Garrison’s book cited above.
    


    
      2 The current structure of the
      asymmetric global economic order has gradually developed in my mind during the past ten years. I found Scott’s
      book cited above especially useful, because it uses many figures for describing the economic developments of the
      20th century. These will not be repeated here, I will only present the conclusions drawn
      from them.
    


    
      3 In his work cited above, Stiglitz
      details the developments of the East Asian financial crisis, and although he does not explicitly state that it
      was an American financial war, one could hardly reach any other conclusion based on the facts.
    


    
      4 These campaigns are described in
      the letters of Cicero and Caesar. Of course, Germanic troops were also large because of the many women and
      children, but the proportions described here are still illustrative.
    


    
      5 Every modern argument about the
      free nature of the market and the reduction of the state is based on Adam Smith’s famous tenet.
    


    
      6 This is analysed by Scott in his
      work cited above.
    


    
      7 Gowan, Peter. The Global Gamble:
      Washington’s Faustian Bid for World Dominance (London, Verso, 1999), p. 49.
    


    
      8 Gowan, op. cit. p. 16.
    


    
      9 Keynes wrote an excellent work on
      this issue, which was published in 1920, but nobody listened to his wise proposals.
    


    
      10 Gowan, op. cit. p. 21.
    


    
      11 Gowan, op. cit. p. 22.
    


    
      12 Gowan, op. cit. p. 40.
    


    
      13 Gowan, op. cit. p. 41.
    


    
      14 According to Niall Ferguson’s
      estimate.
    


    
      15 This claim and the speculation
      leading to the East Asian currency crisis are attributed to George Soros.
    


    
      16 Author’s estimate, which seems
      to be highly conservative.
    


    
      Chapter VIII: America’s Wars
    


    
      1 Due to the Latin expression,
      people might think that today’s American peace is a parallel to Pax Romana, the peace of Rome, and indeed, all
      modern thinkers interpret this expression with this analogy.
    


    
      2 In his work cited above, Ferguson
      gives a thorough description about the peculiar diplomatic initiative.
    


    
      3 Ferguson, op. cit.
    


    
      4 Ferguson, op. cit. p. 77.
    


    
      5 Ferguson, op. cit. p. 81.
    


    
      6 Ferguson, op. cit. p. 78.
    


    
      7 Ferguson, op. cit. p. 72.
    


    
      8 Ferguson, op. cit. p. 70.
    


    
      9 Ferguson, op. cit. p. 70.
    


    
      10 Scott Newton gives a detailed
      presentation about these initiatives in his work cited above.
    


    
      Chapter IX: Future Scenarios
    


    
      1 For more on these forecasts, see
      Schwartz’s work cited above.
    


    
      2 For a detailed overview about
      these, see Smith A. The idea brokers (New York, The Free Press, 1991).
    


    
      3 These are presented in detail by
      Toffler in three of his books: Future Shock, The Third Wave and Creating a New
      Civilization.
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