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Chapter 1
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This book is a book that needs to be written. A book that brings clarity to a world that is in confusion and disarray.

What has democracy failed us in so many ways. tooted as a saviour to our problems where society rules itself and is not ruled by others, all democracy has done is shone a spotlight on human inadequacies and failures.

As a race human are not as advanced as we think we are, and we understand that the common good is achieve through understanding what people required as opposed to sporting and illusion of democracy that does not hold water.

We must now look at democracy and give an honest report card into how it has done. And the reality is democracy has failed the people that it was meant to save.

The fall of middle eastern dictators only to be replaced by a plastic democracy, a shell of reality has shown us that one size does not fit all.

In countries, such as China, which to outsiders may be a form of direct democracy from the top, is a dictatorship by consensus. the common person does not care about the intricacies of administration of a country, only that they can get a job, and have a decent quality of live.

Long established democracy such as the United States and the United Kingdom, the wheels of government are certainly squeaking. and large-scale people revolt is to be expected if not already occurring.

The largest democracy, India, the pace of growth is not adequate to support the large population and their aspiration and dreams, what is occurring now as under British colonial rule is a two-tiered society, a rich upper echelon managing the lower echelon, the ruling class and everybody else.

India has presented a false view of the management of its state to its people and in its current form which no doubt will lead to a population revolt.

Countries that have in the past overthrown monarchies in favour of being a republic, such as France, have seem decades of people revolt, weekly protest about some form of government policy or how the country is being run.

So why do so many countries medal in the affairs of another country. For influence, power and presence when this policy is a destabilising force in every country that it occurs in.

In my own country, Ireland, after one hundred tears of independence from British colonial rule, we are still under the influence of British policy conducted trough clandestine operations through their embassy in Dublin. Most elected officials will have some connection and lobbying committed on behalf of British officials and politicians.

This has only increased since Brexit, and fact that shared borders and influence in the north of the country does not give any justification to such levels of influence. This approach by the main political parties has cause division and destabilising, which has resulted in large gatherings and protest in city centres which was unthinkable a decade earlier.

So, the UK, cut adrift in the world see Ireland as a sort of crutch to the past. good old paddy.

So is not the case that democracy cannot be resuscitated as opposed to being pronounced dead.

Even a light version of democracy that has occurred in such countries as Russia, did not last long and did not meet the expectation of its people. Russian for the last four hundred years has been managed by only one person at the top with little influence from cabinets and polit bureau. Russian people do not want democracy and any protest that are organised in favour of such are at the behest of foreign powers. Using social media, foreign agents and informant, has resulted in foreign influencers sticking their noses into the affairs of another foreign state, basically the pretence of war. And that is what has happened, the proxy war occurring in Ukraine, is basically the east versus the west. Most people in the west would not have any opinion of Ukraine up until the last few years but now western powers are scrambling to supply Ukraine with tactical weapons to defeat Russia. 

The reality is that Russia is drawing out this war as far as possible to enable the west to gain war fatigue and deter their aspiration of a NATO led eastern march. Russia defeated napoleon and Hitler not through military might but through understanding what it takes to defeat a giant at your door.

So, this long drawn out and protected war is another Yugoslavia, with foreign powers helping from a far without any direct intervention. 

You have a democracy fighting a dictatorship, without any clear winner, when the war is being fought on Ukraine soil not Russian soil and the whole infrastructure of Ukraine is being dismantled.

Putin who has stayed in power for over two decades versus a president in power for only a few years, shows us that this policy was not devised in Ukraine but in some western democracy looking to cash in on overthrowing or at least eat into the Russian federation territory.

As I write this book in the backdrop of the us presidential election and remembrance Sunday, two conflicting outcomes, where one man now controls all three branches of democracy which goes against the reason why power in most democracies was broken into three distinct and separate branches. what you will have now in the United States is certainly for the next four years and who knows beyond is a quasi-dictatorship were one person, popular, powerful enough with plenty of rich and powerful backers will railroad their idea of the future of the United States against 200 million residents or voters of America who did not want him in the first place. So, the minority majority will have overwhelming influence on American culture and politics for the next four years, and who knows with the storming of the us capital in his back pocket who will stop him or want to stop. He has managed to dodge assassination attempts, impeachment, legal proceedings, fines, smear allegations by the media to become the most powerful, man in the world. If we think we should be worried about China, think again. China has plenty of up-and-coming developing countries in Asia to keep them busy and in check. 

So, what does the world need now. Before we had the group of three, united states, United Kingdom and France keeping the Soviet Union in some sort of check by establishing NATO counter to the Warsaw pacts. Since the dissolution of the Soviet Union, Russia has in essence been ruled by one man. This man has access to huge amount of natural resource, that the west needs, huge military capability, establish spying agencies and influence in most governments around the world.

So now you really do have west versus east with the middle, the middle being Europe being neutralised. Europe is certainly no threat to Putin. They’re afraid to allow Ukraine into any of their clubs, such as NATO or the EU for fear of angering Putin again.

It was Europe that created the mess in Ukraine in the first place by heavily influencing Ukraine to join the EU, a country that housed most of the Soviet Union’s nuclear warhead during the cold war. If this is not ignorance, then I really do know what is. Someone with big shoes or big balls in Brussels saw it as them job to bring Ukraine into Europe as maybe a quick win. This has seriously backfired and know this has slowed the pace at which other prospecting countries will join the EU, such as Russian ally Turkey.

And now with the war raging in Ukraine and the EU essentially turning its back on them providing them will meagrely support, Ukraine is essentially out in the cold.

For Ukraine it is not a loss of pride to cede to Russia. they have a lot more in common with Russia then they do have with the rest of Europe.

Also, Europe’s growth has gone unchecked for too long, to the extent that nobody knows who is in charge anymore. A rotating presidency, an EU president and council, individual parliaments in each country. Why all this administration and red tape. It just seems like a lot of jobs for people that nobody seems to know.

Large land mass and population does not mean that you need a large administration of granular control of the region or country. The example being China and Russia. Hold on a second, they are either former or existing communist states. There is no competition in these countries. only one of everything exists. 

As we have seen from the west that competition in most cases is orchestrated. Monopolies exist in every industry in the west. You just don’t know about. It is what is called acceptable pricing. As when touting for business and tenders, prices are kept at a fixed and defined range. Prices for goods and services are on a sliding scale based on predictable factors. If you make something at home using raw ingredients, it should be cheaper than buying in a store. so, price transition is transient according to our consumption factors. 

So, capitalism big selling point, competition is not as honest and true as we are led to believe. So why has capitalism beaten other forms of government in the world. The answer is that more money is associated with capitalism than any other form of government. Wealthy is more easily transferred in a democracy and thus price are much higher, and this results in the need for competition.
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Communism is about keeping prices as low as possible. Not about efficiency of reducing energy consumption but about keeping prices low.

The old argument about the reason for the Soviet Union’s collapses was that they could not keep the price of steel down compared to the west is just simply not true.

The greatest consumer of steel in the Soviet Union was the military and in 1990, soviets’ ships and submarine were equal if not more advanced than NATO equipment. These advancements required the colossal machines to be lighter and lighter not the opposite and so manoeuvre more easily with every evolution. 

So, if it was not the price of steel than what was it. So, one saw it was the introduction of western policies to the Soviet Union, Glazunov and perestroika, that did the damage. The fireside chats with Reagan were maybe a bit too friendly for a soviet premier and he allowed him to be sways by a trained Hollywood actor. Reagan was most definitely a people person and against a culture that likes to use the fewest words possible for anything, Reagan was in form. 

He got the Soviet Union to agree to the start agreement, signed in Iceland and introduce reforms in exchange for guaranteed IMF loans. Loans that were needed because the price of oil was being kept artificially low by the United States and the United States heavily influenced conglomerate OPEC. 

So, what happened to the Soviet Union in the 80's that made them forget all the lessons that they had learnt in the previous decades. Western influence. Berlin was a divided city. In the west you have free movement of people unrestricted and basically enjoying life. In the east you had a walled city state. Everybody was being watched and records kept. The Stasi was no joke, and they completely ruled and controlled East Berlin and ruled with an iron fist. So, in a city with two very contrasting lives and cultures, it was inches that made the difference. life in the east or west of the city.

On top of this you had a failed incursion or invasion depending on how well planned it was into Afghanistan, a country where a donkey was more efficient than a car or even a tank. So why did the Soviet Union want to go into Afghanistan. Basically, to create a southern front. They want to be able to more easily access Asia, where they knew future growth in the world was going to come from. However, they were about thirty years ahead of their time and even if the Soviet Union took Afghanistan, it would have been another Somalia. An attempt to control the horn of Africa for no obvious political or economical gain. Thats what aircraft carriers are for. It avoids the need to own the land you on with the ability to easily move where the greatest need arises.

So, when it comes to decision making, no one form of government is better than another. The administration with the fewest moving parts will avoid the most damage in the case of poor or bad decisions. 

So, the Soviet Union came crashing down because not of because of efficiencies and defects but because it was the policy of another state to do so. The United States decided that they were never going to beat the Soviet Union militarily, tit for tat wars in Africa and Asia and south America were doing nothing for either side, but because a shift in procedure by the United States to engage through diplomatic channels aka CIA as opposed to the pentagon resulted in such an outcome. 

The United States got the Soviet Union to do what they wanted. Since the removal of the Russian imperial family in the 1900's Russia was ruled by politics not by individual people. Each successive leader followed the culture of Marxism of communist and they became the leader that ruled not the other way round. 

So, Russia is ruled by headless chickens is the analogy. It means that you had to fully know and be able to do the job before you went into office. The vast majority of western leader do not have had previous experience of running a country before taking office. They are all learning on the job.

The way it should be for hierarchical jobs is that when you reach the top all previous roles should have prepared you for the top job. However, for political leaders of a country, this is not the case. They may have been department heads, but these jobs are just one seat at the cabinet table, not all the seats at the cabinet table. A head of state needs to be able and have the experience in all these roles. Delegation is just a lazy way of getting around lack of experience. If you are delegating work or responsibility to another person, are the reasons because you do not know how to do it yourself or is it because other responsibilities take preference.

Most western leaders spend far too much time in meetings, it has come to the fact that all work is a set of meetings. 

The reality is the use of meetings is for updates, decisions and closure and nothing else. Anything else is simply a waste of time and more red tape. 90 percent of the work for the meeting should be done prior to the meeting and thus every meeting ever conducted in any environment should be able to conclude in thirty minutes. Otherwise, it is either poorly planned, executed or the period between each meeting too long.

Anybody who comes out of a meeting, must wait for the minutes to understand what they need to do. They are already too late to the task. The task should have been executed before the meeting and results and feedback provided in the meeting.

Meetings are now a staple and backbone to the western workplace. It is worrying and dangerous. Evolving and developing countries will eradicate the need for any meetings to occur altogether. With so many forms of communications and collaboration, meetings are a throwback and exclusivity to world leaders with general problems to sort out not middle and low-level managers with a calendar.

So, what you have now in the world is consolidation of power by region. The United States has pretty much sown up the America continent and the pacific region for many years through there expansion of their military fleet which has bases strategically placed around the world but especial safeguarding their backdoor, the pacific region where they feel the next great military threat will come from.

The use of placing military bases around the world to gain strategic influence and safeguard valuable trade routes is nothing new and in a modern context evolved from the colonisation of the America’s and protect precious cargo from pirates. However, united states policy and it positioning comes from the peaceful or hostile invasion of a territory and the placing of a military base on such a location. Examples are midway, pearl harbour and Guam.

America has decided that defences and offense are the same thing, and a strong-armed force is essential for safeguarding their way of life and democracy.

China is unapologetic about its use of communist and one-party politics and version of capitalism. This cherry picking of politics and administration, maybe a problem delay and not necessarily solved.

China is the manufacturing hub of the world and back in the 1960's when China was trying to figure out it was going to feeds its large population and kick start economic growth, they decided the only way to beat them was to join them. Chinas long term thinking allowed them to strike up an unwritten agreement with America and to some extent Europe, that China would build out their middle class in exchange for trade. What this means is that China will provide America and Europe cheap goods, all the ingredients that is seen as being part of the middle class. Electronic goods, white products good, textile and processed raw material that are part of the middle class. This allowed the middle class in each continent to expand at a rapid rate, a rate never seen before in human history. In the sixties and seventies large sways of the population were being pushed up from the poverty line and up the class ranking. This import of cheap finished consumer products kicked started many European economies at a time they were still recovering from the second world war.

In China you had thousands of people working in factories assembling products to be shipped to the other side of the world. And this is still Chinas policy today but not to the same extent. Now you have the need for internal growth in China and the amount of currency that China got from trading like this for the last sixty years has gone into huge infrastructure projects and internal investment. China has turned its piggy bank into an investment bank. 

So, what is wrong with this approach. The answer is nothing is wrong with this approach and China solve an immediate need. A policy implement over sixty years is still in place. 

The outcome is now you have debt in one side of the world, in the United States to the tune of 35 trillion and in the other side of the world you have huge saving and available capital.

When America should be refreshing its infrastructure and inward investment, you have instead China with the money doing this.

As a result, the United States is slipping down the chart on amount of money being spent on infrastructure as most of the interstate highways were built in the 1960's. 

So is this the same result in Europe. Yes, but not to the same extent. Europe does have debt, but being a collection of sovereign states created a fire gap against carte blanche government policies as a lot of the time European countries could decide which EU directive they could implement, veto or delay.
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