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LEGAL DISCLAIMER


This book provides analysis of the tectonic shifts that have been taking place in the global political economy since 2020. The information it provides is for educational and research purposes only. Readers must draw their own conclusions from the information it contains and take responsibility for their own actions.


Neither the author nor the publisher may be held responsible by any person or entity for any action or claim, loss, injury, damage, or inconvenience caused, or alleged to be caused, directly or indirectly, as the result of information contained within this book or its listed sources or any errors or omissions.


Although every care has been taken to ensure that the information contained within this book is accurate at the time of publication, no representation or warranties, either express or implied, are made with respect to the accuracy, completeness, currency, reliability, or usefulness of the information contained in this book.


Any errors will be corrected in subsequent editions.









CHAPTER 1


INTRODUCTION


This book offers an updated and expanded version of my article “Wall Street, the Nazis, and the Crimes of the Deep State,” first published in Propaganda in Focus on July 29, 2022 (Hughes, 2022b). That article quickly became the most read article in Propaganda in Focus and was translated into over half a dozen languages. The reason it struck a chord with readers, I think, is that it offers an attempt to make sense of the shocking resurgence of totalitarianism transnationally since 2020 by means of an historical materialist analysis of the class relations involved. Specifically, my article draws attention to the concrete actors and institutions responsible for covertly rehabilitating Nazism in the form of a transnational deep state that has been clandestinely cultivated since the late 1940s at least, and which today represents the most powerful entity influencing world affairs.


In addition to updating the original article with various minor amendments, this book offers several major additions. Chapter 2 massively expands upon the opening part of the article dealing with continuities between the early years of the Third Reich and developments in the global political economy since 2020. Chapter 3 significantly extends the discussion of Wall Street’s role in aiding and abetting the rise of Hitler and the Nazi war machine. Chapter 7 considers where totalitarianism led in the case of Nazi Germany, and what we can expect to be the outcome if the global technocratic coup that is currently underway is not put down. Chapter 8 considers possibilities for resistance.


The Emergence of Global Totalitarianism


In 2020, as in 1933, constitutional guarantees were suspended in the name of “protecting” the public based on a false flag operation. Legislatures capitulated to executive power and began legislating tyranny, including legalized state crime, dangerously expanded police powers, and the criminalization of dissent. A revolution from above, known as the “Great Reset,” was initiated, which seeks to remake the whole of society in the image of technocracy. The working and middle classes are under attack by a fusion of state power and Big Business. Individual rights are under attack from collectivism. Gleichschaltung (the production of ideological conformity) has resulted in a moral collapse across the citizenry, the professions, the churches, the “Left,” and trade unions. Ausschaltung—being “switched off” (closed down, ostracized, censored)—has proven a powerful disciplining device. High levels of media cartelization and coordination are apparent, as is the use of propaganda to dominate the minds of the public. Health surveillance, in the form of “health passports” and mapping the population’s biodata, is a characteristic of both eras. The health professions are subordinated to the state and used for biopolitical purposes, involving widespread violations of medical ethics, including euthanasia. Human beings are being experimented upon without their informed consent. Transhumanism is the latest iteration of eugenics, a pseudoscientific legitimation of “elite” rule. Conscience has been hijacked and morality rewired to make evil/harmful acts seem good/safe and vice versa. Ecopolitics is prevalent in both eras. Notwithstanding some important discontinuities, the affinities between the early years of the Third Reich and our own time prove too powerful to ignore.


That is not to say that liberal democracy has already collapsed into full-blown totalitarianism, any more than the early years of the Third Reich were synonymous with the atrocities that followed later. Many Germans, for instance, retrospectively referred to the 1933–1939 period as “‘the normal years’ of the Third Reich,” when most Germans “disapproved of diehard Nazis’ coarse racist diatribes and pogrom-style tactics” (Koonz, 2003, p. 11). As explained in Chapter 2, the superficial continuities before and after 1933 were so strong that most Germans did not notice the tectonic shifts taking place politically. Similar is true today: most Westerners still believe they live in civilized societies where the rule of law prevails. In reality, liberal democracy is being systematically dismantled, and a novel, biodigital architecture of oppression (technocracy) is being erected in its place (Hughes, 2024, Chapter 1). 


For those with eyes to see, the warning signs are flashing red. We are at the thin end of the totalitarian wedge:


Although it is hard to claim that—at least in the West—we find ourselves once again under the yoke of totalitarian regimes comparable to those we know so well from the 20th century, there is no doubt that we are faced with a global paradigm that brings forth steadily expanding totalitarian tendencies [ . . . ] (Alting von Geusau, 2021)


Indeed, we are dealing here with an emergent global form of totalitarianism, which in certain key respects is very different from twentieth-century (ultra)nationalist, imperialist, and Soviet forms of totalitarianism. However, Alting von Geusau is wrong to claim that those tendencies are not “planned intentionally or maliciously.” They are by design, instigated by a transnational ruling class seeking recourse to totalitarianism in response to an acute crisis of capitalism—the same principle as in the 1930s. Then, as now, totalitarianism did not simply spring, fully formed, into existence. The descent into its worst horrors took place over many years (see Chapter 7). 


The intended outcome of this process is global technocracy, a centrally managed totalitarian system based on energy usage rather than money (Hughes, 2024, Chapter 1). Rather than the unpredictable market forces of supply and demand determining price, humans are to be allocated a quota of energy certificates/tokens to be spent on goods and services priced according to the energy cost of production (Technocracy Inc., 2005, p. 230; cf. Wood, 2018, p. 13). The technology required to fulfil this vision—which essentially requires the constant monitoring and control of everything, plus digital currencies—was not available in the 1930s, when technocracy was first proposed, but it is now (it goes under the label “smart”). At the apex of the power structure (the Technate), the technocrats will control everyone and everything. It is they who get to manage and distribute all resources, right down to the individual level (Davis, 2022a). This implies, inter alia, eradication of private property, dependence on the Technate for all basic needs (food, housing, healthcare, transportation, etc.), and an inability to save for future needs, since energy certificates expire at the end of an accounting period (Wood, 2018, pp. 14–15). Central bank digital currencies represent a vital step towards replacing money with digitally programmable tokens: the state will get to decide when, where, how, and if those tokens are spent, enabling absolute financial control over citizens’ lives. 


Explaining the Resurgence of Totalitarianism


How is it possible that we find ourselves living in an era that displays evident similarities to the early years of the Third Reich? After all, the Nazis were ostensibly defeated in 1945, and the end of the Soviet Union was supposed to mark the definitive triumph of Western liberalism (Fukuyama, 1989). 


The answer proposed here is that Wall Street—the apex of international finance capital and a “dominating complex” including “not just banks and law firms but also the oil majors” (Scott, 2017, p. 14)—has always been wedded to National Socialism as a ruthless means of crushing working class resistance. The Nazis, Loftus (2011, p. 17) notes, “were funded to keep the unions and Communists at bay: just a dog on a leash, or so they thought.” Contrary to liberal and conservative myth making that conflates National Socialism and socialism in the Marxist sense, and which misleadingly portrays fascism and socialism as representing two opposing ideological extremes (the “horseshoe” metaphor), the historical reality is that Western capitalists funded fascist movements in the 1920s and 1930s to counter the threat of a politically organized working class (Elmer, 2023). Without their support, Hitler and Mussolini could not have come to power.


Who exactly are we talking about when we say “Wall Street”? Loftus (2011, p. 51) prefers the nineteenth-century term “Robber Barons” to include America’s wealthiest families, e.g. Harriman, Bush, Rockefeller, DuPont, and Dulles, a collective which “funded both Hitler and Stalin.” Higham (2007, xiv) refers to “The Fraternity” (eliciting secret society networks), i.e., US corporate giants entangled through interlocking directorates and financial connections, though certain red threads can be traced: “all were represented by the National City Bank or by the Chase National Bank and by the Nazi attorneys Gerhardt Westrick and Dr. Heinrich Albert,” and all were linked to Emil Puhl of Hitler’s Reichsbank and the Bank for International Settlements. This group has no party-political or national loyalty: it only believes in profit (Loftus, 2011, p. 51). It funded the Nazis and the Bolsheviks alike and is eager to destroy liberal democracy. Its only ideology is “Business as Usual,” based on reactionism and a desire for a “common future in fascist domination” (Higham, 2007, p. xiv). 


Having subverted the Bolshevik Revolution and turned the Soviet Union into a giant opportunity to acquire financial control over nationalized industries on a model previously established in Latin America (Sutton, 1981), Wall Street looked to do the same in Germany and the United States. The model was “corporate socialism,” which involves centralizing power in the “pecuniary interests of the international bankers,” something best achieved “within a collectivist society” (Sutton, 2016, p. 173). Stalin’s “socialism in one country,” National Socialism, and Roosevelt’s New Deal were all forms of corporate socialism, in which the power of the state is made available to big business (Sutton, 2016, pp. 50, 121). Competition is thereby eliminated for an oligopoly of large corporations whose operations are financed (and thus ultimately directed) by Wall Street. Roosevelt and Hitler both took office in March 1933, and “both Hitler’s New Order and Roosevelt’s New Deal were backed by the same industrialists and in content were quite similar—i.e. they were both plans for a corporate state,” a concept previously introduced by Mussolini (Sutton, 2016, p. 121). The New Deal was the outcome of the Swope Plan, named after the president of General Electric, Gerard Swope, whose company was also involved in financing Hitler and electrifying the Soviet Union.


From July 1933 through 1934, Wall Street financiers and wealthy industrialists planned a coup d’état in the United States. The “Business Plot,” as it became known, was financed by Irénée du Pont, J.P. Morgan, and other wealthy industrialists including William Knudsen (president of General Motors), Robert Clark (heir to the Singer Sewing Machine Corporation), Grayson Murphy (director of Goodyear), and the Pew family of Sun Oil (Yeadon & Hawkins, 2008, p. 129). 


Knudsen and du Pont instituted the speed-up system created by Charles Bedaux, which paid workers who exceeded average hourly production more and demoted or fired those who fell below. Working at unsafe speeds on the assembly lines to keep their jobs when few were available, many workers died from a combination of heat, stress, and fear (Higham, 2007, p. 166). Bedaux was appointed head of I.G. commercial operations in Germany in 1938. Du Pont, meanwhile, personally financed “armed and gas-equipped storm troops modeled on the Gestapo to sweep through the plants and beat up anyone who proved rebellious,” to the tune of almost $1 million, as well as hiring the Pinkerton Agency to spy on leftists in the workforce (Higham, 2007, p. 166). There was no substantive difference between this kind of treatment of workers and what was taking place in Nazi Germany. The common aim was maximum exploitation of labor.


Had the “Business Plot” not been foiled by its intended leader, General Smedley Butler, the United States would likely have followed Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union on the path to totalitarianism, conceivably inaugurating the world of “garrison states” envisaged by Harold Lasswell in 1939, in which political opposition, legislatures, and free speech are abolished and dissidents are sent to forced labor camps (Lasswell, 2002, p. 146). The intrigue did not disappear: in 1937, US Ambassador to Germany, William E. Dodd, upon his return to New York claimed that “A clique of US industrialists is hell-bent to bring a fascist state to supplant our democratic government and is working closely with the fascist regime in Germany and Italy” (cited in Higham, 2007, p. 167). The plan to destroy liberal democracy in the interests of finance capital is, thus, approximately nine decades old.


Although the Business Plot and Nazi Germany were defeated, Wall Street representatives oversaw the recruitment of ex-Nazis to the United States after World War II. Through the national security apparatus they created in 1947—in particular through the CIA at the heart of a transnational deep state (Tunander, 2016; Scott, 2017)—they ruthlessly crushed working class resistance using methods derived from the Nazis, including death squads (Gill, 2004, pp. 85–6, 155, 255), torture (McCoy, 2007), false flag terrorism (Ganser, 2005; Davis, 2018), biochemical warfare (Kaye, 2018), surveillance-based targeting of political opponents (Klein, 2007, p. 91; van der Pijl, 2022, pp. 58–9), and the mass killing of civilians (Valentine, 2017). In the twentieth century, such methods were mostly reserved for non-Western populations to facilitate US imperialism under the pretext of a “Cold War” with the Soviet Union (Ahmed, 2012, p. 70).


The end of the Soviet Union meant that a new enemy had to be found for the securitization paradigm to continue to function (i.e. convincing the public that extraordinary measures, incompatible with democracy and the rule of law, are needed to deal with an alleged existential threat). In 1991, the Club of Rome proposed a new “common enemy against whom we can unite,” i.e. “humanity itself” for its disastrous inference in natural processes (King & Schneider, 1991, p. 115). But while the green agenda—itself deriving from Nazi ecologism (Brüggemeier et al., 2005; Staudenmaier, 2011)—struggled to gain traction, Carter et al. (1998, 81) envisaged a transformative event that, like Pearl Harbor, would involve unprecedented loss of life in peacetime, necessitating a reduction in civil liberties, increased surveillance of citizens, detention of suspects, and use of deadly force. Similarly, the Project for a New American Century (2000) claimed that the rebuilding of America’s defenses would be a drawn-out affair “absent some catastrophic and catalyzing event—like a new Pearl Harbor.” 9/11 was duly used as the pretext, not only for imperialist wars abroad, but also for increased authoritarianism at home.


Rising social tensions in the West following years of “austerity” and surging levels of inequality resulting from the 2008 financial crisis (Chancel et al., 2022) were met with an escalation in the number of terrorist attacks (see Chapter 6) intended to reimpose discipline on populations between 2015 and 2017, especially in France (van der Pijl 2022, pp. 63–4). But when protests around the world began to assume a socially progressive form not easily assimilated by “populist” movements in 2018–19, it became clear that a new paradigm of social control was needed (van der Pijl, 2022, pp. 54–58). 


“Covid-19” provided the pretext for inaugurating that new paradigm. Regardless of whether the “pandemic” was real or simulated, it was used a pretext for overhauling governance paradigms, implying that those paradigms were no longer fit for purpose (Agamben, 2021, p. 7). Liberal democracy, long since hollowed out by the “War on Terror,” is now finished, and its intended successor is technocracy, a totalitarian control system based on data-driven scientific dictatorship (Wood, 2018). If successfully implemented, technocracy will be worse than anything envisaged by Hitler or Stalin, because it amounts to the digital enslavement of humanity through biometric nanotechnologies, constant surveillance and monitoring as part of the “Internet of Bodies,” central bank digital currencies, and a Chinese-style social credit system (Davis, 2022; Broudy & Kyrie, 2021; Wood, 2022). New technologies mean that the financial oligarchy’s dream of global social control is on the brink of realization, unless, like the 1933–1934 Business Plot, the attempted global technocratic coup is defeated. 









CHAPTER 2


ECHOES OF THE THIRD REICH


Developments in global political economy since 2020 call to mind the early years of Nazi Germany. In both cases, power was seized in a climate of fear triggered by a false flag operation, in which the people willingly surrendered their rights, and legislatures and judiciaries capitulated to executive power. A multi-year process of legislating tyranny was set in motion, its apparent lawfulness fooling most people into believing in the endurance of liberal constitutionalism. What is taking place, now as then, is a revolution from above—a top-down remaking of society to serve ruling class interests, conspicuous by its attacks on the working and middle classes. Gleichschaltung—the production of ideological conformity—is a striking feature of both ages, with the citizenry, the professions, the churches, the Left, and the trade unions all immediately falling into line with official ideology and offering virtually no resistance for fear of being “switched off” (fired, censored, shut down, etc.). Centralized control of the media in both eras has resulted in the people being barraged with propaganda; the media space has become a war zone. Health surveillance is another common feature, with so-called “health [vaccine] passports” forming part of an attempt to hoover up health data en masse for eugenics purposes. “Covid-19” witnessed the return of euthanasia and eugenics in novel forms, not least in the worldwide medical experiment that was the “vaccine” rollout—all premised on pseudoscience, like Nazi eugenics. Nazi propaganda created a “new moral order” that justified discrimination and persecution; similar was witnessed during the “Covid-19” era. A bogus ecopolitics is common to both eras. Notwithstanding some important discontinuities, the powerful historical affinities between the two eras are almost certainly not coincidental.


The Seizure of Power


The response to the “Covid-19 pandemic” has much in common with the birth of the Third Reich. Agamben (2021, p. 8), for instance, sees parallels between the emergency legislation passed in 2020, which involved the suspension of constitutional guarantees, and the Reichstag Fire Decree, issued by President Hindenburg on the advice of Chancellor Hitler on February 28, 1933, which invoked Article 48 to suspend numerous basic rights previously protected by the Weimar Constitution (Shirer, 1991, p. 194). 


Although that decree “suspended all basic citizen protections” (Epstein, 2015, p. 66), this was done in the name of “protecting” the public: its proper title was the Decree for the Protection of People and State. Hitler justified curtailment of freedoms as “protection against disorder”; political opponents were taken into “protective custody”; and the media characterized Nazi terror (mass arrests, concentration camps, etc.) as “protective” (Koonz, 2003, pp. 98–102). In 2020, similarly, tyrannical measures were enacted around the world in the name of “protecting” the public against “Covid-19.” In Germany, of all places, Interior Senator Andreas Geisel deemed that abrogating the people’s constitutional rights to freedom of assembly, free speech, and to petition their government, was a matter of “protecting the public health,” as codified under the Infection Protection Act of November 2020 (Hopkins, 2020a).


The Reichstag fire, an act of arson against the home of the German parliament in 1933, was almost certainly a false flag operation, to be blamed on communists as alleged enemies of the state (Shirer, 1991, p. 192; Klemperer, 1999, p. 5; Hett, 2014; Sutton, 2016, pp. 118–19). In the six days between the fire and the federal election on March 5, 1933, an atmosphere of terror was created as truckloads of storm troopers all over Germany rounded up victims and transported them to S.A. barracks, where many were tortured and beaten (Schirer, 1991, p. 194). In March 2020, populations around the world were terrorized through other, less obvious means, i.e. military-grade propaganda about a killer virus. The threat was grotesquely exaggerated through various means to make people fear for their lives and the lives of loved ones (Hughes, 2024, Chapter 4), and the declared state of emergency was sustained through psychological warfare (van der Pijl, 2022a, p. 25). 


The imposition of authority in a climate of fear is an effective model. Erich Fromm, a Jewish psychoanalyst who left Germany after the Nazis came to power, was astounded by the millions of Germans who were “as eager to surrender their freedom as their fathers were to fight for it” (Fromm, 1942, p. 2). Ordinary Germans in 1933, without being forced, rapidly submitted to the process of Gleichschaltung, or self-imposed conformity (Epstein, 2015, p. 60; Gellately, 1991, p. 137). The social response to “Covid-19” was marked by a similarly astonishing level of voluntary conformity. Agamben (2021, p. 17), for instance, was astounded at how much the populace was willing to sacrifice: life conditions, social relationships, work, friendships, even political and religious convictions.


The Enabling Act was passed by a vote of 441 to 94, formally turning Germany into a dictatorship. In this way, “The Reichstag stripped itself of its powers—a supreme act of democratic self-abnegation. Hitler could now rule Germany free of parliamentary control” (Epstein, 2015, p. 56, my emphasis). Or, as US historian William Shirer (1991, p. 199) puts it, the German Parliament “committed suicide” in 1933, though its embalmed corpse lingered on until 1945. In 2020, similarly, the UK Parliament, like parliaments across the world, capitulated to executive power in a “most remarkable abdication” of it constitutional functions, according to former QC Lord Sumption (2020, p. 11). Although the UK Coronavirus Act grants the Government “coercive powers over citizens on a scale never previously attempted” (Sumption, 2020, p. 1), Parliament repeatedly voted—or did not even bother to vote (Steerpike, 2021)—for its renewal. For all intents and purposes, the Government was handed supreme executive power, and the UK effectively became a one-party state (Davis, 2021a). The UK’s “dead parrot Parliament” (Hitchens, 2020) nevertheless lingers on, so as to maintain the facade of democracy “until the very end, even during the seizure of power” (van der Pijl, 2022a, p. 76).


Judges who had sworn an oath of allegiance to the Nazi Party strove to anticipate the will of the Führer and thereby went above and beyond what they were legally obliged to do (Müller, 1991, pp. xvii-xviii). As the practice of law became Nazified, those charged with upholding the law were, paradoxically, “complicit in its subversion” (Epstein, 2015, p. 67). We see a similar process unfolding today in the willingness of judges to uphold the constitutionality of “lockdown” measures, which represent the most egregious attack on liberal constitutionalism in history. The Irish Supreme Court, for example, ruled that such measures were constitutional (O’Faolain, 2022), while in Canada, they were ruled to be “not unconstitutional” and “justified as reasonable limits in a free and democratic society” (Ingram v. Alberta, 2023). In early 2024, Master Richard Davison of the High Court of Justice in England passed a summary judgment against investigative journalist and film maker Richard D. Hall prohibiting him from presenting evidence challenging the state account of the Manchester Arena incident of 2017, evidencing a legal system that is “neither fair nor just and serves only to protect and serve the government and other powerful interests” (Davis, 2024).


Legislating Totalitarianism


Once in power, the Nazis were able to pass law after law as they built a totalitarian state over the course of many years, as documented by independent researcher and author Simon Elmer (as in Wilson, 2022). Those who denounce comparisons between the global biosecurity state being built today and Nazi Germany, Elmer recognizes, not only fail to see that the former is not yet as bad as the latter proved to be, but are also blind to how totalitarian states are constructed in law. Davis (2021a) warns that, through a raft of legislation being rammed through Parliament while the population’s attention is focused elsewhere, the UK is being turned into a constitutional dictatorship. 


In Nazi Germany, “defense of the state” could be used as justification for breaking the law, whereby the courts let the most serious crimes go unpunished (Müller, 1991, p. 81). Under the UK Covert Human Intelligence (Criminal Conduct) Act (2021), fourteen government agencies have the mandate to commit crimes with impunity under certain circumstances—an obvious slippery slope. 


The Nazi police state is notorious for its abuses: quite apart from the Gestapo, state police could attack political enemies with impunity (Epstein, 2015, p. 57). Police brutality against those protesting the “Covid-19 countermeasures” was worldwide (Broudy et al., 2022), whereas other protests did not meet with the same treatment, evidencing politicized policing (Malet, 2023). The UK Public Order Act (2023) expands police powers to deal with protests to such an extent that the United Nations High Commissioner for Human Rights calls for its repeal because it is likely to have a “profoundly chilling effect on civic freedoms” (Türk, 2023).


The Malicious Practices Act, passed on March 31, 1933, criminalized telling jokes, or making negative remarks, about the Nazi regime (Epstein, 2015, p. 67). In our own time, prominent German dissidents have been arrested and/or charged on spurious grounds, including Michael Ballweg (Beppler-Spahl, 2023), C.J. Hopkins (Hopkins, 2023a, 2023b), and Reiner Fuellmich (Harrity, 2023). The Nuremberg Public Prosecutor’s Office even has a case open against Holocaust survivor Vera Sharav for speaking out against the “Covid-19 vaccination” campaign outside the Nuremberg Palace of Justice (site of the Nuremberg Trials) in August 2022 (Alschner, 2023).


So-called “asocials” in Nazi Germany, i.e., those “unwilling to adapt to the life of the community,” were criminalized for “deviant, but not illegal, conduct” (Epstein, 2015, p. 87). In 2020, those who “violated community guidelines” on social media had their accounts restricted or permanently suspended. Today’s “deviant, but not illegal” is what Twitter/X CEO Linda Yaccarino calls “lawful but awful” (Bergman, 2023), which is being used to render politically subversive content online largely invisible (“freedom of speech, not reach”). The UK Online Safety Act (2023) provides similar means to censor dissent: all that is required is that Ofcom (the government-approved communications regulator) label the content “harmful.” The path to criminalizing dissent is clear. 


One of Hitler’s rhetorical strategies was to project his Jew-hatred onto his victims, who, he claimed, planned to “wage a battle for life and death” in the “final struggle” against the Third Reich (Koonz, 2003, p. 100), whereas the reality was the “Final Solution.” Since 2020, the Western media has sought to frame dissidents, including “vaccine” skeptics, as far right extremists, Islamists, and terrorists (Hopkins, 2020b; Bentham, 2020; Fleet Street Fox, 2021). Anyone accused of undermining British institutions and values—i.e. any dissident—could be regarded as an “extremist” under UK Government proposals (Ungoed-Thomas & Townsend, 2023). 


In the early years of the Third Reich, life in many ways appeared to go on as normal: “elections took place, city councils convened, and Reichstag delegates debated” (Koonz, 2003, p. 72). The Weimar Constitution was suspended but not revoked. Civil servants without Jewish ancestry or Marxist affiliations continued to work at the same offices. The Nazi dictatorship parasitically functioned “within the framework of the public culture it destroyed” (Koonz, 2003, p. 72). Although constitutional government had been done away with, most of the German population retained its belief in the “constitutional state,” i.e. “a government which was subject to law” (Müller, 1991, p. 71). Similar is true today. Most of the public retains a belief in a liberal constitutionalism that is, in fact, dead and unable to offer it any meaningful protection. As in 1930s Germany, the “façade of politics as usual” masks the steady maturation of totalitarianism, with national security agencies, mass surveillance, propaganda, and the suspension of basic rights all being drastically expanded while politicians and so-called journalists appear not to notice (van der Pijl, 2022b).


Revolution from Above


National Socialism was born in reaction to the threat of revolution in the wake of the 1929 Wall Street crash and the Great Depression. Major industrialists financed Hitler, because National Socialism, in their eyes, promised to deliver against communism, socialism, and the trade unions (Shirer, 1991, p. 126). Events since 2020 have, once more, been a response to a major crisis of capitalism, only this time with a far higher degree of transnational coordination in the response. In 2019, following a decade of austerity, major protests erupted in one in five countries, involving “unprecedented political mobilization” (Wright, 2019). These uncontainable social tensions, according to van der Pijl (2022a, p. 72), were what triggered the “Covid-19” counterrevolution in 2020, the signs of revolution being too serious for the transnational ruling class to ignore.


The National Socialist project was a revolution from above—a top-down remaking of society to serve elite interests. As Hitler declared in 1934, “The German revolution will be concluded only when the entire German Volk has been totally created anew, reorganized and reconstructed” (cited in Koonz, 2003, p. 87). The “Great Reset,” announced by World Economic Forum (WEF) director Klaus Schwab, son of Nazi industrialist Eugen Schwab, attempts the same thing on a global scale, promising to “revamp all aspects of our societies and economies, from education to social contracts and working conditions. Every country [ . . . ] must participate, and every industry [ . . . ] must be transformed” (Schwab, 2020).


The revolution from above requires that the working class remains poor and exploitable. In Nazi Germany, despite near full employment being reached in 1936, real wage levels in 1929 were not reached again until 1941. Income levels were consistently suppressed through higher goods prices, wage freezes, increased taxes, and forced savings (Epstein, 2015, pp. 106–107). Correspondingly, on a global scale, the 2020 “lockdowns” represented an historic assault on the working class. In the UK, over two million families were driven into poverty, doubling the previous number (Butler, 2020). 70,000 UK households were made homeless in the first ten months of the “pandemic” (Jayanetti, 2021). BlackRock (2019) knew before the “pandemic” that, “in the long run, the growth of money supply drives inflation.” The inevitable high inflation resulting from Western monetary policy in 2020 (and not the war in Ukraine), manifesting in double-digit levels in the UK in 2022/23 (Rate Inflation, n.d.), vastly outstripping real income growth, and hitting mortgages, food, and fuel, is financially punishing all but the wealthiest.


The Nazis sought to substitute individual property rights with the principle of “Gemeinnutz vor Eigennutz” (communal use over personal use) (Uekötter, 2005, p. 103). The Nazi Food and Agriculture Minister, R.W. Darré, claimed that the Germanic idea of property combined the right of usufruct and inheritance in exchange for service rendered to the community, reminiscent of feudal relations (Koehl, 1972, p. 156). Fast-forward to the present, and we find a similar neo-feudalist mindset in the World Economic Forum’s technocratic “own nothing and be happy” ethos. The Mises Institute notes that the WEF wants to “lead the world into a new era without property or privacy” (Mueller, 2020).


Totalitarianism demands the subordination of all individual rights and interests to “the common good.” In Nazi Germany, the concept of Volksgemeinschaft (national community) promoted the collective over individual rights (Epstein, 2015, p. 107). As per Point 10 of the Nazi 25-Point Plan, “The activities of the individual must not clash with the general interest, but must proceed within the framework of the community and be for the general good.” Correspondingly, the WEF’s Schwab and Malleret (2020, p. 87) claim that the “pandemic” forced everyone into “a philosophical debate about how to maximize the common good.”


 The Attack on the Middle Class


Hitler originally appealed to members of the lower middle classes who had twice been ruined—by the inflation of 1923, and by the effects of the Wall Street crash of 1929 (Huxley, 1958, p. 42). He received significant support from small- and medium-sized businesses (Turner, 1972, pp. 98–99). Yet, a fifth of such businesses disappeared under laws passed in 1937, which dissolved all corporations with capital beneath a certain threshold (Shirer, 1991, p. 262). In contrast, legislation for “compulsory cartels” was passed as early as July 15, 1933, and Big Business, deemed too big to fail, received substantial support from the state (Turner, 1972, p. 99)—not least in the form of slave labor in concentration camps, the kind of arrangement Eugen Schwab benefited from at Escher Wyss. Nazism promoted the most powerful German industrialists at the expense of all other classes (Fromm, 1942, p. 188).


Schwab and Malleret knew no later than June 2020 (and probably much earlier, given the implausibly narrow three-month window between the WHO “pandemic” declaration and the publication of their book) that small businesses would “suffer disproportionately” owing to the impact of “lockdowns” (i.e. reduced trade, closures, bankruptcies, etc.) while big businesses would get bigger (2020, p.134–135). So it proved as big businesses were deemed “essential” and allowed to stay open, while small businesses were subjected to punishing restrictions (Rectenwald, 2021). 


The result was that wealth and power were transferred from the middle class to those with political power and connections (Roth, 2021). While workers lost $3.7 trillion in 2020, the billionaire class gained $3.9 trillion (Gutentag, 2021). The world’s richest ten people reportedly grew half a trillion dollars richer (Newman, 2021). In September 2020, Jeff Bezos could have paid all 876,000 Amazon employees a $105,000 bonus and still have been as wealthy as he was before March 2020 (Todhunter, 2021). The United States gained 56 new billionaires in 2020 (White, 2020). By October 2021, the top 1 percent of US earners were richer than the entire middle class, defined as the middle 60 percent of US households by income (Tanzi & Dorning, 2021). 


Gleichschaltung


Gleichschaltung is a term without equivalent in other languages, but can loosely be translated as “Nazification,” “coordination,” “integration,” and “bringing into line” (Koonz, 2003, p. 72). Gleichschaltung is about synchronizing “virtually all areas of life” (Epstein, 2015, p. 57) and achieving “ideological coordination and uniformity in politics, culture, and private communication” (Hopkins, 2020a). It accords with Mussolini’s (1932) slogan “All within the state, none outside the state, none against the state.” It means that all citizens must align their speech and behavior with official narratives. 


In the Third Reich, the professions were Nazified, e.g. by dismissing Jews and Communists, via the establishment of new institutions such as the Academy of German Law and the Reich Institute for the History of the new Germany, or by taking control of existing institutions (Weinreich, 1946, pp. 17–18). In 2020, similarly, the professions all fell into line with the official “Covid-19” narrative, thereby demonstrating a moral collapse of spectacular proportions. Scientists, academics, and lawyers collaborated with authoritarianism to help implement and legitimize a biosecurity state that removes human rights and civil liberties (Elmer, 2021). Media commentators called for censorship of those not toeing the official line, philosophy professors sought to justify mass internment, and human rights organizations had no objection to “vaccine passports” (Kingsnorth, 2021). Jurists allowed health dictats to form the basis of juridical norms (Agamben, 2021, p. 36). The medical profession removed licenses from dissenting doctors, threatened its members not to speak out, and abandoned medical ethics (“first do no harm”) when it came to the “vaccines” (Blaylock, 2022). 


The churches offered no meaningful resistance to National Socialism. In 1933, most of Germany’s Protestant pastors, being part of a conservative elite, supported Hitler’s nationalism, antisemitism, and anti-Marxism (Epstein, 2015, pp. 113–114). So did Germany’s Catholic clergy, having abandoned its pre-1933 stance of opposition to National Socialism. The July 1933 Concordat with the Vatican saw the latter agree to ban Catholics from political activity in Germany in exchange for freedom to practice their faith. The moral failure of the churches was again evident during the “Covid-19” crisis. The Catholic Church, led by a pope named Francis, apparently forget that St. Francis embraced lepers and that visiting the sick is a work of mercy, as it followed the new countermeasures (Agamben, 2021, p. 36). Religious buildings closed their doors, zealously enforced “Covid rules” (Hookham, 2021), and even turned themselves into “vaccination” centers (spectacularly, in the case of Salisbury Cathedral). The Archbishop of Canterbury advised “to love one another—as Jesus said—get vaccinated, get boosted” (cited in Newman & Wright, 2021).


The political Left failed spectacularly to prevent the rise of National Socialism. In the last free federal election in November 1932, the KPD and SPD jointly received 1.5 million votes more than the Nazis, winning 221 of a total 584 seats, vs. 196 for the NSDAP. The Nazi share of the vote had fallen from 37 percent in July 1932 to 33 percent in November that year. Had the SPD and KPD formed a united front against fascism, they could have prevented the Nazis from coming to power. Instead, they remained enemies, and the resultant split in the labor movement at a time of deep capitalist crisis drove more and more workers into the arms of the Nazis (Wilde, 2013). Similarly, today, the Left’s abject failure to oppose the global biosecurity state represents a momentous historical failure as ignominious as its failure to stop the rise of fascism a century ago (Elmer, 2022). Well-known “leftists” and “left-wing” publications had barely a word to say against the overtly fascistic measures being rolled out under the pretext of combatting a disease (Miller, 2021b, 2022). On the contrary, supposed champions of the working class were found arguing for mass unemployment, business closures, and draconian police powers (Knightly, 2020), as well as discriminatory “vaccine” mandates and “health passes” (Goldberg, 2021). Even when millions of people around the world marched against the unfolding attack on their fundamental rights, the Left doubled down on its betrayal of the working class, e.g. by following the mainstream media in portraying protestors as “far right” and “fascist” (Workers League, 2022). 


The trade unions failed to provide any meaningful resistance to National Socialism. The Confederation of German Trade Unions had already separated itself from the SPD over three months before Hitler became Chancellor and by May 1, 1933, was marching under the swastika. That did not prevent its dissolution, however, after the Nazis stormed trade union offices the following day. The German Labor Front, a Nazi organization, replaced the trade unions: its purpose was not to advocate for working class Germans, but, rather, to show them how National Socialism improved their lives, e.g. through collective consumption programs such as the “people’s car”—though no Volkswagen was ever manufactured for private use under the Nazis (Epstein, 2015, pp. 108, 111). During the “Covid-19” crisis, trade unions proved similarly impotent, repeatedly getting behind the official line and pressing for harmful measures. UK school and university unions, for instance, called for educational institutions to be closed and for teaching to move online in a second national lockdown (“Covid-19: PM announces four-week England lockdown,” 2020). The impact on young people’s mental health, the detriment to education, the predictable increase in rates of child abuse, etc. were ignored. The Met Police Federation (the closest thing to a trade union, which is not allowed for police) demanded that frontline officers be prioritized for “Covid-19 vaccination” (Saunt & Vincent, 2021). The Communication Workers Union refuses to respond to an open letter demanding that it rescind its support for “Covid-19 vaccines” in the face of extensive evidence that they are harming its members (Real Left, 2023). 


University professors were among the most vocal supporters of the Nazis (Koonz, 2003, p. 194). The Jewish diarist Victor Klemperer (1999, p. 237) wrote in 1937 that “the intelligentsia and the scholars prostitute themselves.” The economist Wilhelm Röpke (2008, p. 73) reflected in 1945 that academia in the Third Reich had become “a scene of prostitution that [had] stained the honourable history of German learning.” The Jewish linguist Max Weinreich (1946, p. 7) notes that the worst culprits were those “of long and high standing, university professors and academy members, some of them world famous.” Sadly, academia risks going down a similar path today:


To sway the American people to accept lockdowns, professors with prestigious titles and affiliations denied scientific data about risks, effective mitigation, and biological protection. They spouted politicized opinion as if it were objective truth and demonized views counter to their preferred narrative. (Atlas, 2022)


Astonished and confused by academics’ response to “Covid-19,” US libertarian Jeffrey Tucker (2023) asks a pertinent question: “Why the craven deference to power? Why the silence in the face of outrage?” Most North American universities forced staff and students to take an experimental substance into their bodies, with no safety data beyond a few months, as a condition of being allowed on campus—a grotesque violation of the Nuremberg Code.


In sum, since 2020, we have witnessed the same kind of moral collapse across Western institutions as took place in Nazi Germany. The professions bend over backwards to collaborate with authoritarianism, doctors violate medical ethics, churches do not put Christian values first, the “Left” and the unions abandon the working class, academics forsake the truth, etc. Western civilization is being plunged into crisis. 


Ausschaltung


The flip-side of Gleichschaltung is Ausschaltung—“switching off.” In Nazi Germany, “undesirables” such as Marxists, non-“Aryans,” and the disabled were “switched off,” in the sense of being “banished from mainstream society” (Koonz, 2003, p. 72). This ranged from ostracization and censorship to persecution and murder. In the early days of the Third Reich, the key enforcement mechanism was through institutions, which were given an ultimatum: “Gleichschaltung or dissolution” (Koonz, 2003, p. 73). Officers had to belong to the Nazi Party, agendas required Nazi approval, and non-“Aryans” had to be removed, or else the organization could be closed down. So, for example, when the “Aryan Paragraph” (intended to exclude Jews from public life) entered Nazi law on April 7, 1933, stipulating that “Civil servants who are not of Aryan descent are to be retired,” other organizations voluntarily followed suit by introducing an Aryan clause for membership (United States Holocaust Memorial Museum, n.d.).


In the early days of the “Covid-19” crisis, businesses and other organizations were told to “follow government guidelines.” The threat of being “switched off” was palpable as those institutions deemed “non-essential” were ordered to close. In the United States, as elsewhere, the impact on unemployment was catastrophic in the short term, with the unemployment rate hitting 13.2 percent in May 2020 (by far the highest on record) (FRED, n.d.-a); US GDP levels also suffered a dramatic short-term contraction (FRED, n.d.-b). Headlines appeared in the corporate media such as “Half of world’s workers ‘at immediate risk of losing livelihood due to coronavirus’” (Inman, 2020). Here was a powerful disciplining device: threatening companies and workers with loss of their livelihoods lest they toe the line by becoming “Covid-compliant.” There was no underlying economic weakness: US unemployment levels returned to pre-“pandemic” levels (ca. 3.6 percent) by 2022 (FRED, n.d.-a).


In the information space, there were various means of “switching people off” in Nazi Germany, from book burnings and censorship to driving dissenting news media out of business; self-censorship quickly became the norm (Koonz, 2003, p. 71). On May 10, 1933, students in nineteen university towns burned some twenty thousand books in an “Action against the Un-German Spirit” (Epstein, 2015, p. 59). The Nazi occupation of the Netherlands was accompanied by a Regulation “to protect the Dutch population from untrue news” (Delpher, n.d.). Dissenting voices were discredited as “foreign-influenced” (Koonz, 2003, p. 102).


Today, the mechanisms are more varied, but the chilling effect on free speech is the same. Scientific evidence which challenged the official “Covid-19” narrative was systematically suppressed and dissenting scientists were smeared (Bhattacharya, 2023). Medical professionals who spoke out were stripped of their license to practice, recalling the persecution of Jewish physicians in Nazi Germany (Haque et al., 2012, p. 474). As Dr. Francis Christian told a disciplinary panel at the University of Saskatchewan, “These are the types of panels that were set up in the Soviet Union and Nazi Germany [ . . . ] It’s really disturbing that because I call for informed consent, I am not allowed to practise” (Justice Centre for Constitutional Freedoms, 2021). Big Tech companies (including payment processors) censor or shadow-ban virtually all information that contradicts official narratives. So-called “fact checkers” act as narrative enforcers and flak machines. Dissent is systematically branded “mis/disinformation” and “fake news.” Those concerned with defending bodily autonomy against invasive state overreach are stigmatized as “anti-vaxxers.” “Woke culture” is used to cancel and deplatform (“you cannot say that”), rather than debate. Alternative platforms, such as Parler, Telegram, and Bitchute, have either been put out of business or seem likely to be heavily censored under legislation such as the UK Online Safety Act. Anything which challenges official narratives is dismissed as foreign (typically Russian) disinformation.


Propaganda


Despite Goebbels’ boasts that the press was free to report as it saw fit, it was coordinated via a press trust which “reported” stories planted by the Nazis, putting various spins on them to create the illusion that the information was not all coming from the same source (Digital Citizen, 2003). Moreover, by 2003, there was “no practical difference” between this arrangement and the “Anglo-American media and entertainment cartel.” For example, just five mega-corporations own virtually all print media, film studios, and televisions and radio stations in the United States, and despite surface competition between them, they act as one when it comes to the “purpose of their cartel” (Bagdikian, 2004, pp. 3–5).


In recent years, the media cartel has become globalized. One need only look at the WEF’s list of “Media, Entertainment, and Information Partners” on its website to get a flavor of this. One of those partners is Omnicom, used by the G7 to provide what Davis (2021b) calls “the approved single version of the truth.” Another example is the disingenuously titled “Trusted News Initiative” (TNI) convened by the BBC in the summer of 2019 and described by Davis as “a global media cartel.” The TNI arrogates to itself the right to determine what is true or not, and it censors dissenting voices, no matter how credentialled (Woodworth, 2022). The Global Alliance for Responsible Media (GARM), founded alongside the TNI, seeks to prevent monetization of what it subjectively determines to be “harmful” content. The result of these developments, witnessed during “Covid,” was an unprecedented level of global media coordination and propaganda.


The head of the Nazi Press Division (1938–1942), Hans Fritzsche, testified in 1946 that “the German news agencies received a ten-fold increase in their budget from the Reich” (Office of United States Chief of Counsel for Prosecution of Axis Criminality, 1946, pp. 1041–1042). This was one mechanism by which the media came under the control of the Nazi state. Fritzsche called the shots: he “personally gave to the representatives of the principal German newspapers the ‘daily parole of the Reich Press Chief’” and acted as “the principal conspirator directly concerned with the manipulations of the press.” In 2020, the “pandemic” saw advertising revenues plunge and governments massively increase their advertising expenditure. The UK Government, for example, went from 30th on the list of UK newspaper advertisers by expenditure in 2019 to “the nation’s largest advertiser across all media” in 2020 (Edward, 2021). This effectively placed the media under state control when it came to “Covid-19.” 


For Goebbels, the aim of propaganda was to make the people “think uniformly, react uniformly, and place themselves body and soul at the disposal of the government” (Epstein, 2015, p. 59). This could not be achieved by producing uniform propaganda, however: in fact, Goebbels complained that journalists did not rewrite his propaganda handouts thoroughly enough and that different newspapers sounded the same (Becker, 1949, p. 226). Similarly, the challenge for syndicated news media today is how to avoid the public realizing that all new items come from the same handful of agencies (AP, AFP, Reuters). 


Comparing subtle persuasion to a gas, Goebbels claimed: “The best propaganda is that which, as it were, works invisibly, penetrates the whole of life without the public having any knowledge of the propagandistic initiative” (cited in Koonz, 2003, p. 13). Before Covid, this largely seemed to have been achieved. Pilger (2016), for instance, reflects: “In my career as a journalist and filmmaker, I have never known propaganda to insinuate our lives as it does now and to go unchallenged.”
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