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***

Unlike many who seem to believe that freedom of movement (since 2020 extinguished in
the EU) must mean an end to national borders, I have only felt that borders should be
recognised as the product of political will and history. 

In the entrance to the museum at the Invalides in Paris there is a quote attributed to Charles
de Gaulle,

“France was made with the sword.”

The idea that anywhere in Europe especially borders are natural or that they are defined by
some innate qualities is absurd.[1]

However, following the principles first proposed in international law (by the British, speaking
through their ventriloquist Woodrow Wilson) that nations were to be recognised based on
ethnic  or  language  “self-determination”,  the  only  peoples  permitted  to  exercise  such
political will were granted their “patent” by the British Empire after the Great War. This was
consistent with British policy of dismembering all its competitors, e.g. Austria-Hungary and
the Ottoman Empire. The October Revolution seemed to offer Britain and its US partner the
opportunity to redesign the Russian Empire too.

In order to defeat those forces, a brutal war had to be waged and the system of soviet
republics was created both to endow many non-Russian populations with elements of self-
determination and to defend the territorial integrity of the Russian Revolution.[2]

We know that Ukraine emerged as a modern state in this context. War, civil  war, and
negotiation created a state out of the eastern remnants of Austria-Hungary, Poland and
Russia. Such configurations have always benefitted British (today Anglo-American) imperial
interests. Precisely those qualities were to promote the use of Ukraine against Russia, in the
way Croatia has been used against Serbia but on a far greater scale.

https://www.globalresearch.ca/author/t-p-wilkinson
https://www.globalresearch.ca/region/europe
https://www.globalresearch.ca/region/russia-and-fsu
https://www.globalresearch.ca/theme/culture-society-history
https://www.globalresearch.ca/indepthreport/ukraine-report
https://lp.constantcontactpages.com/su/IJiNQuW?EMAIL=&go.x=0&go.y=0&go=GO
https://www.instagram.com/globalresearch_crg/
https://twitter.com/CrGlobalization


| 2

British  objectives  have  always  been  to  use  “cultural”  weapons  to  create  or  maintain
internally  fragmented  states  which  can  be  manipulated  through  federal  structures
dependent upon external arms and finance. All of the white dominions of the British Empire
were created as federations ruled from above.[3]

There was clearly legitimate fear among those who supported nationalism in the US that the
British would subvert the federal system to their advantage, especially during the Civil War.
In fact they obtained this goal in 1913 and consolidated it by 1918 through the “Bank of
England” model of public-private partnership.[4] But that is another story.

A major source of confusion in the debate about Ukraine and Russia’s incursion is the
question of Ukrainian sovereignty, on which a wide range of people oppose Russia’s actions
because it should not attack a sovereign state (naively drawing on the prohibitions of the UN
Charter).

Moreover, the claim that Russia should not have violated Ukrainian sovereignty is based on
the erroneous belief that Ukraine was invaded. This assertion is based on ignorance. Quite
aside from the international-law issues posed by the sovereign claims of the Donetsk and
Lugansk People’s Republics (DPR and LPR), and hence whether they could exert sovereign
rights to conclude treaties and hence invite military aid, there is the long-standing original
threat and active aggression of NATO in and through Ukraine’s governments.

The recognition of sovereignty does not outweigh the right of self-defense.[5] The fact that
the Russian Federation has not engaged in military retaliation for multiple violations of its
territory does not mean that it has waived or forfeited those territorial rights.[6]

That is the ultimate premise upon which most of the critique and attack on Russian military
action has been based. There is a principle of English common law by which the convention
of traversing private property can create a prescriptive easement – a right of way – which
the titular owner of the property can no longer obstruct.[7] Title must be actively and
conspicuously asserted to remain enforceable. This is augmented by the concept of adverse
possession whereby a party may assert title to land occupied for a given period and have
that title sustained against the original owner by virtue of that owner’s failure or neglect to
challenge the possession. In other words, there is no such thing as absolute title: it must
always be effectively asserted.

Common law, while not necessarily enshrined in statutes, can be seen as an expression of
the underlying social  and psychological  conventions prevailing in a regime. Although a
nation-state would not appear comparable with a private home or farm, the material beliefs
held and practiced in daily life do shape the prejudices of those who debate politics and
political concepts. That is what makes this kind of law “common” – as opposed to the details
of statutes or treaties.

The  Anglo-American  view  of  sovereignty  is  implemented  by  people  for  whom  such  fluid
ideas of property, title and boundaries are conventional. This can be seen throughout the
19th and 20th centuries in every aspect of international-law practice. Even the so-called
international  judiciary  has  been formed or  deformed by  such assumptions,  with  some
contradictory concessions to continental jurisprudence. The extremes to which disputes in
Britain and the US lead to litigation are also an indication of the operational instability of
legal  conventions and norms – and of  the level  of  aggression in everyday violation of
whatever norms may be created by statute or courts.
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NATO  often  appears  absurd  because  its  continental  European  bureaucrats  utter
pronouncements wholly at odds with their own cultural and legal traditions in order to
articulate the policies generated by their Anglo-American principals. On the other hand this
is part of the Anglo-American sleight of hand– : framing their imperial designs in the alien
terms of continental European politics. No amount of fealty or obsequy can conceal the fact
that neither Stoltenberg nor Von der Leyen are natural “common law” politicians.[8] That is
one reason their insincerity is so blatant.

They both try to present essentially Anglo-American imperial objectives as if they were
continental peninsular. Their statements are incredulous and can be dismissed on their face.
The real issue –– which they are employed to conceal –- is the anti-Russian policy of the
Anglo-American Empire. To rectify the name of this policy and the actions derived from it
would  openly  deny  any  pretense  of  sovereignty  in  occupied  Germany  and  the  vassal
monarchies that comprise the core of NATO[9].

So to return to the debate about the war in Central Europe that began in 2014 and that has
only now been taken seriously by the mass hypnotised in the West because of Russia’s
military  response  in  the  Ukraine,  the  issues  ought  to  be  described  in  the  way  the
antagonists  actually  see  them  and  not  using  the  distorted  language  of  professional
propagandists.

The  world  has  been at  war  no  later  than  when behind  the  pretext  of  a  constructive
“emergency  of  international  concern”  an  asset  of  the  Anglo-American  international
organisation  cartel  presented  the  fictive  requirements  for  a  global  state  of  martial
law.[10] Let us call it what it is. Martial law is imposed for a state of war. The enemy in this
case was the world’s ordinary population– the 99% some would say. As I wrote two years
ago,  the  WHO exercised  implied  authority  to  empower  the  Anglo-American  Empire  to
commence a global counter-insurgency.[11] Like similar counter-insurgency wars fought by
that Empire, the focus of operations has been the global drug-weapons-energy cartel. This
cartel is managed by the espionage organisations and organised criminal gangs shielded by
US-UK forces and those of their closest allies.[12]

Under  these  conditions  of  global  counter-insurgency,  the  Anglo-American  Empire  has
intensified its operations (war) against its historical enemies/competitors Russia and China.
The guiding principle by which this war is fought in the saturation propaganda of the biggest
psychological operation since the founding of the Roman Catholic Church can be stated
simply: Use it or lose it. There are no human rights, civil rights or sovereign rights which the
Anglo-American Empire is obliged to respect. The only rights anyone has are those that the
person or nation actually exercises. That exercise must be “open and notorious” (the words
comes from common law meaning generally known and as such undeniable).

Beginning  in  March  2020  most  of  the  world’s  citizenry  was  tricked  and  bullied  into
surrendering  all  their  natural  rights.[13]  Now,  two  years  later,  they  are  finding  just  how
difficult it is to counter adverse possession of all they surrendered under martial law. At the
same time, “astute” observers have failed to take seriously the trespass of NATO and other
forces of the Anglo-American Empire’s cartels. They have willfully ignored the conspicuous
assertion of sovereign rights and privileges by Russia (and China). They have downplayed or
ignored – when not apologising for – the violations committed since 1991 (at least).

The Russian Federation, pursuant to the decisions of its highest legislative and executive
bodies,  ordered  deployment  of  military  force  to  actively  and  conspicuously  assert  its
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sovereign rights  against  a  government  controlling  a  territory  adjacent  to  it  which has
collaborated  in  attacks  on  its  territory  and  people,  violating  those  sovereign  rights.
Thus,consistent  with  the  more  general  (as  opposed  to  Anglo-American)  concepts  of
international law, it is engaged in the right to self-defense. This claim is not diminished or
forfeited either  by failure to so act  earlier  or  by the refusal  of  the opposing party to
acknowledge violations committed.

The end of the military operations by forces of the Russian Federation in Ukraine can only be
considered  in  the  context  of  a  resolution  (dare  anyone  say  “end”)  of  the  world  war
commenced by the Anglo-American Empire in 2020. Threats by agents and assets of that
regime to continue guerrilla war against Russia in Ukraine only amplify the necessity of
grasping the Russian actions in Ukraine as a response to Anglo-American aggression. Until
the subjects of that Empire are capable of grasping that and accepting responsibility for that
aggression (not only against Russia) and reasserting those human rights they forfeited to
their criminal oligarchs two years ago, (not only) central Europe will remain a very messy
place indeed.

*
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Notes

[1] The cultural historian Morse Peckham was fond of saying that “man does not live by bread alone,
but mainly by platitudes.” Historically Ukraine has been a “bread basket”. Germany has certainly been
able to turn much of its arable land into fields of biomass because Western domination of the Ukrainian
economy permits importation of cheap grain from Ukrainian fields. Many of the strategic goals of
Unternehmen Barbarossa (the Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union) lay in Ukraine: grain, oil, access to the
Black Sea, etc. historically, the West has only paid lip service to Ukrainian sovereignty.

[2] In his address to the Russian people on 21 February 2022 (available in full on C-Span) Vladimir Putin
credited Lenin with the creation of the Ukraine as a republic. He argued that this—as part of Lenin’s
policy for the nationalities issue—was intended to assure Bolshevik control over Russia. Putin presents
himself as an opponent of the Soviet Union hence he considers such a policy negative and a violation of
Russian sovereignty. However Lenin was not immune to the problems of suppressing foreign
intervention in the Russian civil war—of which the US was a part with troops in Russia until 1921. Lenin
had to accommodate both the Wilsonian ideology and the threatened disintegration of Russia through
foreign invasion. The Soviet Union would not have been the first federal state to factually deny the
formal conditions of federation, e.g. the US Civil War.

[3] The “white dominions” were those constituents of the empire covered by the Statute of Westminster
(1931): Australia, Canada, Irish Free State, Newfoundland (which was not yet part of Canada), New
Zealand, and the Union of South Africa. Conspicuously absent was India. Along with India, the rest of the
British Empire was not “self-governing”.

[4] The Federal Reserve Act (1913) was based on the Aldrich Plan conceived secretly at the so-called
Jekyll Island conference (1910). The design of the Federal Reserve System was based on many key
features of the Bank of England, a privately owned bank with monopoly powers over the country’s
money. Coherence with the BoE model was assured by the participation of the Warburg and Morgan
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interests. Although the Aldrich Plan failed in Congress a modified version was adopted. The key element
was the private control of the nation’s monetary system—as in the UK.

[5] The US circumvented the ostensible intent of the UN Charter to enshrine the prohibition of war (the
1928 ”Kellogg-Briand Pact”, General Treaty for Renunciation of War as an Instrument of National Policy)
and establish the UN as the sole venue for international disputes, with the Security Council responsible
for the use of force by including provisions that permitted so-called “collective security” arrangements.
This sleight of hand was used to justify the creation of NATO outside the UN framework. NATO has
commonly been portrayed as a defence against the Soviet-led “Warsaw Pact”. This too is propaganda.
NATO was founded before the Warsaw Pact. The Soviet Union only initiated its own collective security
agreement after US bombing of the Soviet Union while the US was waging war against Korea and China
(1951-53).

[6] In Putin’s address to the Russian nation on 24 February 2022 (the full text of which was posted by
Bloomberg) he detailed the NATO transgressions which Russia had endured since 1991. Many of these
went unreported or underreported at the time. Rick Rozoff (Anti-Bellum) has been posting blow-by-blow
reports of NATO actions all along Russia’s border for years—using NATO’

[7] The inception of a prescriptive easement can be prevented by appropriately defending the
ownership rights. A well-known example is the closure of the central court of Rockefeller Plaza in New
York City (where the ice rink is) for one day in the year to interrupt the period of otherwise continuous
public access that would create such a prescriptive easement.

[8] Jens Stoltenberg is the Norwegian NATO general secretary. Ursula von der Leyen is the President of
the European Commission, the junta that runs the European Union on behalf of its multi-national
corporate cartels.

[9] While it is tempting to assume that NATO is comprised of democracies, the fact is that core
members are monarchies, e.g. United Kingdom, Belgium, the Netherlands, Luxemburg, Norway, and
Spain. Until 1974 NATO included outright dictatorships like Portugal, Spain, Greece and Turkey.
Constitutionalism notwithstanding, monarchy has been an essential part of NATO’s political culture.

[10] The declaration of a „health emergency of international concern“ by the Gates-dominated,
Rockefeller-founded World Health Organization in 2020 was only possible by regulatory manipulation
and statutory deception perpetrated after the 2009 “Swine Flu pandemic”. The definition of “pandemic”
was changed. This bureaucratic fraud has been discussed everywhere except by the general public
which is still misled by official deceit. Thus it can be said that the “covid war” also started much earlier
than officially admitted.

[11] In articles posted here at Global Research and  Dissident Voice: From Rags to Riches (2 April 2020)
The First Circle (24 April 2020), Economic Epidemic (2 May 2020), The Fourth Circle (29 September
2020). See also The Military Origins of Public Health (4 November 2021) and The Real Anthony Fauci,
reviewed there.

[12] Douglas Valentine, The CIA as Organised Crime, also reviewed by this author.

[13] George Carlin rendered a very sober summary of the problem of rights, as popularly understood in
the West. “Rights and Privileges”
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