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FOREWORD TO THE 2015 EDITION

After more than a year of publishing the original version of this compilation, and my
continuing research on the whys of white decline, I have only modified my views about
what I wrote in my interim report about the word “racism” on page 29. Thanks to the
input of Hadding Scott, Jack Frost and Vance Stubbs on this issue, and a rereading of
Nietzsche, I now believe that “racism” is not necessarily Newspeak in the sense of a
“control word for whites”—more or less what the Metapedia definition also says. I now
see that it’s our Christian-inspired sense morality what spawned an axiological inversion
that is destroying whites around the globe. According to Metapedia:

Racism is a term usually only used by critics. Official definitions of racism often state
that the term should only be applied on the belief that some races are superior and on
negative actions due to this. In practice it is often applied as a form of ad hominem on
anyone believing in the existence of races or even on persons advocating restricting
immigration, persons criticizing another culture or multiculturalism, persons
supporting their own country/ethnicity, etc.

Metapedia is a Christian-friendly online encyclopedia. However, potentially “racism” could
be a term mostly used not by our enemies but by us! Had values not been inverted by
Christianity and its bastard son, liberalism, racist attitudes would be considered a virtue, as
Nietzsche saw:

Christianity, sprung from Jewish roots and comprehensible only as a growth on this
soil, represents the counter-movement to any morality of breeding, of race, privilege:
it is the anti-Aryan religion par excellence. Christianity—the revaluation of all Aryan
values, the victory of chandala values, the gospel preached to the poor and base, the
general revolt of all the downtrodden, the wretched, the failures, the less favored,
against “race”: the undying chandala hatred is disguised as a religion of love.

I repeat: presently we should see racism as a great virtue, not as a despicable vice.
Unnwertung aller Werte!

4 December 2015 (Common Era)
4 December 126 (Anno Hitleris)






Preface

Together with other pro-Aryan forums and webzines, recently my blogsite The West’s
Darkest Hour became inaccessible from the public libraries of the United States. With all
probability, what remains of the First Amendment in that country will finally die; and let
us not talk about the so-called “hate-speech” laws throughout the countries of Western
Europe that do not even hold remnants of first amendments. We are entitled to fear that
in the near future our forums will be censored not only at public places but in our homes
as well.

It is high time, therefore, to save in printed form the most didactic pieces of the more
than a thousand entries I have added to The West's Darkest Hour since 2008. This book
collects the créme de la creme of what I have read in both the printed press and online about
the subject of White preservation. Except several short, elucidating notes, in this
collection I have omitted my more personal, longer essays. (Those essays will appear
under another cover, perhaps with the title Day of Wrath.)

Precisely because this book, The Fair Race’s Darkest Hour, is a prophylactic measure against
the coming axing of the internet, it does not include some subjects discussed in my
blogsite. I refer to the coming collapse of the dollar and, later in this century, an
apocalyptic energy devolution that will open a big window of opportunity for Whites to
wake up. Since both subjects are completely unrelated to racial matters the websites that
explain them will probably survive the coming censorship. I would recommend those who
are about to save in their hard-disks the PDF of this book, available at the top of The
West’s Darkest Hour—or who will purchase hard copies of it as gifts for their friends and
families—, to take the free audiovisual courses on the coming currency crash by Mike
Maloney and the explanation of peak-oil by Chris Martenson. Both courses represent vital,
complementary knowledge to the collection in the present book.

I chose the title of a “darkest hour” because what I treasure the most is Aryan female
beauty; and unless Whites awaken from what the late Dominique Veneer called “Europe’s

dormition” the fairest creatures on Farth will face eventual extinction.

The Aryans with honor that want to protect their women must acquire a Homeland of
their own: a place where children can be born and raised in safety. A place where the
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numbers of the population that represents the crown of the evolution may be restored and
the threat of extinction overcome.

Terre et Peuple, Blut und Boden
César Tort
20 April, 2014



Contents

Our fourteen words 3

Acknowledgements 4
Foreword 5
Preface 7

The Fair Race’s Darkest Hour

Europe in dormition 15
Our first commandments 17
Brief manifesto 19

PartI The fundamentals of the new paradigm

Beware of the Newspeak

The term “anti-racism” 25
The epithet “hate” 27
The word “racism” 29

Race realism

Why can’t we talk about 1Q? 35
The color of crime 41
The roots of civilization 43

The Jewish problem

Seeing the forest 51
The saga of the European Jewry 59
Kevin MacDonald’s trilogy 67



On the need to undemonize Hitler

The Holocaust perpetrated by Jew-led Bolsheviks 73
Red terror—a Jewish terror? 75

On Hitler 81

Hellstorm: the Death of Nazi Germany 83

Part I 'The United States

On Yockey’s America 93
Heidegger on Americanism 101
Homo Americanus 105

Part III  Christian axiology

The Christian problem - I

Hitler on Christianity 121
Is Christianity redeemabler 127
Schweitzer’s niglets 129

The Christian problem - II

Wauthering Heights 135
The historical demise of Christianity 137
The non-discrimination rule 157

The Christian problem - I1I

Succedaneous religion 163
Letter from Manu 169
Zeus must replace Yahweh 171

The Christian problem - IV

The Roman legacy 179

Julian on Christianity 183
Deschner’s maximum opus 187
Colhaze’s missing article 197

10



Part IV The Aryan problem: Economics over race

Gold over blood

Heroic materialism 203
The enemy of Europe 207
The next conservatism? 209
The One Ring 215
Liberalism 219

Toward a meta-perspective of the white race

Our long, long history 231
A witches’ brew 327

Part V. The Aryan problem: Ethno-suicide

Formal texts

Three texts 333

Race and religion 341

A haunting novel 353
Mugged by reality 359
Titans passages 367
Alexander the “great” 381
White pathology 385

Informal texts

On the “white genocide” meme 401

Part VI Why I gave up white nationalism

A lone voice

An overly traveled road to extinction 413

White nationalists and the sexual revolution

On homosexual “marriage” 431

11



Our most sacred institution 435
Nietzsche on marriage 437
Sexual utopia in power 439

White nationalists’ amnesty to non-whites - 1

Portugal and the one-drop rule 471
Who is really “white” or “Aryan”? 481
Were the Greeks blond and blue-eyed? 485

White nationalists’ amnesty to non-whites - 11

Were the Romans blond and blue-eyed? 497
Italian mudbloods 509

Stubbs responds 511

The one-drop rule in action 515

Are white nationalists real men?

Thus spake Zarathustra 519
Rockwell, Pierce, Hitler 521
Sparta and its law 527

Part VII National Socialism replaces white nationalism

For the Hitler Youth 623

Rockwell: A National Socialist life 625
National Socialist worldview 653
Letter from Manu 663

Why I am not a neonazi 667

Parting word

Mars and Hephaestus 677
Ex gladio libertas 679

12



The fair race’s darkest hour

13



14



Europe in dormition

by Dominique V'enner (1935-2013)

Since the end of the two World Wars and their orgy of violence, Europe “entered into
dormition.” Europeans do not know it. Everything is done to conceal this fact. But this
state of “dormition” continues to weigh us down. Every day, European impotence is clear.

The state of “dormition” is the consequence of the catastrophic excesses of the
murderous, fratricidal frenzy perpetrated between 1914 and 1945. It was also the gift of
the US and USSR, the two hegemonic powers resulting from the Second World War.
These powers imposed their systems, which were foreign to our intellectual, social, and
political tradition. Although one has since disappeared, the toxic effects are still felt. We
are, moreover, wallowing in a guilt without equivalent. According to the eloquent word of
Elie Barnavi, “The Shoah has risen to the rank of civil religion in the West.”

But history is never motionless. Those who reach the summit of power are condemned to
go down again.

It bears repeating, moreover, that power is not everything. Power is necessary to exist in
the world, to be free for one’s destiny, to escape subjection to political, economic,
ideological, or criminal empires. But power is not immune to the maladies of the soul
capable of destroying nations and empires.
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Although threatened by many quite real dangers and ever sharper conflicts of interests and
intentions, Huropeans today are first and foremost victims of these diseases of the soul.
Unlike other peoples and civilizations, Europeans are deprived of all self-awareness. It is
the decisive cause of their weakness. If you believe their leaders, they are without past,
roots, destiny. They are nothing. And yet what they share is unique. They are privileged
with the memory and the models of a great civilization attested since Homer and his
founding poems.

The many heavy trials on the horizon, the weakening of the powers that dominated us for
so long, the upheavals of a henceforth unstable world, indicate that Europe’s “dormition”
will not be eternal.

Excerpted from “L’Europe en dormition,” July 2010.

Editor’s note:

On May 21, 2013 Venner committed suicide by firearm in the cathedral of Notre Dame de Paris.
He had been an opponent of Muslim immigration to France and Europe, the Americanization of
European mores and the legalization of homosexual “marriage” in France.

Only hours earlier, he had left a post on his blog where Venner rebukes the so-called dissidents for
ignoring the threat of Afro-Maghreb immigration, which he predicts will lead to a “total
replacement of the population of France and of Europe.” He warns, “Peaceful street protests will
not be enough to prevent it... It will require new, spectacular, and symbolic actions to rouse
people from their complacency... We enter into a time when words must be backed up by
actions.”

In a letter sent to his colleagues he characterizes his suicide as a rebellion “against pervasive
individual desires that destroy the anchors of our identity, particularly the family, the intimate base
of our multi-millennial society.” He explains his decision to commit suicide inside the cathedral: “I
chose a highly symbolic place that I respect and admire.”

Shortly after his death was reported, nationalist personalities across the country paid tribute to
Venner and honored his public suicide. Marine Le Pen issued a tweet: “All our respect to
Dominique Venner, whose final gesture, eminently political, was to try to awaken the people of
France.”
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Our first commandments

by Joseph Walsh

The ethnostate must teach that the highest form of Wisdom consists in keeping one’s
blood pure. The first commandment of the new law-table is “Thou shalt keep thy blood
pure.” Another commandment must dictate the necessity of not enslaving non-whites.
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Brief manifesto

“Equality is a slogan based on envy”
—Alexis de Tocqueville

1
We hold these truths to be self-evident: that men and cultures are created un-equal.

All men are unequal—nowhere in the natural world (and Man is part of Nature) is
anything equal. Equality does not exist in Nature; equality only exists in the abstract world
of mathematics and in the minds of delusional whites.

2
Only an ethno-state will save the fairest race from extinction.

Why extinction? Because both Nordic and Mediterranean whites are a threatened species
due to the genocidal levels of immigration—a wholesale white European, American and
Australian population replacement for non-whites.

3

The etiology of the darkest hour: Our entire civilization is under the grip of a Judeo-liberal
ideology: the belief that non-discrimination on race and gender is the highest value of
society. This ideology, that some call “political correctness,” has been imposed throughout
the West after the Second World War.

4

Our forecast: The 21st century will be the darkest midnight for the fair race. After the
crash of the dollar, and, still later in this century, the peak oil crisis, whites either gain a
sense of themselves or they are going extinct.

5

The solution: Only complete sovereignty, complete safety through autonomy, complete
self-determination brought about by secession and/or the expulsion of non-whites from
what used to be all-white lands, will save the fair race.
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Part I

The fundamentals of the new paradigm
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Beware of the Newspeak

The word “racism” is a control word for whites: a
thoughtcrime virus for the Aryan mind.
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The term “Anti-racism”

by Robert Whitaker

Africa for the Africans, Asia for the Asians, Mexico for the Mexicans, White countries...
for everybody.
Whenever you hear the words “social injustice,” “prejudice” or “inequality” substitute
these with the words “white culture.” People who want to eliminate “social injustice,”
“prejudice” or “inequality” really want to eliminate white culture.

enever you hear the words “white privilege,” substitute these wi e words “white
Wh you hear th ds “white privilege,” substitute th th th ds “whit
civilization.” People who want to eliminate “white privilege” really want to eliminate white

lization.” People wh t to eli te “whit lege” reall t to eli te whit
civilization.

enever you hear the words “racist” or “racism’ substitute these wi e words “white
Wh you hear th ds “racist” or ” substitute th th th ds “whit
person.” People who want to end the existence of “racists” and “racism” really want to

end the existence of white people.

The anti-racists say they are against white racists, white racism, and white privilege. What
they are really against is white culture, white civilization, and white people.

They say they want a world without “hate,” without “racism.” What they really want is a
wortld without white people, a world without yox.

When non-Whites pursue their group interests it’s called “civil rights.” When Jews pursue
their group interests it’s called “lobbying.” When Whites pursue their interests it’s called

“White Supremacy.”

Anti-racism is a codeword for anti-White.
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The Mantra (“Anti-racism is a codeword for anti-White”) is a repeated message composed by the
activist Robert Whitaker, intended to counter double standards, discrimination and negative bias
towards white people and white societies.
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The epithet “hate”

by Peter Anthony

In an age where perception equals reality, the enemies of our race have thrived on their
portrayal of our cause as one of “hate” and “intolerance” for far too long.

Knowing the natural propensity of humans to gravitate toward the positive rather than the
negative, our enemies, in this topsy-turvy world, have succeeded in calling the good bad
and the bad good, and have achieved a monumental propaganda victory by getting the
vast majority of the public to believe it.

By simply stepping forward (through their control of the media, churches, and other
outlets) and declaring what is moral and what is immoral for all the world to hear, they
have seized the moral high-ground on all societal issues, especially those dealing with race
and culture; consequentially all those who wish to be moral will seek to obey what has
been dictated from on high, not knowing or suspecting that the source of that information
could be flawed or motivated by something other than goodwill.

Unfortunately, most people have not developed the adequate hindsight necessary to
understand how today’s morality has changed from that of history; that indeed most of
the famous people of history, from Plato to Thomas Jefferson, would be considered far
from moral by today’s societal standards.

There can be no greater morality than that of the survival of the white race, and yet this is
the first age where those who espouse this viewpoint are widely viewed as evil and
immoral—haters. Seventy years ago, a politician had a hard time getting elected in the
South without Klan support. When the Klan marched, they marched in broad daylight
down the streets of major cities to the cheers of an adoring public. At a rally today, fifty or
so Klansmen need police protection from the hundreds and thousands of jeering fools.
While this has much to do with the declining state of the overall quality of our movement,
it also reflects the sheer magnitude of the change in societal values.

The white races, more than any other, historically have been the creators, the developers,
and the sustainers of civilization, of culture as we knew it when, across Europe, vast
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cathedrals pierced the sky over great cities where white men and women carried out the
struggle of their daily lives by striving to make them better through innovation, invention,
and plain hard work.

In short they built a world, from the ground up, using nothing but their minds and their
work hardened hands. They spread from sea to sea, then across the sea and back again.
When Magellan circled the earth and Cortés conquered the Aztecs with a handful against
thousands, while Gutenberg was inventing movable type so the Bible could be read by
millions—others were ensconced in the same primitive, aboriginal state of life which
existed thousands of years before.

The truth is not hatred, but the truth. In an age when chivalry was the norm, when
behemoth castles dotted beautiful countrysides brimming with bountiful harvest, nothing
was more sacred than honor—nothing more priceless than to be counted among the
Godly. Today—we have lost our very souls. Today we are shadows of the men we once
were. Instead of going West, we go to the nearest Blockbuster and watch a movie about it
starring some Jew.

Am I called a hater for loving my family more than the family of another? If I prefer my
wife over another, does this mean I hate all other women? And yet this is the logic our
enemies often use when they accuse us of hatred for loving or preferring our racial family
more than another.

The enemy has taken this noblest of all ideals, that of the preservation of God’s creation,
and turned it into something twisted and evil. They have taken what is perfectly natural
and right, the innate propensity of people to prefer their racial kindred, and called it
“hatred” and “bigotry.”

There is nothing wrong with hatred, if properly placed, but on the whole our movement is
not and never has been about hatred. It is about building a new society based on the
natural and historic order of things.

The above piece was excerpted from “The Morality of Hatred,” an
undated piece of “Our List of Selections” in the forum Stormfront.

28



Interim report
The word “racism”

The critique of language is the most radical of all critiques. If we don’t uproot from our
vocabulary the Newspeak of the anti-Western societies—keep in mind that when all great
European civilizations were at their apex the word “racism” did not exist—, we won’t
even be able to start discussing the issues. More specifically, as long as “racism” is seen as
the ultimate evil, to challenge this nonsensical view the white individual should awaken to
the fact that races are real biological entities, displaying real physical and mental
differences. To awake the white person from the illusions surrounding the word “racism”
it is imperative to do a critique of

The Newspeak in today’s West

Some linguists have argued that language is rhetoric, and that humans commit a fatal
mistake in believing that, if a group of people use a word in all seriousness, it means that
something real exists behind it.

“Newspeak” 1is propagandistic language characterized by neologism, euphemism,
circumlocution, and the inversion of customary meanings. According to anti-Bolshevist
George Orwell, the objective of Newspeak is social control. While Orwell’s focus was a
hard totalitarian dystopia, presently the word “racism” is ubiquitously used in soft
totalitarian societies.

Let us refer to an ideology that, in contrast to Bolshevism, triumphed and imposed its
Newspeak for centuries.

The fourth century of the Common Era, during the reign of Theodosius, witnessed the
consolidation of power of the bishops in the Roman Empire after the premature death of
Julian the Apostate. Those unconverted to the new religion, that in the times of Julian
enjoyed special protection, became second-class citizens. A new word was coined,
“pagan” to label the adept of the millenarian Hellenic culture. Once created the Newspeak
those stigmatized as “pagans”—and especially the “heretics”—were persecuted more
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zealously than the “pagan” persecutions of Christians in times of Decius and Diocletian.
Only by these means the new theocracy succeed in brainwashing all westerners.

A virus for the white mind

The Roman Empire collapsed after the creation of this Newspeak. But as we shall see later
in this book, some thinkers and pan-Germanic politicians have noted that Christianity was
only the Bolshevism of the ancient world.

In the century when we were born, although white nationalists commonly attribute the
term racism to Leon Trotsky, according to Immanuel Geiss the pejorative use of the term
by the Left originated in Germany in the 1920s as criticism of National Socialism. The
next decade the term “racism” reappeared in an American anti-fascist pamphlet, and the
ethno-suicidal meme spread out like wildfire among unsuspecting whites.

If we translate the term back to Oldspeak—ijust as “pagan” only really meant the usual
adept of classical culture—we will see that “racism” is a code word for “pro-white.” Alas,
it has become a term that inadvertently induces guilt feelings within the white psyche: an
artificial complex imposed upon the absolutely normal ethnic interests of the Aryan.

Detecting this psyop, the epithet “racist” together with the many other epithets, is priority
number one in the process of de-brainwashing whites. Besides the most obvious words
(“Islamophobe,” “xenophobe,” “homophobe,” etc.), below appears a short sample of
Newspeak terms translated back to Oldspeak:

“Affirmative action” — Blacks stealing our jobs.

“Anti-Semitism” — The belief by gentiles that Jews may be criticized like any other
group.
“Civil rights” — Untermenschen and spoiled white women have more rights than

Ubermenschen in the New World Ordet.

“Diversified workforce” — Much fewer white males are to be hired or promoted.
“Disadpantaged” — Unqualified and can’t speak English or French, so give them
money.

“Equal treatment and opportunity” — Fewer opportunities for white people.

“Historic grievances” — White people ended slavery, human sacrifice in the American
continent and cannibalism in tribal societies.
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“Homophobia | gay bashing” — The healthy revulsion by Lot for Sodomite or
Gomorrahite behavior.

“Human Rights Commissions” — Inquisitions denying free speech. Thought Police that
enforces liberal political doctrine.

“Timmigration” — Race replacement. Genocidal levels of immigration.

“Interracial relationship” — White women having non-white babies. Also called racial
engineering or soft genocide of white people.

“Misogynist” — Anyone who disagrees with the racially-suicidal empowerment of the
feminists.

“Multicultural enhancement” — Destroy all European cultures.

“Politically correct” — Fines and/or jail for anybody not liberal and following the New
World Order.

“Respect and tolerance” — Surrender. “Tolerance” for millions of immigrants means
demographic genocide for whites.

“Woman’s choice” — Abortion and genocide of millions of white babies.

Be warned! The first step that a dissident of the anti-white regime should take is to reject
the System’s Newspeak, the words that anesthetize our understanding and debase our self-
image.
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Race realism

The worst form of inequality is to
try to make unequal things equal.

—Aristotle
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Why can’t we talk about 1Q?
by Jason Richwine

“IQ is a metric of such dubiousness that almost no serious educational researcher uses it
anymore,” the Guardiaw’s Ana Marie Cox wrote back in May. It was a breathtakingly
ignorant statement. Psychologist Jelte Wicherts noted in response that a search for “IQ
test” in Google’s academic database yielded more than 10,000 hits—just for the year 2013.

But Cox’s assertion is all too common. There is a large discrepancy between what
educated laypeople believe about cognitive science and what experts actually know.
Journalists are steeped in the lay wisdom, so they are repeatedly surprised when someone
forthrightly discusses the real science of mental ability.

If that science happens to deal with group differences in average 1Q), the journalists’
surprise turns into shock and disdain. Experts who speak publicly about 1Q differences
end up portrayed as weird contrarians at best, and peddlers of racist pseudoscience at
WOrSst.

I’m speaking from experience. My Harvard Ph.D. dissertation contains some scientifically
unremarkable statements about ethnic differences in average IQ, including the IQ
difference between Hispanics and non-Hispanic whites. For four years, the dissertation
did what almost every other dissertation does—collected dust in the university library. But
when it was unearthed in the midst of the immigration debate, I experienced the
vilification firsthand.

For people who have studied mental ability, what’s truly frustrating is the déga vu they feel
each time a media firestorm like this one erupts. Attempts by experts in the field to defend
the embattled messenger inevitably fall on deaf ears. When the firestorm is over, the
media’s mindset always resets to a state of comfortable ignorance, ready to be shocked all
over again when the next messenger comes along.

At stake here, incidentally, is not just knowledge for the sake of knowledge, but also how
science informs public policy. The U.S. education system, for example, is suffused with
mental testing, yet few in the political classes understand cognitive ability research. Angry
and repeated condemnations of the science will not help.
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What scholars of mental ability know, but have never successfully gotten the media to
understand, is that a scientific consensus, based on an extensive and consistent literature,
has long been reached on many of the questions that still seem controversial to journalists.

For example, virtually all psychologists believe there is a general mental ability factor
(referred to colloquially as “intelligence”) that explains much of an individual’s
performance on cognitive tests. I1Q tests approximately measure this general factor.
Psychologists recognize that a person’s 1Q) score, which is influenced by both genetic and
environmental factors, usually remains stable upon reaching adolescence. And they know
that I1Q scores are correlated with educational attainment, income, and many other
socioeconomic outcomes.

In terms of group differences, people of northeast Asian descent have higher average 1Q
scores than people of European lineage, who in turn have higher average scores than
people of sub-Saharan African descent. The average score for Hispanic Americans falls
somewhere between the white and black American averages. Psychologists have tested
and long rejected the notion that score differences can be explained simply by biased test
questions. It is possible that genetic factors could influence 1Q differences among ethnic
groups, but many scientists are withholding judgment until DNA studies are able to link
specific gene combinations with 1Q.

How can I be sure all of this reflects mainstream thinking? Because, over the years,
psychologists have put together statements, reports, and even books aimed at synthesizing
expert opinion on IQ. Many of these efforts were made in explicit response to the
periodic media firestorms that engulfed people who spoke publicly about cognitive
science. It’s worth reviewing some of those incidents and detailing the scholarly
responses—responses that are invariably forgotten before the next furor begins. I'll place
my own experience in that context.

Let’s start 25 years ago!, with the publication of The IQ Controversy, a book by Mark
Snyderman and Stanley Rothman. The authors surveyed more than 1,000 experts in the
tield of cognitive science to develop a picture of what the mainstream really looks like. It
was very similar to the description I’ve supplied above.

Snyderman and Rothman systematically analyzed television, newspaper, and magazine
coverage of 1Q) issues. They were alarmed to find that the media were presenting a much
different picture than what the expert survey showed. Based on media portrayals, it would
seem that most experts think IQ) scores have little meaning, that genes have no influence
on IQ, and that the tests are hopelessly biased. “Our work demonstrates that, by any

! Editor’s note: this article was published on August 9, 2013
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reasonable standard, media coverage of the IQQ controversy has been quite inaccurate,” the
authors concluded.

In conducting the expert survey and contrasting the results with media depictions of 1Q
research, one would think Snyderman and Rothman had performed a valuable service.
Surely public discussion of I1QQ would now be more firmly grounded in science?

It didn’t happen. Richard Herrnstein and Charles Murray’s The Bel/ Curve was published in
1994, and real science was hard to find in the media circus that ensued. Herrnstein and
Murray’s central claim about 1Q differences shaping class divisions continues to be the
subject of reasoned debate among social scientists. But non-experts in the media
questioned whether 1Q) is even a valid concept. Intelligence research—psychometrics—is
a pseudoscience, they said. The tests are meaningless, elitist, biased against women and
minorities, important only to genetic determinists. And even to discuss group differences
in IQQ was called racist.

In short, the media did everything Snyderman and Rothman had warned against six years
earlier. As a consequence, the interesting policy implications explored by Herrnstein and
Murray were lost in the firestorm.

The American Psychological Association (APA) tried to set the record straight in 1996
with a report written by a committee of experts. Among the specific conclusions drawn by
the APA were that IQ tests reliably measure a real human trait, that ethnic differences in
average 1Q) exist, that good tests of I1QQ are not culturally biased against minority groups,
and that IQ is a product of both genetic inheritance and early childhood environment.
Another report signed by 52 experts, entitled “Mainstream Science on Intelligence,” stated
similar facts and was printed in the Wall Street Jonrnal.

“These may be harbingers of a shift in the media’s treatment of intelligence,” an optimistic
Charles Murray wrote at the time. “There is now a real chance that the press will begin to
discover that it has been missing the story.”

He was wrong. The APA report fell down the memory hole, and the media’s
understanding of IQ again fell back to that state of comfortable misinformation that
Snyderman and Rothman had observed years earlier.

So when Larry Summers, then the president of Harvard University, speculated in 2005

that women might be naturally less gifted in math and science, the intense backlash
contributed to his ouster.
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The black and white 1Q distributions in the NLSY, Version 1
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Two years later, when famed scientist James Watson noted the low average IQQ scores of
sub-Saharan Africans, he was forced to resign from his lab, taking his Nobel Prize with
him.

When a Harvard law student was discovered in 2010 to have suggested in a private email
that the black-white 1Q gap might have a genetic component, the dean publicly
condemned her amid a campus-wide outcry. Only profuse apologies seem to have saved
her career.

In none of these cases did an appeal to science tamp down the controversy or help to
prevent future ones. My own time in the media crosshairs would be no different.

So what did I write that created such a fuss? In brief, my dissertation shows that recent
immigrants score lower than U.S.-born whites on a variety of cognitive tests. Using
statistical analysis, it suggests that the test-score differential is due primarily to a real
cognitive deficit rather than to culture or language bias. It analyzes how that deficit could
affect socioeconomic assimilation, and concludes by exploring how IQ selection might be
incorporated, as one factor among many, into immigration policy.

Because a large number of recent immigrants are from Latin America, I reviewed the
literature showing that Hispanic 1Q scores fall between white and black scores in the

United States. This fact isn’t controversial among experts, but citing it seems to have
fueled much of the media backlash.

And what a backlash it was. It started back in May when I coauthored an unrelated study
that estimates the fiscal cost of granting amnesty to illegal immigrants. Opponents seeking
to discredit that study pointed to my dissertation, and the firestorm was lit. Reporters
pulled the dissertation quotes they found “shocking” and featured them in news stories
about anti-immigration extremism. Well-established scientific findings were treated as self-
evidently wrong—and likely the product of bigotry.
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The professional commentators eagerly ran with that theme. Jennifer Rubin of the
Washington Post called me a “fringe character.” Will Wilkinson of the Economist decried my
“repugnant prejudice.” The New York Daily News published an unsigned editorial
describing me as “the most twisted sort of intellectual” who is “peddling offensive tripe.”
The Guardian’s Ana Marie Cox, whose quote began this article, called me a “bigot” and a
“more subtle and dangerous kind of extremist.”

As with all the past incidents, most reporters learned nothing about 1QQ and seemed
indifferent to any lessons for public policy. The works of mainstream scholars designed to
educate lay people—The IQ Controversy, the APA report, “Mainstream Science on
Intelligence,” etc.—were nowhere to be found.

Not all the media coverage was divorced from real science. Journalists such as Robert
VerBruggen and Michael Barone wrote insightful reaction pieces. And the science-
oriented blogosphere, which is increasingly the go-to place for expert commentary,
provided some of the best coverage.

But it’s difficult to have a mature policy conversation when other journalists are doing
little more than name-calling. It’s like convening a scientific conference on the causes of
autism, only to have the participants drowned out by anti-vaccine protesters.

For too many people confronted with 1Q) issues, emotion trumps reason. Some are even
angry that I never apologized for my work. I find that sentiment baffling. Apologize for
stating empirical facts relevant to public policy? I could never be so craven. And apologize
to whom—people who don’t like those facts? The demands for an apology illustrate the
emotionalism that often governs our political discourse.

What causes so many in the media to react emotionally when it comes to 1Q? Snyderman
and Rothman believe it is a naturally uncomfortable topic in modern liberal democracies.
The possibility of intractable differences among people does not fit easily into the
wotldview of journalists and other members of the intellectual class who have an aversion
to inequality. The unfortunate—but all too human—reaction is to avoid seriously
grappling with inconvenient truths. And I suspect the people who lash out in anger are the
ones who are most internally conflicted.

But I see little value in speculating further about causes. Change is what’s needed. And the
first thing for reporters, commentators, and non-experts to do is to stop demonizing
public discussion of IQ differences. Stop calling names. Stop trying to get people fired.
Most of all, stop making pronouncements about research without first reading the
literature or consulting people who have.

This is not just about academic freedom or any one scholar’s reputation. Cognitive
differences can inform our understanding of a number of policy issues—everything from
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education, to military recruitment, to employment discrimination to, yes, immigration.
Start treating the science of mental ability seriously, and both political discourse and public
policy will be better for it.

Politico (August, 2013). Jason Richwine
is a public policy analyst in Washington, D.C.
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The color of crime

by Jared Taylor

New Century Foundation is an organization founded in 1994 to study immigration and
race relations so as to better understand the consequences of America’s increasing
diversity.

Perhaps the most important publication of New Century Foundation is The Color of Crinse,
New Century Foundation’s report on differences in crime rates by race, bias in the justice
system, and interracial crime. First published as a monograph in 1999, the 2005 edition of
The Color of Crime is available online as a free PDF download in the website Awerican
Renaissance.

Major Findings

Police and the justice system are not biased against minorities.

Crime Rates

Blacks are seven times more likely than people of other races to commit murder, and eight
times more likely to commit robbery.

When blacks commit crimes of violence, they are nearly three times more likely than non-
blacks to use a gun, and more than twice as likely to use a knife.

Hispanics commit violent crimes at roughly three times the white rate, and Asians commit
violent crimes at about one quarter the white rate.

The single best indicator of violent crime levels in an area is the percentage of the
population that is black and Hispanic.
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Interracial Crime

Of the nearly 770,000 violent interracial crimes committed every year involving blacks and
whites, blacks commit 85 percent and whites commit 15 percent.

Blacks commit more violent crime against whites than against blacks. Forty-five percent of
their victims are white, 43 percent are black, and 10 percent are Hispanic. When whites
commit violent crime, only three percent of their victims are black.

Blacks are an estimated 39 times more likely to commit a violent crime against a white
than vice versa, and 136 times more likely to commit robbery.

Blacks are 2.25 times more likely to commit officially-designated hate crimes against
whites than vice versa.

Gangs

Only 10 percent of youth gang members are white. Hispanics are 19 times more likely
than whites to be members of youth gangs. Blacks are 15 times more likely, and Asians are
nine times more likely.

Incarceration

Between 1980 and 2003 the US incarceration rate more than tripled, from 139 to 482 per
100,000, and the number of prisoners increased from 320,000 to 1.39 million. Blacks are
seven times more likely to be in prison than whites. Hispanics are three times more likely.
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The roots of civilization

by William L. Pierce

Turn on a local television news program in just about any large city in this country, and
the chances are nearly a hundred percent that youll hear and see at least one Black
announcer telling you what’s happening. He’ll be dressed and groomed just like the White
announcers, and, in most cases, his enunciation will be so similar that you can close your
eyes for a moment and almost convince yourself that you are listening to a White person.

In smoothly modulated tones the Black announcer will tell you about the intricacies of the
latest financial scandal at city hall, give you a crisp rundown on upcoming cultural events,
and perhaps even offer a sage comment or two on the state of public morality. Never
once will he stumble over the polysyllabic words in his script or lapse into ghetto speech.
At the end of the program he will engage in the customary few seconds of light banter
with the other news announcers, and you can hardly help being overwhelmed by the
conviction that, really, the only difference between him and his White colleagues is a
matter of pigmentation.

That, of course, is exactly the conviction the directors and producers of the program
intend you to be overwhelmed by. It is a conviction totally at odds with that held by most
White Americans only a generation ago. Of course, the Awosn’Andy image of Blacks
hardly able to speak or tie their shoes was an overly simplistic image, but so is the one
now created by today’s media managers. Blacks can be trained to read news scripts with
competence, to get to work on time and sober, and to dress and talk almost exactly like
the best type of Whites. But the differences between Blacks and Whites nevertheless run
far more than skin deep. Those concerned with the survival of America and of Western
Civilization need to understand these differences fully.

The difference which has been most widely discussed is the quantitative difference in the
average Intelligence Quotient, or 1Q for short, between Blacks and Whites. For many
decades in this country, despite intensive efforts by educators, politicians and the testing
companies themselves, Blacks have and still do consistently score 15 points lower than
Whites on standardized IQ tests.

43



But there is also a qualitative difference in the intelligence of Blacks and Whites, and this
difference is even more significant than the quantitative difference in 1Qs. Blacks, in other
words, are not just on average slower to learn than Whites, but their mental processes
differ in their essential nature from those of Whites.

At learning tasks which require only memory—for example, simple arithmetical
operations and spelling—properly motivated Blacks can do nearly as well as Whites. But at
tasks which require abstraction, or inference of a general rule from a series of instances—

and this includes virtually all problem-solving operations—Black performance falls far
below that of Whites.

This Black inability to reason inferentially and to deal with abstract concepts is reflected in
the almost total absence of Blacks, despite decades of “affirmative action,” in those
professions requiring abstract reasoning ability of a high order: physics and mathematics,
for example. Government quotas have brought a sharp increase in the number of Blacks
in American colleges and universities in recent decades, and Blacks have flooded into
many professions as a result, but the sciences have remained virtually all-White. You may
see Black nuclear physicists in the movies, but in real life the only Blacks you will find in
physics labs are janitors and technicians—and not many have qualified as technicians.

This qualitative difference in racial intelligence is overlooked by many—and it is easy to
see why this is so: most of us have a simplistic notion of human intelligence. We think of
some people as being “dull” or “slow” and others as being “bright.” If a person is “dull”
he is slackjawed and unkempt, his speech is slow, and his vocabulary is limited; our vision
of him is modeled on that of the classic village idiot. And we think of a “bright” person as
one with a quick tongue and a neat appearance.

We have been taught by TV that our former classification of Blacks as a race of village
idiots was in error. So now we make the opposite error of assuming that, since many of
them have a quick tongue and a neat appearance, they are approximately as “bright” as
White people.

Human intelligence is many-faceted. It cannot be adequately characterized by such terms
as “dullness” or “brightness.” A good memory and a facile tongue—that is, what modern
educators loosely refer to as “verbal skills”—do not imply an ability to deal with abstract
concepts and solve problems.

The former and the latter are separate—and independent—facets of intelligence. The
former is what we more easily notice, but it is the latter on which our civilization is based.
And the latter is closely linked to race.

The racial dependence of abstract reasoning ability is no secret. Anatomists have been
aware for many years of the morphological differences between the brains of Blacks and
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Whites, and neurologists and psychologists today understand that it is in precisely those
portions of the brain which in Blacks are less developed than in Whites that abstract
reasoning takes place.

But because Blacks do not suffer a corresponding deficiency in their ability to develop
verbal skills, we allow ourselves to assume equality where there is none, and we try to
explain away troublesome facts like low 1QQ scores with nonsense about “cultural bias.”
One only has to look at the high 1Q scores of recent Asian immigrants, who suffer far
more than US Blacks from cultural differences, to put the lie to that argument.

This error in assuming Black intellectual equality on the basis of the skills displayed by
Black news announcers or entertainers is just one aspect of a general tendency today to
confuse style for substance. Attainments of substance require exacting analysis and
prudent judgment, and an understanding of undetlying principles. That’s too much like
work for many moderns. We have, it seems, now come to prefer style to substance. This
could prove fatal to our civilization.

“Verbal skills” may have a high survival value for the individual who possesses them, but
they are not civilization-building skills. A smooth line of patter may help in selling rugs or
insurance; the fast talker may more often land the good job or the pretty girl; the person
with a large vocabulary and an easy, self-confident mode of expression usually makes a
good impression on others—a “bright” impression. But it is the analytical thinker, the
problem-solver, who, glib or not, is the founder and sustainer of civilizations.

The clever office-seeker, the successful rug merchant, the adaptable mimic, the fluent
news announcer—all have more-or-less useful roles to play in civilized life—but the very
existence of that civilized life depends upon men with an altogether different set of skills.
That is true of Western Civilization today, and it will also be true of the future civilization
we must build if the West continues on its downward spiral.

Today Western Liberals are working very hard to help the Third World become
“developed”—that is, civilized. They want to prove that the Blacks and Browns of this
wortld have just as much capacity for civilization as Whites do. And if one visits Kenya or
Nigeria, one sees what does seem like a Black civilization: Blacks driving automobiles,
operating elevators, using computers and calculators and telephones, and even flying
airplanes.

But it is an illusion. It is the style of civilization rather than its substance. And to the
extent that even the style is maintained, there is a White minority present to keep the
wheels turning. In those African countries which forced nearly all Whites to leave,
civilization has ground rapidly to a halt and the jungle vines have begun taking over again.
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When a diesel tractor or an electrical generator or a telephone switching system breaks
down in Africa, it stays broken down until a White man fixes it—despite all the Black
graduates African universities have been turning out recently. And it is not a cultural
problem or an educational problem.

In this country half a century ago few farmers had ever seen a university. Many had not
even been to high school. Yet, when a tractor broke down they got it running again, one
way or another. They pulled it into the barn, took it apart, puzzled out the difficulty,
tigured a way to fix it—and then did it, often using extremely primitive facilities. It wasn’t
a matter of culture. It’s what was called “Yankee ingenuity.” It’s a racial trait.

Today civilization is more complex than it was fifty years ago. A considerably higher
degree of “Yankee ingenuity” is required to keep it running. Very few of us who talk glibly
about space ships and lasers and computers realize that we owe the existence of these
things to an extraordinarily tiny minority of our people. The technology as well as the
science involved in producing something like a pocket calculator is quite complex. A lot of
people can talk about it, but very, very few are capable of actually solving the problems—
or even being taught to solve the problems—involved in designing and building such a
device so that it does what it is supposed to do.

Another thing that many of us do not realize is what a thin thread it is which supports
civilizations in general and our present technological civilization in particular. We are
holding onto this thread only by the skin of our teeth, only by exerting ourselves to the
utmost of our creative abilities.

I am afraid that the average American of today would assume—if he bothered to think
about it—that if the average IQ of our nation were to decline by, say, five per cent as a
result of racial interbreeding or a continuation of other dysgenic practices, it would
perhaps cause a corresponding decline of five per cent in the level of our civilization.

Not so! A five per cent decline in average 1Q) would cause our civilization to collapse. That
is exactly what has happened to many other civilizations in the past, far less
technologically advanced than ours. Our situation is much more precarious.

The level of civilization that a people can develop and maintain is a function of the
biological quality, the racial quality, of that people—in particular, of its problem-solving
ability. That is why Blacks and certain other races never developed even a rudimentary
civilization and are incapable of sustaining a civilization built for them by Whites—despite
the apparent “brightness” of many Blacks. And it is why the race which built Western
Civilization not only must regain exclusive possession of its territories, but must also act
quickly to change those policies and institutions which are causing an increasing
percentage of those born to our own race to be problem-makers rather than problem-
solvers.
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We must do this because it is the only way our race, nation and civilization can be rescued
from their decline. But our civilization is not an end in itself. The tools of a civilization,
once it has reached a sufficiently high level-—and we have reached that level—allow us not
only to weed out the problem-makers from our midst, but to insure that we will produce
even more capable problem-solvers than we have produced in the past. That, in turn, will
allow the achievement and maintenance of a still-higher level of civilization—which will
even further enhance our capabilities for progress in every realm.

We stand today at a threshold. If we cross it successfully, we will be on the upward path
toward a world of progress, peace, prosperity, knowledge, and wisdom beyond imagining.
To cross this threshold requires a clear understanding of what it is that lies at the roots of
civilization; it requires the ability to distinguish between style and substance; and it
requires that we value substance above style.

National VVanguard (issue number 59, 1978). A physicist by profession, William Pierce (1933-2002)
was the founder of National Alliance. In the opinion of the present editor, Pierce was the best mind
that the United States has ever produced. This book reproduces several texts
authored by Pierce.
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The Jewish Problem

The Jewish problem is one of the greatest problems in the world, and
no man, be he writer, politician or diplomatist, can be considered
mature until he has striven to face it squarely on its merits.

—Henry Wickham Steed
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Seeing the forest
by William Pierce

Every week I receive a number of letters from listeners who believe that I blame the Jews
too much for the destruction of our society. I'm not referring now to the letters from
crazed Christian fundamentalists who rave at me about the Jews being “God’s chosen
people” and therefore entitled to do whatever they want without criticism. (These pitiful
souls tell me, “God’ll get you if you say anything bad about the Jews. Don’t you know that
Jesus was a Jewr”) And I also am not referring to the letters from lemmings, who simply
parrot back the Politically Correct party line they’ve learned from watching television, to
the effect that Jews are just like everybody else, except better, and that the only reason I
speak critically of them in my broadcasts is that I’'m jealous of their success. They tell me
that 'm an embittered loser who lives in a trailer, has bad teeth, and never got an
education, and that I spend most of my time getting drunk and doing intimate things with
my female relatives, because the media have taught them that all people who live in West
Virginia are like that. Anyway, I never waste time arguing with people about their religion,
whether it is Christian fundamentalism or Political Correctness. Unless people have a
reasoned basis for their beliefs, a reasoned argument with them is pointless.

The believers I want to argue with today are those who believe that I am incorrect in
imputing bad motives to the Jews as a whole. Some of them tell me, it’s not the Jews per
se who’re destroying our race and our civilization; it’s the rich people, Jewish and non-
Jewish. It’s the greedy billionaires, who keep our borders open to the Third World because
they want a steady supply of cheap labor. It’s the crooked lawyers, Jewish and non-Jewish,
who run our legislatures and our courts to enrich themselves rather than to give us good
laws and justice.

And of course, the people who tell me this are correct—up to a point. It is true that
Gentile billionaires do tend to put their further enrichment at the top of their list, and they
do tend to go along with the Jewish billionaires in many things. They seldom see any
profit to themselves in opposing the Jews, even when they don’t agree ideologically with
them. Billionaires are more inclined to go with existing trends and try to profit from them
than to buck those trends and risk losing money. It has been truly said that it is easier for a
camel to pass through the eye of a needle than for a rich man to... do anything which
might diminish his fortune. And it also is true that most lawyers chose their profession not
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with the aim of serving their people or because they are interested in law, but rather
because they see it as a way to personal wealth and power. And it also is true that we have
a lawyer-ridden society. We should have people other than lawyers setting policy.

More generally, it is true that if one looks into every destructive institution in our society,
if one looks behind every destructive policy, one finds non-Jews as well as Jews. The
ruinous immigration policy we have now in the United States is favored by some Gentiles
as well as by virtually all Jews. The 1965 immigration law which shifted the flow of
immigrants into this country from mostly European to mostly non-European was pushed
primarily by Jews, but Senator Ted Kennedy was a co-sponsor of the law. The Jews may
be taking over organized ctime in America, but there still are some Italians involved in it.?
The most active legislators in the Congress pushing for the curtailment of our right to
keep and bear arms are Jews, but many Gentiles also are involved. If we look into the
destructive exploitation of our natural environment, the cutting down of our forests and
the strip-mining of our land and the polluting of our rivers, we probably will find greedy
and short-sighted Gentile profiteers more often than we will find Jews. And even in the
mass media, one can still find some non-Jewish media bosses who promote essentially the
same party line as the Jewish media bosses: Rupert Murdoch is an example.

All of that is true. So, then, why don’t I just complain about the plutocrats or the lawyers
or the businessmen? Why do I single out the Jews? The answer to that is that if we don’t
look at the Jews specifically, if we don’t try to understand them as Jews, then we can never
really understand what is happening to our race and our civilization. And if we don’t
understand what’s happening, we’re much less likely to be able to change things for the
better. We need to understand the process, and in order to understand the process we
need to understand the Jewish role in it—because it is the key role.

Let’s back off a bit and just ask ourselves, what is the single most powerful and influential
institution in American life today? What institution, more than any other, is promoting the
worst and most destructive trends in American life? Is it professional basketball? That’s
certainly a noxious influence—but it’s not the most noxious. Is it the Internal Revenue
Service? No. It isn’t even the Clinton government of which the Internal Revenue Service
is a part, because the Clinton government itself is only a creature of the most powerful
institution, and that most powerful institution is made up of the mass media of news and
entertainment which together shape public opinion and control public policy. And these
media in turn are dominated by Jews.

I won’t go into all of the names and organizational relationships today, because I've done
that a number of times in past broadcasts, and the details are all in a pamphlet I publish
and update regularly, it’s called Who Rules America?, and if you send $2 to the sponsors of
this broadcast they’ll send you a copy. But just a quick summary: the three giants in the

2 See e.g., Hervé Ryssen’s La mafia juive (Levallois-Perret: Editions Baskerville, 2008). (Note of the Ed.)
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electronic media are Disney-ABC, headed by Michael Eisner; Time Warner-CNN, headed
by Gerald Levin; and the new Viacom-CBS conglomerate, headed by Sumner Redstone.
Eisner, Levin, and Redstone are all Jews, but it’s not just the men at the top who’re Jews;
these media giants are staffed by Jews from top to bottom.?

In the print media the country’s three most influential newspapers are the New York Times,
the Wall Street Journal, and the Washington Post. All three of them are owned or controlled
by Jews. The only three widely read weekly news magazines in the United States are Tiwse,
which is owned by Gerald Levin’s Time Warner-CNN; Newsweek, which is owned by
Katharine Meyer Graham’s Washington Post Company; and U.S. News & World Report,
which is owned by Jewish real-estate developer Mort Zuckerman. The story is the same in
the Hollywood film industry and throughout the rest of the mass media of news and
entertainment.

Now, there are people who will tell you with a straight face that this almost total
domination of the most powerful institution in our society by the Jewish minority, which
makes up only 2.5 per cent of the U.S. population, is just a coincidence, that it has no
sinister significance. It just as well could have been Mormons or Jehovah’s Witnesses who
happened to rule the media. What difference does it make?

When grown men say something like that, you can safely bet that there’s something other
than reason at work. Usually it’s fear: not so much a conscious fear as a conditioned
avoidance reflex, the product of a long-term program of media conditioning of the public
never to say or even think anything negative about Jews, lest one be labelled an “anti-
Semite” or a “Nazi” Really, the proper name for this sort of conditioning is
“brainwashing.”

Think about it for a minute.

Imagine yourself in a group of yuppies, at a restaurant, say, or a cocktail party: a fairly
sophisticated and irreverent sort of crowd. You can make a joke about the Pope, and even
the Catholics in the crowd will laugh. You can say something smutty about Mother Teresa
or Martin Luther King without objection. You can express your dislike for homosexuals
or feminists. Some of those present may argue against you, but they are not likely to get
uptight about it. But if you want to stop the conversation cold and give everyone present a
bad case of heartburn, just say something unfriendly about the Jews: either about a
specific Jew or the Jews as a whole. Say, for example, something like, “Well, now that that
Jew Sumner Redstone has grabbed CBS, there’s hardly any part of the mass media that the
Jews don’t own. I think that’s not good for America.” Say that, and then smell the fear in
the air as your friends choke on their martinis.

3 See also “Jews and the media: shaping ‘ways of seeing”™” in The Culture of Critique: An Evolutionary Analysis of
Jewish Involvement in Twentieth-Century Intellectual and Political Movements by Kevin MacDonald. (Note of the Ed.)
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Perhaps I exaggerate a bit, but not much. The Jews do get special treatment, and that is no
more a coincidence than their control of the mass media. It has been planned. It is has
been engineered.

Now, I am sure that, having said that, the minds of many of my listeners have just locked
gears as the conditioned reflex forbidding them to think any unfriendly thought about
Jews kicks in. But you know, it is possible to overcome this conditioning, this
brainwashing—unless you’re a lemming, that is. Lemmings can’t overcome it because they
don’t want to overcome it. They don’t want to think any disapproved thought, any
thought that everyone else isn’t thinking. But if you’re a person who wants to think clearly
about this matter, all you have to do is begin looking at the facts. Take your time. Study
the facts carefully: not just the facts I offer to you, but also everything else you can dig up
on the subject. Think about the implications. Reach your own conclusions. You can
overcome the conditioned fear—and as a responsible adult, as a responsible American, as
a responsible member of your race, you should.

And when you no longer are afraid and you finally are able to look the truth squarely in
the face, you no longer will believe that it is a coincidence that the Jews have elbowed
their way into virtually every position of control in the mass media. You no longer will
believe that the Jews do not use the power consciously and collectively that this media
control gives them. I'll say that again: the Jews use their control over the mass media, not
as individual capitalists, the way the few non-Jews in the media do, but they use it
collectively and cooperatively to advance Jewish interests. That is why you can see a
common propaganda agenda throughout all of the controlled media. They all promote the
image of the Jew as a victim, never as a predator or aggressor; they all promote the image
of the Jews as sensitive and creative and sympathetic, not as the sort to plan and organize
a bloody Bolshevik revolution and butcher tens of millions of innocent Russians and
Ukrainians* or to run the White-slave business and force thousands of young European
gitls into a life of prostitution every year—or as the sort to elbow their way into the key
positions of media control and then to help their fellow Jews do the same thing.

And they also all push interracial sex. They all push the lie that most interracial crime is
White on Black. They all suppress any news which contradicts that lie. They all try to
persuade us that homosexuality is normal and acceptable, just an alternative life-style.
They all propagandize for multiculturalism and for more diversity and for keeping our
borders open to the Third World and for scrapping the Second Amendment—all of them.

Now, let’s back up for a moment, because I’'ve just said something extremely important,
and I want to be sure that it sinks in: that I have convinced you. I think that most
perceptive and responsible people, once they have made up their minds that they want to

* See e.g., the excerpts from Esan’s Tears by Albert Lindemann later in this book. (Note of the Ed.)
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know the truth, can accept the fact of Jewish media control; that fact is really undeniable. I
think that most of them can then take the next step and conclude that this Jewish media
control is not just a coincidence: they can conclude that the Jews deliberately and
cooperatively set out to achieve this control and then to use it to advance their collective
interests.

People can understand that in terms of the sort of group behavior with which they already
are familiar. The members of other groups also cooperate in order to achieve group power
and then use this power to advance their group interests. And so it should not be
surprising that the Jews in the media collaborate to create a favorable image of themselves
in the public mind. Most people can persuade themselves that it’s not “anti-Semitic” to
believe that Jews behave like many other groups do in order to advance their group
interests.

It’s the next step that is difficult for many people: it is recognizing that the propaganda
agenda of the Jewish media bosses goes far beyond promoting a favorable image of
themselves; it also promotes everything which is unfavorable to the non-Jewish majority.
And this destructive propaganda is not a coincidence either; it is the product of a planned,
deliberate, collaborative effort.

Reaching this conclusion is a big step, a difficult step, for many people—even for people
who want to understand, who want to know the truth. It’s a big step because it separates
the Jews from every other special-interest group. It sets the Jews aside from the rest of
humanity and identifies them as a uniquely hostile, destructive, and deceptive group. It
identifies them as a group which is uniquely dangerous to our people. And it leaves
anyone who takes this step open to the charge of “anti-Semitism.” Certainly, if you take
this step—if you reach this conclusion—and you announce your conclusion publicly, you
will be denounced as an “anti-Semite” by the media bosses—and probably by the
lemmings too.

And so I don’t want you just to take my word for this very important conclusion about
the nature of the Jews as a uniquely hostile and dangerous group. I want you to study the
facts. I want you to think about the evidence and reach your own conclusion. But I don’t
want you to stop short of a conclusion because of fear, because of brainwashing. I want
you to overcome your fear and examine the evidence objectively.

I will make a few more observations about this conclusion and its implications now,
however. Let me tell you, it really is the key to understanding many other things: the
history of the Jews in Europe—and elsewhere. Why were the Jews always picked on and
persecuted far more than any other group? Why did everyone else always hate them? Why
have they been kicked out of virtually every country in Europe during the past thousand
years: out of England and Spain and Portugal and France and Sweden and Germany and a
dozen other countries and told never to come back, only to sneak back in and then be
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kicked out again? The Jews will tell you that it was Christian bigotry. But Christian bigotry
cannot explain why the Egyptians threw them out of Egypt more than a thousand years
before Christ, and it cannot explain why the pagan Greeks and Romans hated them. I
used to wonder about these things. And even after I began to suspect that the socially and
racially destructive activities of the Jews were planned and deliberate, I didn’t know why. It
didn’t make sense to me that the Jews would deliberately seek to destroy a society in
which they were riding high—that they would deliberately drill holes in the bottom of a
boat in which they were passengers. I couldn’t figure it out—until I understood the nature
of the Jews.

And that nature really is unique. At some time far back in the prehistoric period, certainly
more than 3,000 years ago, the Jews developed a unique mode of survival as predators and
parasites. Whereas other races, other tribes, sought either to live alone among their own
kind—or to conquer other tribes militarily and take their land or require them to pay
tribute—the Jews sought to invade the territory of other races by stealth and then to
subvert them, to undermine their morale, to break down the order and structure in their
societies as a concomitant to controlling them and exploiting them.

In the beginning, thousands of years ago, this may have been only a novel plan for gaining
control of a particular neighbor, but eventually it developed into a way of life. It became
part of their religion, and eventually it got into their genes. I believe that today they really
can’t help themselves. And as I said before, you do need to think carefully about this. You
need to study the facts. It’s difficult for many people to understand the Jews because they
really are different from every other ethnic group.

One aspect of the Jewish problem which adds to the difficulty many people have in
coming to grips with it is that the Jews are not just a scheming and sinister &ebillah of adult
male media bosses. They are a complete community, with women and children and many
members on the fringes: part-Jews, dissidents, and so on—even a few anti-Jewish Jews.
There are approximately six million Jews in the United States, by their own count, and
they can’t all be film studio owners or newspaper publishers or promoters of “rap” music
or Hollywood scriptwriters. Most of them live and work in a way which gives them
relatively little personal opportunity for damaging our society. They are simply teachers
and businessmen and merchants and lawyers and doctors, earning a living more or less like
everyone else—but not quite.

You must back off a bit in order to see the forest rather than just the trees. The essential
thing about the forest is that it is destroying our world. It is a parasitic forest. It is injecting
spiritual and cultural poison into our civilization and into the life of our people and
sucking up nutrients to enrich itself and grow even more destructive. Perhaps only 10 per
cent of the trees in this Jewish forest have roots deep enough to inject their poison into
us, and the other 90 per cent play only supporting roles of one sort or another. It is still
the whole forest which is our problem. If the forest were not here we would not have had
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to endure the curse of Bolshevism. If the forest were not here America would not be
growing darker and more degenerate by the year. It is the whole forest, not just a few of
the most poisonous trees in it, which must be uprooted and removed from our soil if we
are to become healthy again.

The essential point again is this: not every Jew has a leading role in promoting the evils
which are destroying us, and not every person is a Jew who is collaborating with the
leading Jews who are promoting evil, but it is only because the Jews as a whole are among
us that the evils they always promote are overwhelming us. If the Jews were not present
we could overcome the evil men of our own race. The evil men of our own race may seek
their own profit at the expense of the rest of us, but they do not seek to destroy our race.
Only the Jews seek that.

Free Speech
October 1999
Volume V, Number 10
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The saga of the European Jewry

by Arthur Kemp

Anti-Semitism—or, more accurately, anti-Jewishness—was not an invention of Hitler nor
of his National Socialist German Workers’ Party. Anti-Jewish sentiment has always stalked
the Jews, where-ever they went: it seems as if their very presence always elicited a negative
and hostile response from virtually all the nations in which they settled. Anti-Jewish
sentiment existed long before Christianity, and the introduction of that religion and its
distortions merely provided another means of expression for the latent anti-Jewish feeling
which always followed the Jews like a shadow.

Origins of anti-Jewish sentiment. The origins of this original anti-Jewish feeling lie within the
nature of Jewish society itself: exclusively ethno-centric with a binding religion and inward
looking culture, the Jews always managed to maintain themselves as an isolated
community in all of the nations in which they settled. This tradition has maintained itself
to this day.

For this reason, Jews tended to live together in tightly knit communities in cities: these
Jewish blocks came to be called ghettoes, and it is important to realize that the first
ghettoes were entirely voluntary Jewish neighbourhoods. This was then re-enforced by
religious laws limiting membership of the Jewish community by race—only people born
of Jewish women could be accepted as Jews. This is another practice which has survived
to the present day—people of no direct Jewish ancestry can only become Jews with great
difficulty, and even then a large section of the Jewish community, the orthodox Jews, will
not recognize converts as true Jews.

Finally, the well-known Jewish propensity for business and the ability to accumulate vast
amounts of money—a phenomena well known to this day—was the source of much
original anti-Jewish feeling. Gentiles (or, Goy as the Jewish Talmud) refer to non-Jews of
all races, with the literal translation of cattle—which in itself is an important insight of how
the writers of the Talmud viewed the outside wotld.
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The true origins of anti-Jewish feeling therefore lies in a combination of three major
factors:

e the self-imposed isolation of the Jewish people;

* the open hostility to Non-Jews as espoused in their ethno-centric and tightly binding
religion; and

e the propensity of their financial dealings.

Thus it was that the first anti-Jewish outbursts occurred long before the introduction of
Christianity. Christianity merely added to these emotions: as the wave of Christian
fanaticism swept Europe, all sense of reason or rationality was lost, and, forgetting that
Christianity itself had sprung from Judaism, the Christians gave vent to their long
simmering dislike of the Jews by accusing them of being the killers of Christ to boot.

The hostility was however, reciprocated: the Talmud, which is a collection of rabbinical
writings added to the Old Testament, contains many violently anti-Gentile remarks,
comparing non-Jewish women to whores and providing specific instruction on how it is
permissible for Jews to cheat non-Jews in business.

Both Christians and Jews then, altered their religious teachings in attempts to whip up
hostility to each other in a bizarre semi-religious and semi-racial clash.

Jews occupy high posts in Moorish Spain and Portugal. After the decline of the Roman Empire,
Jews started settling in larger numbers in Western Europe, with many Sephardic Jews
crossing over from Africa into Spain. Hot on their heels came the Muslim Moors, who
gave the Jews favoured status in Moorish occupied Spain: Jews came to fill the highest
position in the Moorish republic of Granada in Spain and owned one-third of all the real
estate in Barcelona.

When the Moorish occupation of Spain was finally ended, the Christian victors did not
take kindly to what they correctly saw as Jewish collaboration with the Moors. This led to
the Spanish version of the Inquisition, which was primarily aimed at Jews who had falsely
converted to Christianity in an attempt to escape the revenge attacks on Jews carried out
by the victorious Christian armies. Finally, the Jews were formally expelled from Spain in
1492, the same year that Christopher Columbus set foot in the Americas.

France. As avid supporters of the French Revolution, Jews were rewarded when the
National Assembly enfranchised Jews in 1791, simultaneously stripping all restrictions
which had been placed on them.
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Napoleon Bonaparte was given much support by Europe’s Jews in his campaigns across
Europe, for wherever he went he lifted whatever restrictions there had been upon the
Jews. Once again, this was only good for Jews over the short term. The downside came
when Napoleon was finally beaten: Jews were associated with the destruction that his
military adventures had wrought; virtually all of the reforms he had instituted were
reversed as a result. However, by the 1860s, most of the Jewish communities in Western
Europe had more or less been de-ghettoized, and Napoleon’s reforms had for the greatest
part been re-instituted.

The First Great Brothers’ War. The World Zionist movement, a nationalist Jewish
organization founded by European Jews to create a national homeland for Jews in
Palestine, saw an opportunity open up with the British occupation of Palestine, and
persuaded the British foreign minister, Lord Arthur Balfour, to issue a public promise in
1917 to the effect that Britain would support the creation of a Jewish homeland in
Palestine. This public promise became known as the Balfour Declaration.

In return for this undertaking, the World Zionist Movement then promised Britain that it
would marshal the world’s Jews behind the Allied cause and, more importantly,
endeavours to use their influence to bring the United States of America into the war. In
this way, considerable pressure was brought to bear on the American government to enter
the war against Germany, although by this stage they hardly needed much prompting.
While the World Zionist Congress was actively working behind the scenes with the
powerful Jewish lobby in the American government, the course of the war at sea
presented the American president, Woodrow Wilson, with an opportunity to enter the war
against Germany, despite his presidential election campaign having been specifically
fought on a non-interventionist ticket. In February 1917, the US broke off diplomatic
relations with Germany and formally declared war in April. The timing of the US entry
into the war—virtually simultaneously with the Balfour Declaration—is too good to be
coincidental. By June 1917, more than 175,000 American troops were already in France;
by the end of the war more than two million Americans had been deployed in France.

Waves of fresh American troops captured 14,000 exhausted and virtually starving German
troops at Saint-Mihiel, and then pushed on through the Argonne forest, breaking the
German lines between Metz and Sedan.

With this major defeat, the German government asked for an armistice in October 1918—
this attempt to end the war failed when the American president Woodrow Wilson insisted
on negotiating only with a democratic German government. The British then pushed
home an attack in Belgium and Northern France and early in November American and
French forces reached Sedan. By early November, the Hindenburg line had been broken
and the Germans were in disarray.
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The suppressed link: Jews and communism. The creation of the Soviet Union was to impact
upon history for the greater part of the 20th Century—and an understanding of the sub-
racial and ideological divisions it caused is crucial to understanding not only the events of
that century, but also to understanding the flare up of anti-Jewish sentiment which
culminated in the creation of the Third Reich in Germany. For the Soviet Union’s best
kept secret was that the Bolshevik elite had one outstanding characteristic: it had an
inordinately large number of Jews in its controlling body.

Virtually all of the important Bolshevik leaders were Jews: they included the “father of the
revolution,” Leon Trotsky (whose real name was Lev Bronstein: in an attempt to hide his
Jewishness, he adopted the name Trotsky); Lev Kamenev, the early Bolshevik leader who
later went on to become a leading member of the Politburo, was born with the surname
Rosenfeld; Grigori Zinoviev, head of the Petrograd Soviet, was born with the surname
Apfelbaum; and many other famous Communists of the time, such as Karl Radek, Lazar
Kaganovich; and Moses Urttisky, (the head of the Cheka) who all changed their names for
reasons similar to that of Trotsky. The Bolshevik’s Party’s Central Committee chairman,
Yakov Sverdlov, was also Jewish—and it was he who gave the order to the Jewish Soviet
secret policeman, Yurovsky, to murder the Tsar—Yurovsky personally carried out this
order.

As if the Russian Revolution was not enough, the originator of the Communist ideology
itself, Karl Marx, was also a Jew, with his family name in reality being Levi. The large
Jewish role in the Russian revolution, combined with the fact that Marx had been born a
Jew, was manna from heaven for the European anti-Semitic movement, and the link
between Jews and Communism was exploited to the hilt, particularly by Adolf Hitler and
the National Socialist (Nazi) movement in Germany during the 1920s.

It was not only in Germany that the association of Jews with Communism was made: all
over the world Jews became associated with radical political movements, sometimes
justifiably so, other times not. Nonetheless, the presence of so many Jews in the creation
of the Soviet Union played a massive role in justifying anti-Jewish sentiment in Europe
prior to, and with, the rise of Adolf Hitler. Directly after the First World War, there were
another three specifically Jewish Communist revolutions in Europe itself:

¢ the German Jew, Kurt Eisner, led a short lived communist revolution in Munich, Bavaria
from November 1918 to February 1919. At the same time that Adolf Hitler was an
unknown soldier in that city, the effect of being a first hand witness to a Jewish and
Communist-led revolution helped to cement Hitler’s anti-Communist and anti-Jewish
feelings;
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e the short lived Sparticus uprising in Berlin (September 1918 to January 1919) led by the
German Jews, Karl Liebknecht and Rosa Luxemburg; and

¢ the short lived Communist tyranny in Hungary led by the Jew, Bela Kun (Cohen), from
March to August 1919.

These incidents all helped to identify Jews with Communism in the public mind: in this
light it becomes perfectly explicable why the Nazi Party was able to win support on an
anti-Communist and open anti-Jewish platform.

Jews in the later Soviet Union. Jews retained their leading roles in Soviet society until growing
anti-Semitism within the Communist Party itself led to a change in policy. Trotsky was the
first major Jewish casualty: he split with Stalin over the issue of international socialism and
the need to spread the revolution: he was forced into exile in 1929. He was then
assassinated in Mexico City in 1940, allegedly by a Stalinist agent.

By the middle 1930s, Stalin had started purging the Soviet Communist Party of other
important Jews. The period immediately following the end of the Second World War and
the creation of the state of Israel saw another rise in Soviet anti-Semitism: by 1953, Stalin
had started purging all Jews in the Soviet hierarchy who were also Zionists. The
Communists, quite correctly, saw Zionism as Jewish nationalism and contrary to the
interests of an international socialist brotherhood. Many leading Russian Jews were also
fervent Zionists: and it was this group that was then targeted for persecution, and who
became famous throughout the rest of the lifetime of the Soviet Union as the victims of
Soviet anti-Semitism. Zionism, as an expression of Jewish separatism was declared a crime
against the Soviet state, and Zionist organizations were forced to close down their
operations inside the Soviet Union. East Germany, as an official Soviet satellite, was
forbidden by Moscow to make any reparations payments to the Zionist created state of
Israel for the treatment of Jews by the Nazi government.

Not all Russian Jews were Zionists: those who were not, were generally left alone and
some did achieve prominent positions within the post Stalin Soviet Union. Many
thousands of Jews did however leave the Soviet Union—estimates putting the total
number at over the one million mark, with most settling in Israel or the United States.

The Encyclopaedia [ndaica, published in Jerusalem, Israel, by Jews, is available at most large
public libraries and is in English. This reference book for all things Jewish is quite open
about the Jewish role in Communism, particularly early Communism, and contains a large
number of admissions in this regard. Under the entry for “Communism” in Volume 5,
page 792, the following appears: “The Communist Movement and ideology played an
important part in Jewish life, particularly in the 1920s, 1930s and during and after World
War I1.” On page 793, the same Encyclopaedia [udaica then goes on to say that “Communist
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trends became widespread in virtually all Jewish communities. In some countries, Jews
became the leading element in the legal and illegal Communist Parties.”

The Encyclopaedia [ndaica goes on to reveal that the Communist International actually
instructed Jews to change their names so as “not confirm right-wing propaganda that
presented Communism as an alien, Jewish conspiracy.” The Encyclopaedia Judaica then goes
on to describe the overwhelming role Jews played in creating the Soviet Union. On page
792 it says: “Individual Jews played an important role in the early stages of Bolshevism
and the Soviet Regime.” On page 794, this Jewish reference book then goes to list the
Jews prominent in the upper command of the Russian Communist party. These included
Maxim Litvinov (later foreign minister of Soviet Russia); Grigori Zinoviev, Lwev
Kamenev, Jacob Sverdlov, Lazar Kaganovich, and Karl Radek, amongst many others. The
organizer of the Revolution was Trotsky, who prepared a special committee to plan and
prepare the coup which brought the Communists to power. According to the Encyclopaedia
Judaica, this committee, called the Military Revolutionary Committee, had five members—
three of whom were Jews. The Politburo—the supreme governing body of Russia
immediately after the Communist Revolution—had four Jews amongst its seven members,
according to page 797 of the Jewish Encyclopaedia [udaica.

While many have alleged that Lenin was also Jewish, or at least of part Jewish origin, there
is little concrete evidence of this. However, Lenin was ardently pro-Jewish, branding anti-
Semitism (correctly) as “counter revolutionary” (Encyclopaedia [udaica, page 798). A
statement against anti-Semitism was made by Lenin in March 1919 and was “one of the
rare occasions when his voice was put on a phonograph record to be used in a mass
campaign against the counterrevolutionary incitement against the Jews,” according to the
Encyclopaedia [undaica, page 798. One of the first laws passed by the new Soviet Communist
government was to outlaw anti-Semitism (Encyclopaedia [ndaica, page 798).

Winston Churchill on the Jewish role in communism. The preponderance of Jews in the inner
sanctum of the Communist revolution in Russia was in fact well known at the time that
the revolution took place: it is only in the post Second World War II era that this fact has
been suppressed.

A good example of the contemporary awareness of the Jewish nature of early Russian
Communism can be found in the writing of the young Winston Churchill, later to become
prime minister of Great Britain, who, in 1920, was also working as journalist.

In 1920, Churchill wrote a full page article for the I/ustrated Sunday Herald on 8 February
1920 detailing the Jewish involvement in the revolution. Churchill discusses in this article
the split between Jews: some are Communists, he wrote, while others are Jewish
nationalists. Churchill favored the Jewish nationalists (and of course they indeed fall foul
of the Jewish Communists, eventually becoming bitter enemies), and he appealed to what
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he called “loyal Jews” to ensure that the Communist Jews did not succeed. Churchill went
even further and blamed the Jews for “every subversive movement during the Nineteenth
Century,” writing:

This movement amongst the Jews (the Russian Revolution) is not new. From the days
of Spartacus Weishaupt to those of Karl Marx, and down to Trotsky (Russia), Bela
Kuhn (Hungary), Rosa Luxembourg (Germany) and Emma Goldman (United States),
this world wide conspiracy for the overthrow of civilization and the reconstruction of
society on the basis of arrested development, of envious malevolence, and impossible
equality, has been steadily growing. It played, as a modern writer, Mrs. Nesta Webster,
has so ably shown, a definitely recognizable part in the tragedy of the French
Revolution.

It has been the mainspring of every subversive movement during the Nineteenth
Century; and now at last this band of extraordinary personalities has gripped the
Russian people by the hair of their heads and have become practically the undisputed
masters of that enormous empire. There is no need to exaggerate the part played in
the creation of Bolshevism and in the actual bringing about of the Russian Revolution
by these international and for the most part atheistic Jews. Moreover, the principal
inspiration and driving power comes from Jewish leaders.

Churchill also pointedly accused Leon Trotsky (Bronstein) of wanting to establish a
“world wide Communistic state under Jewish domination” in this article.

Churchill was not the only journalist to note the Jewish role in the Russian Revolution:
Robert Wilton, the chief correspondent for the London Times, who was stationed in Russia
at the time, wrote in his book The Last Days of the Romanovs (Hornton Butterworth,
London, 1920, pages 147, 22-28, 81,118, 199, 127, 139-148) that “90 per cent” of the new
Soviet government was composed of Jews. The correspondent for the London Morning Post,
Victor Marsden, went further and actually compiled a list of names of the top 545
Bolshevik officials: of these, Marsden said, 454 were Jews and only 23 Non-Jewish
Russians (A/ These Things, A.N. Field, Appendix B pages 274-276).

The US Army’s telegrams. The American Army Intelligence Service had its agents in Russia
at the time of the Communist Revolution, and the Jewish nature of that revolution is
accurately reflected in those reports.

An American Senate subcommittee investigation into the Russian Revolution heard
evidence, put on congressional record, that “In December 1919, under the presidency of a
man named Apfelbaum (Zinovieff), out of the 388 members of the Bolshevik central
government, only 16 happened to be real Russians, and all the rest (with the exception of a
Negro from the U.S.) were Jews” (U.S. Senate Document 62, 1919). Both describe the
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domination of the Bolshevik Communists by Jews, using the words “Fifty per cent of
Soviet Government in each town consists of Jews of the worst type.”

Copies of documents from the US National Archives are freely available to anyone from
the Washington DC, USA, office.

However, none of these authorities quoted above dared to use quite the language of a US
Military Intelligence officer, one captain Montgomery Schuyler, who sent two reports to
Washington in March and June 1919, describing in graphic detail the Jewish role in the
Russian Revolution. Both these reports were only declassified in September 1957 and the
originals are still held in the US National Archives in Washington, open for public
inspection.

The first report, sent from Omsk on 1 March 1919, contains the following paragraph: “It
is probably unwise to say this loudly in the United States but the Bolshevik movement is
and has been since its beginning, guided and controlled by Russian Jews of the greasiest
type.” The second report, dated 9 June 1919, and sent from Vladivostok, said that of the
“384 commissars there were 2 Negroes, 13 Russians, 15 Chinamen, 22 Armenians and
more than 300 Jews. Of the latter number 264 had come to Russia from the United States
since the downfall of the Imperial Government.”

Both these American army military intelligence reports are freely available from the US
National Archives in Washington DC. The importance of this information does not need
to be overemphasized in the light of the crucial governing role the commissars played in
the running the early Soviet society. It therefore came as no surprise when anti-Semitism
was duly entered into the Soviet law books as a death penalty crime.

Excerpted from a defunct online edition of March of the Titans: The Complete History
of the White Race (printed edition: Ostrara Publications, Iowa, USA, 2011)
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From the editor’s desk

Kevin MacDonald’s trilogy

The second book of Kevin MacDonald’s study on Jewry, Separation and its Discontents:
Toward an Evolutionary Theory of Anti-Semitism (1994/2002), the first of his trilogy to be
translated to German, is my favorite of MacDonald’s three academic works that I read in
more than two years. Professor MacDonald is the foremost scholar on the Jewish
question. In Separation and its Discontents (hereafter SAID) he wrote:

Western societies, unlike prototypical Jewish cultures, do not have a primitive concern
with racial purity. Rather, concern about racial purity emerges only in the late stages of
Jewish-gentile group conflict...

Despite a great deal of commonality among Western anti-Semitic movements, there
was a great difference between the universalistic, assimilatory tendencies of traditional
Western Christianity and the exclusivistic, racialist program of National Socialism.
Indeed, we have seen that beginning in the 19th century an important aspect of
German anti-Semitic ideology was a criticism of Western universalism and the
development of peculiarly German conceptions of Christianity. A critical component
of official National Socialist ideology, as represented in the thought of Alfred
Rosenberg, was the idea that “the twin forces of disintegration, namely universalism
and individualism, act in perpetual conflict with the Germanic concept of race.” In
this regard, National Socialism was indeed profoundly anti-Western. In rejecting both
universalism and individualism, National Socialism resembled, much more closely
than did medieval Western collectivist Christianity, its mirror image rival, Judaism.

[page 196]
In a previous chapter MacDonald had written:

We shall see that with the rise of the National Socialist movement in Germany, the
universalist themes of Western Christianity were completely overthrown in favor of a
full-blown racialist ideology of the ingroup. In Chapter Five I will argue that National
Socialism is a true mirror-image of Judaism. Not surprisingly, it was also the most
dangerous enemy that Judaism has confronted in its entire existence. [page 133]
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One of the hypothesis advanced in SAID provides food for thought. MacDonald wrote,
“I propose that the Christian church in late antiquity was in its very essence the
embodiment of a powerful anti-Semitic movement...” (page 112). This is something I had
never heard of, and reminds me my first readings of psychohistory and Lloyd deMause’s
insights on why the Christ archetype galvanized the population of the ancient world,
although MacDonald’s hypothesis is totally distinct and is presented from an altogether
distant point of view. But after digesting what both deMause and MacDonald say, for the
first time I feel I am starting to comprehend facets of Christianity that would have never
occurred to me from a conventional reading to history. If MacDonald is right, the Roman
Catholic Church was the earliest attempt toward a type of society that we may call
collectivism for European-derived peoples.

Although Christianity always held universalist ideals at its core, it nonetheless fulfilled its
role of impeding, as did the Muslim nations, that Judaism became a destructive force for
the indigenous culture of the Late Roman Empire and the Early Middle Ages. One of the
facts that I learnt in SAID is that most restrictions enacted against Jewry, initiated in the
period from Eusebius to Justinian, were still active throughout Christendom until the
French Revolution hit the continent with its egalitarian fury. It was precisely the so-called
Enlightenment (that presently some Western dissidents are starting to call “the Dark
Enlightenment”) what inspired the founding fathers of the United States of America. And
contrary to those white nationalists who still insult the memory of Adolf Hitler and the
movement he created, I would claim that the mortal sin of the French Revolution, the
emancipation of Jewry, was not propetly atoned in Europe until the arrival of a specifically
racial ideology: National Socialism.

But not only Nazi Germany has been demonized in the public mind. The Inquisition is
widely regarded as a black page in the history of the Church even by the most Catholic
individuals that I know. In contrast to such view MacDonald presents us with a radical
reevaluation of what was precisely the role of the Inquisition. On page 147 he states: “I
here develop the view that the Spanish Inquisition was fundamentally an authoritarian,
collectivist, and exclusionary movement that resulted from resource and reproductive
competition with Jews, and particularly crypto-Jews posing as Christians.” One could even
argue that, thanks to the Inquisition, for three-hundred years before the movement of
independence that gave birth to Mexico, New Spain (1521-1821) was Judenfrei.

While reading SAAID I could not escape the thought that whites are un-insightful because,
unlike the Jews and with the exception of William Pierce and Arthur Kemp (see the long
chapters in this book quoting them), very few have knowledge of the history of #heir race. 1f
we take into account that, in one of their holydays, New York Hassidic Jews celebrate
their victory over the ancient Greeks who tried to assimilate them millennia ago, a basic
question comes to mind: Why don’t we celebrate the victory of Antiochus IV over the
Jews, or Titus’ conquest of Jerusalem?

68



We do not celebrate these victories precisely for the reason that both Kemp and Pierce
explain so well: neither the Greeks nor the Romans exist today. What we call
contemporary Greeks or Romans are the product of centuries of blood mixing that
devalued not only the genotype of the original Indo-European population, but their
extended phenotype as well: the Greco-Roman hard ethos and their galvanizing mzythos
mostly reflected in the Homeric tales. The Greeks and Romans who embraced Christianity
were a totally different breed of the pure Aryans of Sparta or the austere Latins of the
Roman Republic (see e.g., the essays that I translated from Ewrpa Soberana in later
chapters of this book).

MacDonald himself acknowledges on page 190 that “the Jews have continued as a creative
race into the present, while the Greeks gradually merged with the barbarians and lost their
distinctiveness—a point remarkably similar to Chamberlain’s ‘chaos of peoples’ in which
the decline of the ancient world is attributed to loss of racial purity.” Conversely, I would
say that since the Jews have conserved their genotype almost intact throughout the
millennia they are able to celebrate their Maccabean revolt as if it was yesterday. In other
words, had whites preserved their genes intact, some of us might still be celebrating
Antiochus’ victories over the subversive tribe; or, if we knew our history with the same
passion that Jews know theirs, we might still be celebrating the fall of the Temple of
Jerusalem in 70 AD, or the more recent expulsion of the tribe from the Iberian peninsula.

What conventional historians ignore is that, once the Church lost its power to sell a
wortldview after the late 18th and early 19th centuries, our genetic individualism placed us
at the mercy of a collectivist tribe.

Fortunately, the ethno-traitorous West has committed financial blunders in the 20th and
21st centuries. The dollar and all fiat currencies of the West will crash probably in this
decade (I am reviewing this essay in 2014), which means that there is hope that some of us
will start to understand the Jewish problem in a post-crashed world. On page 10 of SAID
MacDonald says that “in congruence with the results of social identity research, anti-
Semitism is expected to be most prominent among those most in competition with the
Jews and during times of economic crisis.”

Although most readers of MacDonald treasure The Culture of Critigue, the third and last of
his trilogy on Jewry as their favorite book of this collection, I believe that MacDonald’s
work should be read from the beginning. A People that Shall Dwell Alone, Separation and its
Discontents and The Culture of Critique can help us, using William Pierce’s metaphor, to “see
the forest” with crystal-clear vision.

Remember Pierce’s words? If we don’t try to understand the Jews we can never really
understand what is happening to our race and our civilization. Professor MacDonald’s
voluminous texts have done the hard work for us—both the trilogy and his webzine The
Occidental Observer—in a scholarly and yet entertaining way.
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On the need to undemonize Hitler

In almost any war one side can be dishonestly demonized even by a
truthful enumeration of its crimes, if the crimes of its adversaries
are suppressed.

—Irmin Vinson
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The Holocaust perpetrated by Jew-led Bolsheviks

by Wandrin

lJKRMUhhA

Martes 5:10

7,000,000 1322

GENOCIDE BY STARVATION

Note that seven million
is higher than the claimed victims
of Hitler’s holocaust, and only in one year.

Hitler didn’t win an electoral majority. He won most seats and was given the
Chancellorship by the German elite in 1933: the year after the Jew-led Bolsheviks
deliberately starved at least six million Ukrainians to death. Can there be any real doubt
that the threat of the Bolshevik terror influenced both the German voters and the decision
to give Hitler the Chancellorship? Why isn’t this taught in the schools?

Tens of millions killed in the first industrial scale mass murder in history from 1917
onwards—the Red Terror and War Communism under Lenin and Trotsky’s leadership
long before Stalin—culminating in the deliberate starvation of six million Ukrainians in
1932 as revenge for past anti-Jewish pogroms. Why isn’t this taught in the schools?

Trillions of dollars and millions of man-hours have gone into creating a global memorial
to the Holocaust—films, books, indoctrination of millions of school children, countless
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museums—and absolutely nothing to commemorate the tens of millions murdered by the
Jewish Bolsheviks. Not only a Holocaust in its own right but the primary cause of the
subsequent Fascist reaction they say came out of inherent evil of the Aryan nature: a
position that would be impossible to sustain if Jewish involvement in the Bolshevik
holocaust was more widely known.

So, compare and contrast the collective memorial to the Jewish dead with the collective
non-memorial to the non-Jewish dead and you have Talmudic morality caught in the
headlights. Every single penny they spent on building Holocaustianity then works for us.
Every film, every book, every museum highlights their denial of the Bolshevik Holocaust
and the value they place on non-Jewish dead: Zero. Use this to destroy their moral
authority first and then their power to enforce taboos. Go after the matador, not the cape.

April 20, 2011 comment at Counter-Currents Publishing.
Editor’s note:
Those readers who still doubt that Jews were overrepresented in the Red Terror should take note

that in 1997 an academic, the Jew Albert Lindemann, published a book with the imprimatur of
Cambridge University corroborating the claim, as shown in the following excerpts.
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Red Terror—a Jewish terror?

by Albert Lindemann™

Jews and Revolution. The horrors of the revolution from 1917 to 1921 were in some areas
even more devastating than those of the war; the connections of Jews and socialist
revolutionaries were more visible than ever before and the anti-Semitic potential greater.
The perception that revolutionaries were predominantly Jewish and that Jews were
particularly vicious as revolutionaries spread now from minds like those of Nicholas 11—
limited, paranoiac, almost pitiful—to those of a different cut, such as Woodrow Wilson
and Winston Churchill. It was no longer only scandal sheets like Lz Libre Parole or
the Bessarebetz that identified radical revolution with Jews; now that identification was
made by newspapers like the London Times, the Chicago Tribune, or the Christian Science
Monitor, all of which enjoyed a reputation for sobriety on Jewish issues and at least relative
fairness.

Many of those who had been inclined to a hesitant or inconsistent anti-Semitism before
the war, such as Wilhelm II, now embraced more extreme opinions. Wilhelm’s attitude to
“the threat of international Jewry” was influenced by reports like those of Walther von
Kaiserlingk, the German admiralty’s chief of operations, who had visited Petrograd in the
winter of 1917-18: He described the new government as run by Jews in the interest of
Jews; it was “insanity in power,” and it presented a moral threat not only to Germany but
to the civilized world. Wilhelm agreed that the Russian people had been “turned over to
the vengeance of the Jews, who are connected with all the Jews of the world.”

We have seen how, in western countries where Jews experienced less oppression, an active
and highly visible minority of them, especially young, secularized Jewish intellectuals in the
generation before the war, were powerfully attracted to socialist ideas. Jews such as Hess,
Marx, Lassalle, Bernstein, Otto Bauer, Luxemburg, Martov, Trotsky, and Leén Blum
played a major role in formulating, refining, and propagating those ideas. Non-Jews
(Engels, Kautsky, Bebel, Plekhanov, Lenin, Guesde, Jaures) were also important, in many
regards more important than Jews, but considering that the Jewish population of Europe
was approximately 2 percent of the total, the Jewish participation in socialism,
revolutionary and democratic, was remarkably large.
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Both Jewish and non-Jewish socialists in the late nineteenth century saw great merit in the
idealism and radicalism of a moral elite of Jews. Just as the non-Jew, Friedrich Engels, had
praised Jews for their contribution to the socialist movement, so V.I. Lenin, in a speech in
Zurich in 1905, observed that “the Jews furnished a particularly high percentage of leaders
of the revolutionary movement. It should be noted to the credit of the Jews, they furnish a
relatively high percentage of internationalists.” On another occasion Lenin, in lamenting
the low moral and intellectual level of his compatriots, remarked to Maxim Gorky that “an
intelligent Russia is almost always a Jew or somewhere with Jewish blood in his veins.”
Leén Blum, who after his participation of the Dreyfus Affair went on to become a
prominent figure in the French socialist movement, “glorified the messianic role of the
Jews as social revolutionaries.” Although he was one of the most perceptive critics of
Bolshevik theory in the debates within his own party in 1919 and 1920 concerning
whether it should join the new Communist International, he had earlier written that “the
collective impulse” of the Jews “leads them toward revolution; their critical powers...
drive them to destroy every idea, every traditional form which does not agree with the
facts or cannot be justified by reason.” Revolutionary socialism, he asserted, was a modern
form of “the ancient spirit of the Jewish race.”

Most Russian Jews were pulled unwillingly, even uncomprehendingly into the vortex of
revolution and ensuing civil war from 1917 to 1921, observers rather than actors. But
others, especially many who had felt blocked in their dreams of a career or who had
suffered daily under the irrationality and inefficiency of the tsarist regime, were only too
understandably moved by a desire for violent revenge. Some of those revolutionaries,
especially when driven into the moral anarchy of civil war, proved themselves capable of
breath-taking ruthlessness.

Recognizing that there were fewer Jews in the Bolshevik faction than in the Menshevik, or
even that Bolshevism was not a typically Jewish ideology, does not mean that the issue of
the role of Jews in Bolshevism is settled, for there were still many Jewish Bolsheviks,
especially at the very top of the party. And there were even more in the dreaded Cheka, or
secret police, where the Jewish revolutionary became visible in a terrifying form.

Any effort to compose a list of the most important Bolsheviks must be unavoidable
subjective, but it seems beyond serious debate that in the first twenty years of the
Bolshevik Party the top ten to twenty leaders included close to a majority of Jews.

At a notch down in visibility was Yakov Mikhailovich Sverdlov. Described as “very Jewish
looking,” he became secretary and main organizer of the Bolshevik Party in 1917. There
was at any rate no little symbolism in the fact that a Jew was both the head of the state and
the secretary of the ruling party. Percentages of Jews in state positions or in the party do
not capture that adequately.
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In approximately the same second-level category was Moisei Solomonovich Uritsky,
notorious as the chief of the Cheka in Petrograd where Red Terror raged with special
brutality. For anti-Semites he became the personification of “Jewish terror against the
Russian people.” He was certainly less fanatical than Zinoviev®, whose pervasive cruelty
and vindictiveness toward alleged counterrevolutionaries prompted Uritsky at one point to
lodge an official complaint.

A list of prominent non-Jews in the party would begin with Lenin, whose name outweighs
the others, although in the first year or so of the revolution, Trotsky’s name rivaled his.
Yet his status as a non-Jew and “real Russian” is not as clear as subsequent Soviet
propaganda tried to make it. His grandfather on his mother side was Jewish, though a
convert to Christianity and married to a woman of German origin. On Lenin’s father side
were Kalmyk and Swedish forebears. Lenin the non-Jew, in other words, was Jewish
enough to have fallen under the shadow of doubt in Nazi Germany or to have been
accepted in the state of Israel.

Lenin was of course considered jewified, if not exactly Jewish, by anti-Semites. As noted,
he openly and repeatedly praised the role of the Jews in the revolutionary movement; he
was one of the most adamant and consistent in the party in his denunciation of pogroms
and anti-Semitism more generally. After the revolution, he backed away from his earlier
resistance to Jewish nationalism, accepting that under Soviet rule Jewish nationality might
be legitimate. On his death bed, Lenin spoke fondly of the Jewish Menshevik Julius
Martov, for whom he had always retained a special personal affection in spite of their
tierce ideological differences.

An even more remarkable case was Felix Dzerzhinsky, the head of the Cheka, a “non-
Jewish Jew” in a different sense. (The destruction of his statue in front of the KBG
building in Moscow in August 1991, after the ill-fated putsch by party conservatives, was
widely seen as symbolic of the destruction of a hated past of secret police domination.) In
origin a member of the Polish gentry, he had learned Yiddish as a young man in Vienna
and had established close friendships with many Jews in the revolutionary circles of the
town. He had several romances with Jews and finally married one.

The backgrounds and personal contacts of non-Jews such as Lenin, Kalinin, and
Dzerzhinsky help explain how it was that so many observers believed the Bolsheviks were
mostly Jews or were in some way under Jewish tutelage. The various refinements of
Jewishness—traditional Jew, reform Jew, cultural Jew, half-Jew, non-Jewish Jew, self-
hating Jew, Karaite, jewified Gentile—did not have much meaning to most of those who
were in a life-and-death struggle with the Bolsheviks and who of course were not used to
seeing Jews in any position of authority in Russia; to see them in such numbers spoke for
some radical undermining of a previously accepted order. The leaders of the anti-

> Another Jew. (Note of the Ed.)
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Bolshevik White armies were convinced that they were fighting Jews and other foreigners
(Georgians, Armenians, Lithuanians, Poles)—but most importantly Jews who had
somehow seized control of Mother Russia. To most of the Whites the differences
between the various revolutionary factions were of little importance; they all appeared
alien, foreign in inspiration, jewified, and destructive. Indeed, for many on the right even
the liberal Kadets were viewed as westernized and jewified.

Such exaggeration was hardly limited to the White armies. One book published in the
West, The Causes of World Unrest, presented a list of fifty members of the Bolshevik
government and declared that 95 percent of them were Jews, a common conclusion, as
was the notion that the Bolsheviks were murderously destructive.

Destruction of the Jews by the Nazis was from this perspective to be considered a
preventive measure, ultimately one of self-defense. As early as 1917, Belloc’s friend and
intellectual colleague, C.K. Chesterton, had sternly warned the Jews in Great Britain who
were sympathetic to the revolution that “if they continue to incite people against the
soldiers and their wives and widows, they will learn for the first time what anti-Semitism
really means.”

Anti-Semitism, well entrenched on the right, revived in the rest of the political spectrum,
undermining what had been achieved through the patriotic unity of August 1914. The
older charges that Jews were unpatriotic or part of the capitalist conspiracy now refocused
on the Jew as a social subversive, “taking orders from Moscow.”

A revolutionary unrest spread to central Europe in late 1918 and 1919. The party’s first
two leaders, Rosa Luxemburg and, after her murder in January 1919 at the hands of a
right-wing paramilitary organization, Paul Levi, were of Jewish origin. Even in France and
Italy, with their small and overwhelmingly bourgeois populations, the emerging
Communist parties counted a number of Jews in hardship positions. “Foreign Jews, taking
orders from Moscow’” became an issue.

A Communist coup was attempted in Berlin in January 1919 (the Spartacus Uprising,
when Rosa Luxemburg was killed), and in the course of that tumultuous year in Germany
pro-Bolshevik revolutionaries took over, however briefly and confusedly, in Munich. In
France a general strike was launched in the spring of 1920, and in the autumn of that year
there were massive factory occupations in the industrial north of Italy. Perhaps most
worrisome to the western powers, the Red Army, headed by Trotsky, launched an
offensive against Poland in the summer of 1920 that was touted as the beginning of a
triumphant advance of the Red Army into western Europe.

Russian Jews in Revolution. One of the first measures taken by the Provisional Government
was a decree conferring complete civil equality upon Russia’s Jews. That action was hailed
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as long overdue by the Russian press; even Nowvoe 'remia, which, as a semiofficial organ
before 1917, had often published anti-Semitic material, applauded the move.

Many of Russia’s Jews were jubilant at the news. In some Jewish homes, Passover was
celebrated that year with the reading of the decree instead of the traditional Haggada.
Plans were quickly made by Jewish activists for an all-Russian Jewish congress. The
excited appeal that went out for it proclaimed that whereas elsewhere Jews had received
civil equality, only now in revolutionary Russia were they also going to receive recognition
of their separate nationality within another nation. Nothing finally came of this congress,
since the Bolshevik Revolution, and then civil war, got in the way.

In Russia, perhaps even more than elsewhere, civil equality for Jews, to say nothing of an
official recognition of Jewish nationality, opened up Pandora’s box. Jews who had faced
pervasive discrimination and persecution suddenly found government positions opened to
them while closed to the older privileged classes, who were overwhelmingly of Great
Russian background. Still, after 1917, especially after November 1917, there was in
Europe a most remarkable change in the status quo: Large numbers of individual Jews
assumed, for the first time in modern history, a major role in the government of non-
Jewish peoples. Such was the case not only in Russia but in other areas, most notably
Hungary and Germany.

The Red Terror—a Jewish terror? In some areas, for example, the Ukraine, the Cheka
leadership was overwhelmingly Jewish. By early 1919 Cheka organizations in Kiev were 75
percent Jewish, in a city where less than a decade earlier Jews had been officially forbidden
to reside, except under special dispensation, and constituted about 1 percent of the total
population.

The pattern of employing non-Slavic ethnic minorities in the Cheka was duplicated in
many other areas of Russia. George Leggett, the most recent and authoritative historian of
the Russian secret police, speculates that the use of outsiders may have been a conscious

. : o ) .
policy, since such “detached elements could be better trusted not to sympathize with the
repressed local population.”

It is instructive that the high percentage of Jews in the secret police continued well in the
1930s, when the population of Jews gradually diminished in most other areas of the Soviet
and party cadres. The extent to which both Cheka and Gestapo leaders prided themselves
in being an elite corps, characterized by unyielding toughness—unmoved by sympathy for
their often innocent victims and willing to carry out the most stomach-turning atrocities in
the name of an ideal—is striking.

The number of Jews involved in the terror and counterterror of this period is striking.
These many Jewish terrorists helped to nurture, even when they killed Jewish Chekists, the
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belief that Jews, especially once they had broken from the confines of their traditional
faith, turned naturally to fanaticism and anarchistic destructiveness.

An even more important institution than the Cheka in defending the revolution was the
Red Army, and, again, Jews played a key role in its leadership. Trotsky fascinated a broad
public inside and outside Russia. In Hungary, a Jewish observer who was in fact hostile to
the Bolsheviks nonetheless write: “The evolutionary flame which has burned beneath the
surface of world history is now blazing up for the first time in a Jewish genius: Leo
Trotsky!”

According to Paul Johnson,

It was Trotsky who personally organized and led the armed uprising which actually
overthrew the Provisional Government and placed the Bolsheviks in power. It was
Trotsky who created the Red Army, and who ensured the physical survival of the new
Communist regime during the Civil War.

Trotsky’s paramount role in the revolution cannot be denied; Johnson’s views even if
exaggerated, underline how powerful and durable has been the mystique around Trotsky’s
name. He was second to Lenin, but a strong second. There was no Jew in modern times,
at least until the creation of the state of Israel, to rival him.

It has been claimed that the actual proportion of Jews in top party and state positions in
the 1930s did not notably drop from the 1920s. However, “visible” Jewish leaders,
comparable to Trotsky, Zinoviev, or Uritsky, diminished in numbers and would continue
to do so in subsequent years, so that by the mid-twentieth century there were almost no
Jews among the highest officials in the Soviet Union.

To state the obvious, Jews were never purged explicitly as Jews in the Soviet Union, and
millions survived the worst years of Stalin’s terror.

Excerpted from “Jews and Revolution (1917-1934)” in Esau’s Tears: Modern Anti-Semitism and the
Rise of the Jews (Cambridge University Press, 2009): a subtitle that translated to Oldspeak should

have said: “Jewish takeover (‘rise’) and Gentile reaction (‘anti-Semitism’)”.
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On Hitler
by Ciaran

The greatest man yet to be born of the modern age has been slandered and vilified to the
point where he has become the very symbol of evil. It fills me with despair when I reflect
on the fact that the Anglo element of the Germanic population was tricked into sacrificing
close to a million of its best young men to destroy the movement which had the potential
to bring about our salvation.

—Hyperborean

He was a visionary, and a statesman—but no general. Jewish power is based on the
slander, and inversion of real history about the events of the Twentieth Century. Hitler
and the Nazis are the Trojan Horse, used to colonize the very minds of Western Whites.
Hitler and the Nazis were not evil. You are blaming the victims. How dare you? They
made a lot of mistakes—but Hitler was the last White Man that tried to defend his own

people.

Every single time any one of you allows a lie to stand—jyou collude with our murderers.
You may want to get rid of Hitler et al—but to allow the slander to stand is simply
nothing more than laziness, and cowardice. How dare you?

Telling the truth about the real events of the Twentieth Century does not “keep White
Nationalism in a ghetto”—it’s the laziness and timidity and cowardice that does that.

The Worst Generation fought against people who had done them no harm, actively
participated in the Civil Rights dismantling of the Constitution and Bill of Rights, and
did nothing to resist the 1965 Immigration Act, “Women’s Lib,” and the absolute
degradation of the culture. The Worst Generation went along with everything, while they
wallowed in what’s turning out to be rather short-term affluence.

The worst Generation did immense, civilization-wrecking harm. They set the stage for our
genocide. They did wrong—for a host of reasons. And one wrong enabled another.
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I’d like to ignore Hitler—but I’'m not allowed to. The Jewish Media parades his
demonized corpse around 24/7. I challenge any of you to turn on a radio, a TV set, open
a magazine, or website, and not have poor old Adolf thrown right in your face. His name
is invoked in the weirdest, and most unrelated situations. We will never be free of Hitler
until we stop caving to the monstrous and fallacious demonization of Hitler.

This generation should be called out for what they’ve done. They should be ashamed of
themselves. The ones that are around can still vote. Their shame should be held up as an
example to future generations. The Founding Generation will feel repulsion of the deeds
of the Worst Generation.

Adolf Hitler and the soldiers of the Reich did not bring death and destruction. Talmudic
Jewry, and their vile Shabbos Goy sell-out whores, did that.

Refusing to accept this alienating and self-obliterating lie zs what sets us free.

Flattering the soldiers of World War II as “The Greatest Generation” is one of Satan’s
most beloved and successtul tricks—cosseting human vanity. If that generation, and the
succeeding generations, get hung up on that meme, that fraud, that con job, then it
becomes more and more difficult to assess, with each passing day, the true, real-world
legacy of that generation. Why do any of us want to lock ourselves into a mythos, created
by our enemies, that leads directly to our dispossession and genocide, simply to flatter old
men?

When I challenge these oldsters—and every last one of them is a Christian—I tell them:
“I know it’s terrible to have to accept the fact that the ‘biggest” event of your life was

a terrible, horrible mistake. But you are going to have to deal with this when you face
God—so get used to the idea now. Think about how you will account for this...”

These comments by Ciaran, originally posted in a January 21, 2012 thread on
The Occidental Observer, have been edited for a more formal publication in this compilation.
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Book review
Hellstorm: The Death of Nazi Germany, 1944—-1947

by . A. Sexton

What is hell? I've often pondered what the concept “hell” entailed; what it means to be
living in the absence of “God,” the supreme creative force behind all life. After reading
Thomas Goodrich’s breathtaking and physically nauseating analytical narrative of the
burnt offering—Holocaust—of Germany 1 now know what hell looks like and how its
inhabitants live and behave.

Relentless, reckless, and senseless hate of a magnitude so profound, so immense, that I am
still unable to understand it. And then the irony of it all: that former inhabitants of
Europe—Europeans—were responsible for inculcating hell in their own Heimat (homeland).

Who but the Devil itself could make a family turn on itself, causing it to tear itself apart in
such a murderous, inhuman fashion that the victims are left unrecognizable after all the
torture, abuse, burning, systematic rape, and beatings subsides?

Who or what could inspire such madness? Thomas Goodrich answers this question
silently, subtly, but matter-of-factly—the Jews in Communist Russia (the former USSR)
and Capitalist America and Britain.

Hellstorm is the type of book that changes lives. Goodrich is the type of author who
literally puts you, the reader, there in the midst of hell. And what is this hell that he forces
you to experience page after page, torture after torture, and rape after rape? One that has
been all but forgotten; the only hell the modern age really knows:

The Allied Holocaust of National Socialist Germany. Goodrich describes the Allied-induced
inferno in more detail than most need to know to gain an understanding of the depths of
Allied criminality and hatred, but the detail is necessary. Without the detail no one will
really know what hell is. Here’s a taste of it.
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A German woman has her jaws forced open by the filthy brutish hands of a Soviet serial
rapist. He literally spits into her mouth and forces her to swallow his salivary filth as he
rams her body again... and again... and again—until he’s satisfied fulfilling his oath to
Stalin and his chief Holocaust propagandist, Ilya Ehrenburg. Stalin officially sanctioned
the systematic rape of German women. Ilya Ehrenburg, for his part as the lascivious
advocator of rape of German women, helped the Red Army perpetrate the largest
gynocide and mass rape in recorded history.

Commissar Ehrenburg’s pamphlet—distributed in the millions among Red Army troops
on the front lines of battle who were already intoxicated with hate and vengefulness as a
result of over two decades of Bolshevik oppression, mass murder of their families and
mass collectivization—urged Soviet troops to plunder, rape and kill. The final paragraph
of his pamphlet entitled “Kill” reads:

The Germans are not human beings. From now on, the word “German” is the most
horrible curse. From now on, the word “German” strikes us to the quick. We have
nothing to discuss. We will not get excited. We will £/ If you have not kzlled at least
one German a day, you have wasted that day... If you cannot £/ a German with a
bullet, then 47/ him with your bayonet. If your part of the front is quiet and there is
no fighting, then 47/ a German in the meantime... If you have already kiled a
German, then 47/ another one—there is nothing more amusing to us than a heap of
German corpses. Don’t count the days, don’t count the kilometers. Count only one
thing: the number of Germans you have &illed. Kill the Germans! Ki// the Germans!
Kill!

And in another leaflet:

The Germans must be £zed. One must 4z/ them... Do you feel sick? Do you feel a

nightmare in your breast?... Ki/ a German! If you are a righteous and conscientious
man—=¢z// a German! Ki//!

Ehrenburg, like any skilled propagandist with a penchant for revenge and training in
human psychology, appealed to the basest instincts of his men, urging them to rape and
wantonly slaughter other human beings at will. There would be no penalties for this
injustice as it was all officially sanctioned. Ehrenburg:

Kil! Killl In the German race there is nothing but evil; not one among the living, not
one among the yet unborn but is evil! Follow the precepts of Comrade Stalin. Stamp
out the fascist beast once and for all in its lait! Use force and break the racial pride of these
German women. Take them as your lawful booty. Ki//! As you storm onward, £/, you
gallant soldiers of the Red Army.
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The Gynocide. 1 went into Goodrich’s book expecting to read little more than I already
knew about the worst gynocide and mass rape of womankind in recorded history, but I
was in for a shock. As an individual who looks out for women’s interests, I was repeatedly
overcome with emotion while reading of the indescribable genital mutilations, deliberate
and systematic terrorism, gang-rape and wanton mass murder of women. Goodrich:

From eight to eighty, healthy or ill, indoors or out, in fields, on sidewalks, against
walls, the spiritual massacre of German women continued unabated. When even
violated corpses could no longer be of use, sticks, iron bars, and telephone receivers
were commonly rammed up their vaginas. [p. 155]

Brazilian German Leonora Cavoa:

“Suddenly I heard loud screams, and immediately two Red Army soldiers brought in
five girls. The Commissar ordered them to undress. When they refused out of
modesty, he ordered me to do it to them, and for all of us to follow him. We crossed
the yard to the former works kitchen, which had been completely cleared out except
for a few tables on the window side. It was terribly cold, and the poor gitls shivered.
In the large, tiled room some Russians were waiting for us, making remarks that must
have been very obscene, judging from how everything they said drew gales of laughter.
The Commissar told me to watch and learn how to turn the Master Race into
whimpering bits of misery.”

The horror that ensued nearly defies written description, as no written description can
actually make a reader of either sex feel and genuinely know the pain and suffering
inflicted in this neverending horror show. The victims’ pain and suffering must have
seemed like hours and hours... an entire lifetime... I can’t imagine. I try not to imagine it
because about 2,000 women in the Nemmersdorf area alone suffered a similar fate.

“Now two Poles came in, dressed only in their trousers, and the girls cried out at their
sight. They quickly grabbed the first of the girls, and bent her backwards over the edge
of the table until her joints cracked. I was close to passing out as one of them took his
knife and, before the very eyes of the other gitls, cut off her right breast. He paused
for a moment, then cut off the other side. I have never heard anyone scream as
desperately as that girl. After this operation he drove his knife into her abdomen
several times, which again was accompanied by the cheers of the Russians.”

Stop. Picture it. Imagine it. Live it.

Force yourself to see your own body mutilated in similar fashion; force yourself to picture
a knife plunging into your abdomen again... and again... your short lifetime come to this
end: you know you are about to die. You are being murdered; your body brutally tortured
by a mob of brutal sadists. Try to imagine the horror and the helplessness you would feel
as your person was mutilated and your very life bleeding away on a table.
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Can a human being really suffer a worse injustice than this?

Now... step back out of the scene and analyze this needless, inhuman horror with the gift
of hindsight. This victim was not just the victim of these Red Army men, reduced to base
animal instinct and mentality, but she was also the victim of an ideology inspired by
Judaism and a Jewish propagandist named Ilya Ehrenburg. Leonora:

The next gitl cried for mercy, but in vain—it even seemed that the gruesome deed was
done particularly slowly because she was especially pretty. The other three had
collapsed, they cried for their mothers and begged for a quick death, but the same fate
awaited them as well. The last of them was still almost a child, with barely developed
breasts. They literally tore the flesh off her ribs until the white bones showed.

Loud howls of approval began when someone brought a saw from a tool chest. This
was used to tear up the breasts of the other girls, which soon caused the floor to be
awash in blood. The Russians were in a blood frenzy. More gitls were being brought
in continually.

I saw these grisly proceedings as through a red haze.

Leonora tried to dissociate from the situation, which is one of the brain’s foremost
methods for dealing with psychological and physical trauma. But to no avail, the Russian
and Polish “soldiers” disallowed it.

Over and over again I heard the terrible screams when the breasts were tortured, and
the loud groans at the mutilation of the genitals... It was always the same, the begging
for mercy, the high-pitched scream when the breasts were cut and the groans when
the genitals were mutilated. The slaughter was interrupted several times to sweep the
blood out of the room and clear away the bodies... When my knees buckled I was
forced onto a chair. The Commissar always made sure that I was watching, and when
I had to throw up they even paused in their tortures. One girl had not undressed
completely, she may also have been a little older than the others, who were around
seventeen years of age. They soaked her bra with oil and set it on fire, and while she
screamed, a thin iron rod was shoved into her vagina... until it came out her navel.

In the yard entire groups of girls were clubbed to death after the prettiest of them had
been selected for this torture. The air was filled with the death cries of many hundred girls
(pp. 156-57). And this is where I have to stop transcribing.

The Holocanst. The thought of being burned alive is horrific, but the thought of being
burned alive because you are trapped in melted asphalt and literally stuck by your own
disfigured hands and knees and screaming—in either agony or for salvation from passers-
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by, or perhaps both—is worse; perhaps even worse than that is being boiled alive in the
air raid shelters designed to keep you safe because steam pipes have burst open,
unleashing their scorching wrath upon you—ijust one of millions of victims of Allied
“morale bombing”: Victims of your own White racial brethren driven to absolute base
madness and inhumanity by Jewish propagandists in the “liberal democracies.”

What did you do to be burned or boiled alive? What was your crime?

You supported Adolf Hitler, the man who dared to stand up to international finance and
the Jewish system of systematic international monetary and spiritual enslavement.

That was your “crime” and the “crime” of millions of other “statistics” in Germany and
Europe who were incinerated, melted, tortured, strafed, raped or blown into body parts by
their own racial and cultural kindred in the USSR, Britain and America.

The core of the firestorms often reached 3,000 degrees Fahrenheit; the flames 1,300 to
1,800 degrees Fahrenheit. A Holocaust in the truest sense of the word: a burnt offering of
the Germanic race—women, children, refugees, POWs, the elderly, and even animals at
the Berlin Zoo—to the Christian-Jewish “god” Jahve. The truth is that this was the single
largest burnt offering of human flesh to the Devil in recorded history. And for what? For
what did hundreds of thousands of German victims suffer: international finance
Capitalism.

So that a few people, mostly ethnic Jews, could continue to make money from money; so
that a handful of international “bankers” could continue to enslave and exploit hundreds
of millions of human beings.

Western man literally burnt and buried his collective spirit, soul and value system in
Germany. Germany became the tomb of the West.

The Viricide. Systematic murder of German women and female Axis collaborators was not
the only European gendercide from 1944 to 1950. German men and their Cossack and
Slavic collaborators became deliberate targets of Anglo-Soviet viricide in the postwar
years. German men and boys were reduced to corpses or skeletons by the millions in
Eisenhower’s Holodomor (death by famine). Eisenhower’s camps were designed with one
purpose in mind: mass death. Millions of German men and boys died from starvation,
disease, exposure, heat exhaustion, thirst, and of course torture, slave labor, random
massacre, and systematic execution. After having served in the worst war in Western
history, and one of the worst in wor/d history, German men came “home” to nothing more
than rubble. Their wives, girlfriends, and children were dead, enslaved, mutilated, driven
to madness, missing, lost, or had gone with the enemy to survive and prevent further
systematic rape by Polish, Russian, and Mongolian “men.” There were very few “homes”
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to return to, so thousands of men ended their lives in despair. They had survived six years
of horror and warfare only to end it all in the street rubble once called “Germany.”

Why? Because their own blood kindred in America, Britain, the British Commonwealth,
and even much of Europe had betrayed them: had turned on them to please their Jewish
ovetlords.

The Spiritual Slanghter. Soviet tanks drive right over German refugees who have survived
hell and come so close to salvation, or so they think, in the Allied occupation zone—more
aptly described as the Allied destruction zone. The refugees are now just bloodied pulps in
the snow, flattened like dough by the tank treks. The Soviet tanks trudge on without even
so much as a pause. A German refugee ship capsizes after it is hit by a Soviet torpedo or
bombed in an American air strike. All aboard scream and struggle to stay alive; they’ve
made it so far, but the vast majority are forced to call the sea their final resting place.
Bodies are everywhere in the water. There are literally thousands. Mothers, brothers,
sisters, cousins, POWSs, and even tiny infants who have just transitioned to life outside the
womb and have breathed air for the first time—all dead in a matter of minutes. Some
drowned. Many were crushed or torn apart by the rudders. Others froze to death. The sea
was awash in human blood and body parts after each and every one of these attacks on
refugee ships. No German was innocent. Not one.

This happened to numerous refugee ships. Many aboard were Allied POWSs and Jewish
camp refugees who had been protected by the fleeing German SS and Wehrmacht men—
murdered by their own nation; murdered by their own race.

American pilots swoop down on exposed civilians and refugees in the vast clearing below.
They open fire. They actually shoot individual human beings as though they are hunting
wild horses or wolves in order to cull them. Machine gun bullets rip into the backs of
civilians who had just barely escaped with their lives from the fiery Holocaust that was the
city. The holes are the size of baseballs. Hundreds are mowed down instantly or are
injured by the fire and debris—neatly all are left to die slow, agonizing deaths in that
clearing. All the while Churchill and Roosevelt assure their self-absorbed, apathetic,
hedonistic publics, We do not shoot civilians. We do not target civilians.

An older German woman is approached by filthy Soviet soldiers. She knows what awaits
her because Goebbels did not lie. She tries to talk them out it. She has children with her.
They dispose of the children rapidly, viciously: their heads are rammed into the side of the
building. The woman is gang-raped. What does she recall... the rape? No. The sound of a
child’s skull when it is crushed against a wall. She’ll never forget that sound. Nor will 1
because I too can hear it. I too witnessed it. I witnessed it through Goodrich.
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And then there were the death camps where over a million German men perished because
Eisenhower hated Germans: “God I hate the Germans,” he said. His racism and hate
became official policy, a policy of genocide—an American orchestrated Holodomor.
Countless thousands of German men were shipped off to Britain and Siberia to serve as
slave laborers for the “victors.” Victors of what? Total destruction. They aren’t paid and
most die.

Most white American GIs rob the Germans, starve the Germans, plunder and destroy
what remains of the German people’s homes, gang-rape German women, and beat and
kill German children and honorable SS men. In the meantime most African GIs act kindly
and distribute candy and food to German women and children. It is a bitterly confusing
and deplorable world when the alleged “monsters” are the kind ones, and the members of
your own race—your own blood brethren—act like deplorable beasts with no conscience. And
yet this was the reality of Germany after 1945: an unpredictable dichotomy; an alien world.

While this horror is unfolding, Roosevelt (and later Truman) and Churchill cheerily offer
Stalin half of Europe. They are more than happy to accommodate nearly every demand
drafted up by this “Man of Steel.” The result of these Anglo accommodations neatly
defies description: the greatest mass expulsion and deportation in history (upwards of 13
million); the mass murder of millions of Germans and their allies in Russian, French,
Jewish, and Polish retribution camps and prisons dotted all throughout Europe and the
USSR; the systematic mass rape and murder of German and collaborator women (an
estimated two million); and the deliberate secret starvation of the Germanic race as spelled
out by the Jewish advisor to Roosevelt and Truman, Henry Morgenthau.

The Toll. Between 20 and 25 million Germans and collaborators perished in the years affer
the war had officially ended. It is a crime that will never be forgotten, and it is a crime that
will forever stain the hands and national consciences of the former USSR, the United
States of America, Great Britain and her Commonwealth nations, and perhaps more
pointedly the Anglo and Slavic races of the White supra-race.

A little German boy holds a lantern as he sits in a wagon en route to the Allied lines in the
bitter winter snow. He’s with his mother. She’s bleeding profusely; she’s dying. The
German doctor who the little boy was lucky enough to hunt down is doing his best to
perform a tamponade (a blockage) of her uterus. She was brutally, viciously raped. Did she
survive? Goodrich doesn’t say, but the prognosis and tone suggests she didn’t make it. She
was a German. She supported Hitler. She was a Nazi. She deserved it. She deserved it.

So said the Allies in the years following the war: Germany merely got what she deserved.

The “morally superior” White nations of the globe had smashed ultimate evil: the Nazis;
the German race.
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Never has a greater lie been told. Never has so much hatred and vengeance been poured
forth onto one people and one nation that had chosen not to abide by the laws of
international bankers and financiers who wish only to enslave, plunder, steal and when
necessary, kill. And most of the White races of the world were more than willing and eager
to take up the flag of international Jewish money power and to smash the one White race
that opposed it with such honor, valor and sheer might—so much so that it took all the
best brain- and material-power of the entire White supra-race and all the monetary power
of its Jewish financiers and overlords to break its back. And yet... and yet... it 57/ was not
broken. Goodrich ends the book with a tone of hope.

Beyond Hell. When all had been destroyed, when all seemed to have been lost forever in
Year Zero, the Germans proved once again that such was just not the case. Brick by brick
and hour by hour they rebuilt upon the ruins of God’s Empire a new Germany. No
Holocaust by fire, no gynocide, no viricide, no famine, and no other inhuman atrocities
could obliterate or subdue the Germanic element of the White race of humankind.

Even though Germany today is still an occupied nation with a hurting people, she still
possesses that flicker of life and spirituality that the other White races and nations lost
long ago when they sold their souls to Judaism and the Jewish “god” of hatred and
revenge, Jahve. “Unbowed, unbent, unbroken.” Such are the words of an album released
by a European band named Hammerfall. And such are the words that describe the German
people, the German folk, and the German race. The only ones who bear the burden of
bloodstain and guilt are the Allies. No crimes in recorded human history surpass those
inflicted against Germany and Europe by the United States, Great Britain and the former
United Soviet Socialist Republics—all with Jewish spiritual, media and financial backing
and support.

The death of National Socialist Germany was the death of Western man and everything he
once stood for.

I must thank Thomas Goodrich. He/lstorm has changed my life.

Counter-Currents Publishing, January 2011.

90



Part I1

The United States
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On Yockey’s America

by Michael O ’Meara

The “Judeo-African cacophony” mesmerizing the jitterbugs on the dance floors of the
Thirties was part of a larger program to debauch the conservative Christian rhythms of
American life. Such at least was the argument Francis Parker Yockey made in his first

published work, “The Tragedy of Youth” (1939).

In this early piece, full of promise and prefiguring aspects of his later critique of American
life, the 22-year-old Yockey depicted an America whose youth had begun to keep step
with the intonations and inflections of its Jewish bandmasters. Besides the folly of their
un-European cavorting, Americans, he thought, were acting out the worldview of an alien-
minded minority in control of the country’s media and entertainment. Drinking, smoking,
and other bad habits glamorized by Hollywood became, in this spirit, marks of
sophistication; sports were fetishized; public opinion was shaped and reshaped to
legitimate machinations of every sort.

More setiously, God was “replaced by lust, the priest by the psychoanalyst, and the hero
and heroine by the promiscuous lounge-lizard and the glittering harlot.” For the more
educated, there were books and magazines promoting class war, racial equality, and anti-
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European (especially anti-German) hatred—aimed at destroying “whatever exclusiveness,
national feeling, or racial instinct” still part of the American people.

Institutionalizing these subversions, Roosevelt’s New Deal, the granddaddy of the present
anti-white system, took on debts and obligations favoring the Left forces—themselves
puppets of the international financiers and bankers responsible for the deception and
dissimulation entrancing the jitterbugs.

Against this backdrop of cultural distortion, usurious state policy, and agitations favoring
causes alien to American affairs, the country’s youth, Yockey claimed, was being
conditioned to fight as conscripts in liberal, Jewish, and Communist causes inimical to
their national interest.

The True America. Basic to Yockey’s understanding of America was his belief that it was, at
root, an integral and organic part of Europe. Whenever he spoke of “the true America,” as
opposed to the America that had been taken over by the “culture distorters” and become
“the enemy of Europe,” it was the America that had originated as a European colony—
the America whose “culture” was a branch of Europe’s High Culture—the America
whose people still bore traces of the noble, heroic, and Gothic character of their
ancestors.

“All colonials,” Yockey felt, “have a certain plane of their being which is susceptible to the
centripetal attraction of the mother-soil.” For they share a common history with “the
parent-organism”—no matter how much the distorters might insist otherwise. The true
American—i.e., the American whose highest loyalty was to his “mother soil and father
culture”—thus instinctively isolated himself from all efforts to betray Europe: like French
Canadians and South African Boers who refused to be conscripted by Washington in the
Jews’ war against the Third Reich.

A child of European, especially German, culture, Yockey alone among American anti-
liberals saw that America’s origin had tied its destiny to that of Europe, and that no matter
how many cities the colony built, no matter how many millions of automobiles it turned
out every season—no matter, even, how successful it was in reducing Europe to rubble
and occupying it—no mattet, it (the colony) would never, not in a thousand years, surpass
the achievement and destiny of its mother soil and father culture.

To even think it was philosophically absurd.
The Culture of Distortion. Given their shallow culture and the dismissal of the tradition to

which they were heirs, Americans were particularly vulnerable to the corrosions of 19th-
century rationalism and materialism. Relatedly, they were an easy mark for “culture
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aliens”—for a world governed by money was a world indifferent to a man’s qualities.
Foremost among the culture-aliens were the Jews: product of Spengler’s “Magian” culture,
instinctually hostile to the European spirit, and bent on revenge.

In their counting houses, Americans would invariably overlook the Jews’ otherness,
though they were of a different “Culture-Nation-Race.” Even before the War of
Independence, they treated Jews as Europeans—Jews who had been shunned, ghettoized,
and seen by most Europeans as an evil to be avoided.

Beginning in the 1880s, the Jews (these inassimilable aliens rejected by Europe’s High
Culture) began their invasion of America. By 1905, they were already a power, evident in
fact that the United States, for the first time in its history, severed diplomatic relations
with Russia on account of the “anti-Jewish pogroms” that had followed the Russo-
Japanese War.

Through its financial acumen and eatly control of media (the press, movies, radio), and in
alliance with the native forces of decadence and degeneration, Jewish power in the New
World grew at an unprecedented rate.

In a country where “mass-thinking, mass-ideals, and mass-living prevails,” Jewish
propaganda (in the form of advertising, fashion, and a hundred other things) effortlessly
reshaped the American consciousness, propelling the jitterbugs onto the dance floor of
their world-conquering schemes. Stories of German sadism or Orson Wells” Mars invasion
were peddled with similar success, just as “the ethical syphilis of Hollywood and the
spiritual leprosy of New York™ infiltrated the larger cultural body.

In 1933, the year of the European Revolution, the Jews acquired outright political control
of the United States—something that a thousand years of effort had failed to achieve in
Europe.

From this point forward, “the formation of the Jewish-American Symbiosis begins.”
Swarming into Washington, Jews and their “sub-American” contractors started
dissimulating the Jewish world view and “bringing under control every factor of public
expression.”

All who resisted were to be purged or ostracized.
Then, as the country’s racial instincts were worn down by the distorters, America (in
accord with the policies of its liberal state and in the programming of its Culture Industry)

assumed “a Jewish countenance” in its relations both with the rest of the world and with
itself.
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For Yockey, Franklin Roosevelt, “the monster who made of his life a study in infamy,”
was a creature of the Jews, just as his New Deal was bent on Judaifying American
government and society, promoting, as it did, principles of tolerance and universal
brotherhood, which were further developed by Rockefeller-funded social-engineers intent
on morally disarming the American people.

In this, the prescient Yockey might be criticized for confusing Jewish supremacy with the
increasing Judaification of American society (which Matthew Arnold had warned of in the
1860s), for Jewish power in America was arguably not consolidated until the late 1960s
(even if its secular low-church market, in making money the ultimate standard, had already
Judaicized American life and sentiments).

That Roosevelt, in October 1937, began to maneuver the United States into the coming
wortld war and that this war would be a war of annihilation—i.e., the sort of war fought
between racially and culturally alien, rather then related peoples sharing the same
civilization—was further evidence, in Yockey’s eyes, of Jewish hegemony and the Jews’
genocidal hatred of Europe.

Despite a certain exaggeration of Jewish power in this period, Yockey was nearly alone in
seeing that the United States had become an anti-European power bound to the Jews’
vengeful compulsion to suppress Europe’s destiny.

Unlike other American anti-liberals, anti-Semitism for him evolved, rapidly and logically,
into an anti-Americanism.

The Enemy of Europe. As long as America had been ruled by men of European Christian
stock, it remained “a European colony.” But the America “distorted by the Revolution of
1933” (a revolution carried out by the allegedly Jewish-dominated New Deal), was now
lost to Europe.

America’s Jewified anti-Europeanism was especially evident in the Second World War and
in its subsequent occupation of the Continent. For if the United States had possessed a
proper ruling class, a tradition, and a regalian state, it would have stayed out of the Second
World War, which became a defeat not just for Germany, but for all Europe—and thus,
ultimately, a defeat for the true America.

Under its new Jewish-American regime, Washington after 1933 was instrumental in
preparing the way for another European civil war—a war it would wage as if the enemy
(their European kinsmen) weren’t human. Instead of being the great moral crusade against
the absolute evil of fascism, the war in actuality represented a giant step toward the Judeo-
plutocratic inauguration of a New World Order, based on American open markets and
American economic practices.
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To this end, American bombers (supported by their British vassals) reduced every German
city to a heap of rubble, intentionally targeting heavily populated working-class
residences—that is, “homes and families”; cities in France, Belgium, Holland, Italy, and
Eastern Europe were also bombed, adding further hundreds of thousands of civilian
casualties to US “kills”; American fighter-pilots similarly sought out civilians to machine-
gun and terrorize; vast stores of equipment and armaments, often denied to American
troops, were supplied to Soviet Russia to defend the Communist state and encourage its
penetration into the heart of Europe; and throughout this most barbaric and punitive war
in the white man’s history, the Washington regime talked incessantly of the enemy’s “war
crimes” and its “inhumanity.”

Yockey blamed America’s dishonorable conduct in the war on the culture-distorters,
whose “motivation derived from the deep and total organic irreconcilability between a
High Culture and a parasitic organism” (though I suspect that the country’s latter-day
Puritans, given their tendency to dehumanize the enemy, ought also to share a large part
of the responsibility).

Even after the guns were silenced, America’s “ghastly dishonor” continued. With the Red
Army occupying Eastern Europe and the US Army Western Europe, the looting, raping,
pillaging—and ethnic cleansing—began.

The Soviets plundered everything not bolted down; the greatest mass rape in Western
history occurred in what became “East Germany”; and 16 million East-European
Germans were forced to abandon lands and homes they had inhabited for centuries, two
million of whom (mainly the very old and the very young) perished in the process.

With greater discrimination, the Americans raided German patent offices, steeling their
superior technology; they rounded up their rocket scientists, confiscated the libraries they
hadn’t burned, and made off with priceless art works. German women, most on the verge
of starvation, were not subject to mass rape (except by black American and French
African troops), but their favors could be had for a half-dozen eggs, some cigarettes, or a
few chocolate bars.

If this weren’t enough, the culture-distorters (whose “fury had been heightened by the
European Revolution of 1933”), along with their American accomplices (especially the
budding military-industrial complex), introduced large-scale starvation, abused POWs
(several million of whom died as a consequence), hunted down anyone who failed to bow
to the new conquerors, and imposed laws with ex post facto application.

Adding insult to injury, the “American wotld-clown and the sadistic Jew”” then endeavored
g jury,

to “re-educate” Europeans in the arts of anti-fascism, mammon-worship, and democracy
(i.e., “the corruptibility of the government by private wealth”).
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The war for Yockey represented a categorical defeat for the “true America”—and a total
victory for the Jews over Western Civilization.

Since 1945, the two sides of the Atlantic have ceased to share the same inner experience
of feeling, for it was essentially a war against Europe. European Americans who supported
it, Yockey contended, were traitors—inner enemies of their own culture.

Then, after being reduced to “a beggar colony of America,” Europe’s pre-1945 elites were
replaced by “Michel elements” (liberal philistines embodying “the sum of European
weaknesses”), who could be trusted to do the Jews’ bidding.

In the name of democracy, press rights and free speech were henceforth abrogated;
political parties were required to obtain licenses; any expression of nationalism was
criminalized, just as all anti-liberal formations critical of the occupiers’ regime were driven
to the political fringe.

America-Jewry in this way sought to sever Europe’s roots, suppress her will to power, and
deprive her of a sense of destiny.

In no meaningful political sense did Europe, in fact, continue to exist after 1945, thanks
almost entirely to this monstrous entity with the Jewish head and the American body.

America-Jewry’s anti-European vengeance was especially evident in comparison to its
generous treatment of defeated Japan.

Indeed, the entire nonwhite world was soon made to know that the United States had
conquered Europe and that the colored outer-revolt, encouraged by the distorters, was
ready, at last, to triumph over its former white masters. More than Soviet Communism,
Yockey argued that Jewish-controlled America was the “enemy of Europe.”

And this made America an enemy of “true America,” for the Jewish idea of America—as a
land of immigrants, creedal propositions, and universal brotherhood—stripped it of any
“national-spiritual significance” it may have once had, doing so, ultimately, for “the
enslavement of the world by big business.”

Every BEuropean-American loyal to his ancestral homeland—Ioyal to his own inmost

being—was, Yockey concluded, duty bound to be disloyal to what America had become
(even as he struggled to return it to Europe).

The American 1V abanquespieler. Yockey believed the 19th-century Age of Materialism and
Rationalism, which had shaped America’s cultureless civilization and opened the way to
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the culture-distorters, came to an end with the First World War (1918), as a new age
struggled to succeed it—a new age that would be animated by the same primordial sources
that had brought about the European Revolution of 1933.

If not for America-Jewry’s Old Testament war on Europe, German-Prussian Ethical
Socialism (in rejection of liberalism’s individualistic Reign of Quantity) would have
inaugurated a New Age of Authority, Discipline, and Faith, bringing the whole world
under Burope’s influence. Instead, the very opposite occurred.

But even though the America of the culture-distorters had emerged victorious from the
wat, it changed not in the least the fact that America (this apotheosis of the 19th-century
rationalism and materialism born of liberalism) still represented the past—and the past,
Yockey held, could never defeat the future latent in Europe’s High Culture.

The barbarian victory of America’s 19th-century capitalism over the Germans’ Ethical
Socialism had, indeed, already spread chaos and disorder throughout Western Civilization,
heightening the imperative for a revolutionary transformation.

Editor’s note

Michael O’Meara is the penname of a North-American historian who has worked to introduce the
thought of the European New Right in the English-speaking world. He is the author of Toward the
White Republic. The above piece has been excerpted from O’Meara’s “The Jitterbugs & the
Vabanquespieler: On Yockey’s America” (The Occidental Qnarterly, Winter, 2010-2011).
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Heidegger on Americanism

by Michael O ’Meara

In the Summer of 1942—while the Germans were at the peak of their powers, totally
unaware of the approaching fire storm that would turn their native land into an inferno—
the philosopher Martin Heidegger wrote (for a forth-coming lecture course at Freiberg)
the following lines, which I take from the English translation known as Hélderlin’s Hymmn
“The Ister’: ©

“The Anglo-Saxon world of Americanism”—Heidegger noted in an aside to his
nationalist/ontological examination of his beloved Holdetlin— “has resolved to annibilate
Europe, that is, the homeland, and that means: [it has resolved to annibilate] the commencement of the
Western world.”

In annihilating the commencement (the origins or breakout of European being)—and
thus in annihilating the people whose blood flowed in American veins—New World
Europeans, unknowingly, destroyed the essence of their own being—by disowning their
origins—denigrating the source of their life-form, denying themselves, thus, the possibility
of a future.

“Whatever has commencement is indestructible.”

Americans destined their self-destruction by warring on their commencement—by
severing the root of their being.

But Europe—this unique synergy of blood and spirit—cannot be killed, for her essence,
Heidegger tells us, is the “commencement”—the original—the enowning—the perpetual
grounding and re-asserting of being.

Europe thus always inevitably rises again and again—Iike she and her bull from under the
waters, which sweep over her, as she undauntedly plunges into what is coming.

¢ Martin Heidegger, Halderlin’s Hynn The Ister’, trans. W. McNeill and J. Davis (Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1990), p. 54ff.
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Her last stand is consequently always her first stand—another commencement—as she
advances to her origins—enowning the uncorrupted being of her beginning—as she
authenticates herself in the fullness of a future which enables her to begin over and over.

The opposite holds as well. America’s annihilation of her commencement revealed her
own inherent lack of commencement. From the start, her project was to reject her
European origins—to disown the being that made her who she was—as her Low Church
settlers pursued the metaphor of Two Worlds, Old and New.

For Heidegger, America’s “entry into this planetary war is not [ber| entry into history; rather, it is
already, the ultimate American act of American abistoricality and self-devastation.”

For having emerged, immaculately conceived, from the jeremiad of her Puritan Errand,
America defined herself in rejection of her past, in rejection of her origins, in rejection of
her most fundamental ontological ground—as she looked westward, toward the evening
sun and the ever-expanding frontier of her rootless, fleeting future, mythically legitimated
in the name of an “American Dream” conjured up from the Protestant ethic and the spirit
of capitalism.

Americans, the preeminent rational, rootless, uniform homo oeconomics, never bothered
looking ahead because they never looked back. Past and future, root and branch—all
pulled up and cut down.

No memory, no past, no meaning.

In the name of progress—which Friedrich Engels imagined as a “cruel chariot riding over
mounds of broken bodies”—American being is dissolved in her hurly-burly advance
toward the blackening abyss.

Yet however it is spun, it was from Europe’s womb that Americans entered the world and
only in affirming the European being of their Motherland and Fatherhood was there the
possibility of taking root in their “New” World—without succumbing to the barbarians
and fellaheen outside the Mother-soil and Father-Culture.

Instead, America’s founders set out to reject their mother. They called her Egyptian or
Babylonian—and took their identity—as the “elect,” the “chosen,” the “light to
nations”’—from the desert nomads of the Old Testament—alien to the great forests of
our Northern lands—envious of our blue-eye, fair-hair girls—repelled by the great-vaulted
heights of our Gothic Cathedrals.

The abandonment of their original and only being set Americans up as the perpetual fixers

of wortld-improvement—ideological champions of consummate meaninglessness—
nihilism’s first great “nation.”
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While Heidegger was preparing his lecture, tens of thousands of tanks, trucks, and artillery
pieces started making their way from Detroit to Murmansk, and then to the Germans’
Eastern front.

A short time later, the fires began to fall from the sky—the fires bearing the curse of
Cromwell and the scorched-earth convictions of Sherman—the fires that turned German
families into cinders, along with their great churches, their palatial museums, their densely
packed, sparkling-clean working-class quarters, their ancient libraries and cutting-edge
laboratories.

The forest that took a thousand years to become itself perishes in a night of phosphorous
flames. It would be a long time—it hasn’t come yet—before the Germans—the People of
the Center—the center of Europe’s being—rise again from the rubble, this time more
spiritual than material.

Heidegger could know little of the apocalyptic storm that was about to destroy his
Europe. But did he at least suspect that the Fithrer had blundered Germany into a war she
could not win? That not just Germany, but the Europe opposing the Anglo-American
forces of Mammon would also be destroyed?

“The concealed spirit of the commencement in the West will not even have the look of contempt for this trial
of self-devastation without commencement, but will await its stellar hour from out of the releasement and
tranquility that belong to the commencement.”

An awakened, recommencing Europe promises, thus, to repudiate America’s betrayal of
herself—America, this foolish European idea steeped in Enlightenment hubris, which is
to be forgotten (as a family skeleton), once Europe reasserts herself.

In 1942, though, Heidegger did not know that Europeans, even Germans, would soon
betray themselves to the Americans, as the Churchills, Adenauers, Blums—FEurope’s
lickspittle—rose to the top of the postwar Yankee pyramid designed to crush every idea of
nation, culture, and destiny.

That’s Europe’s tragedy.

Omnce Europe awakes—it will one day—she will re-affirm and re-assert herself—no longer
distracted by America’s glitter and tinsel, no longer intimidated by her hydrogen bomb and
guided missiles—seeing clearly, at last, that this entertainment worthy of Hollywood
conceals an immense emptiness—her endless exercises in consummate meaninglessness.
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Incapable therefore of beginning again, having denied herself a commencement, the bad
idea that America has become is likely, in the coming age of fire and steel, to disintegrate
into her disparate parts.

At that moment, white Americans will be called on, as New World Europeans, to assert
their “right” to a homeland in North America—so that there, they will have a place at last
to be who they are.

If they should succeed in this seemingly unrealizable fortune, they will found the
American nation(s) for the first time—not as the universal simulacrum Masons and deists
concocted in 1776—but as the blood-pulse of Europe’s American destiny.

“We stand at the beginning of bistoricality proper, that is, of action in the realm of the essential, only when
we are able to wait for what is to be destined of one’s own.”

“One’s own”—this assertion of ourselves—Heidegger contends, will only come if we defy
conformity, convention, and unnatural conditioning to realize the European being, whose
destiny is ours alone.

Editor’s note
On Counter-Currents Publishing this article was titled

“Summer 1942, Winter 2010: an exchange.”
The above is an abridged version of it.
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Homo Americanus

by Tomislay Sunic

Both the American and the Soviet experiments were founded on the same principles of
egalitarianism... At the beginning of the third millennium, the immense egalitarian meta-
narrative, encapsulated in Americanism, is very much alive... Both Homo sovieticus and
Homo americanus herald the slogan that all men are created equal... All academic
discussions about genetic or racial differences are quickly neutralized by the all-
encompassing words such as “racism” or “hate speech. [pages 55-50]

Braimwashing the Germans. “Political correctness” is a euphemism for intellectual censorship
whose legal and cultural origins can be traced to America and Europe, immediately after
the Second World War. For the first time in European history, a large scale attempt was
made by the victorious United States of America, the Soviet Union and their allies, to
condemn a large number of thinkers and writers from defeated Germany and its allies to
intellectual oblivion. Any criticism—however mild it may be—of egalitarianism and
multiculturalism can earn the author or politician the stigma of “fascism,” or even worse,
of “anti-Semitism.” How did this happen and who introduced this climate of intellectual
censorship and self-censorship in America and Europe at the beginning of the third
millennium?

In the aftermath of World War II, the role of the American-based Frankfurt School
scholars and European Marxist intellectuals was decisive in shaping the new European
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cultural scene. Scores of American left-leaning psychoanalysts—under the auspices of the
Truman government—swarmed over Germany in an attempt to rectify not just the
German mind but also change the brains of all Europeans. Frankfurt School activists were
mostly of German-Jewish extraction who had been expelled by the German authorities
during National Socialist rule and who, after the Second World War, came back to Europe
and began laying the foundations for a new approach in the study of humanities.

But there were also a considerable number of WASP Puritan-minded scholars and military
men active in post-war Germany, such as Major General McClure, the poet Archibald
MacLeish, the political scientist Harold Laswell, the jurist Robert Jackson and the
philosopher John Dewey, who had envisaged copying the American way of democracy
into the European public scene. They thought of themselves as divinely chosen people
called to preach American democracy—a procedure which would be used by American
elites in the decades to come of each occasion and in every spot of the world. It never
crossed the mind of American post-war educators that their actions would facilitate the
rise of Marxist cultural hegemony in Europe and lead to the prolongation of the Cold
War.

As a result of Frankfurt School reeducational endeavors in Germany, thousands of book
titles in the fields of genetics and anthropology were removed from library shelves and
thousands of museum artifacts were, if not destroyed in the preceding Allied fire
bombing, shipped to the USA and the Soviet Union. The liberal and communist tenets of
free speech and freedom of expression did not apply at all to the defeated side which had
earlier been branded as “the enemy of humanity.”

Particularly harsh was the Allied treatment of German teachers and academics. Since
National Socialist Germany had significant support among German teachers and
university professors, it was to be expected that the US reeducational authorities would
start screening German intellectuals, writers, journalists and film makers. Having
destroyed dozens of major libraries in Germany, with millions of volumes gone up in
flames, the American occupying powers resorted to improvising measures in order to give
some semblance of normalcy in what later became “the democratic Germany.” The
occupying powers realized that universities and other places of higher learning could
always turn into centers of civil unrest, and therefore, their attempts at denazification were
first focused on German teachers and academics. ..

Among the new American educators, the opinion prevailed that the allegedly repressive
European family was the breeding ground of political neurosis, xenophobia, and racism
among young children... Therefore, in the eyes of the American reeducational authorities,
the old fashioned European family needed to be removed and with it some of its Christian
trappings. Similar antifascist approaches to cultural purges were in full swing in Soviet-
occupied Eastern Europe, but as subsequent events showed, the Western version of
political correctness proved to be far more effective.
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In the early postwar years the Americans and their war allies carried out large scale
intellectual purges in the media, notably with issuing special licenses to newly launched
newspaper outlets in Germany. The words “Nazism” and “Fascism” gradually lost their
original meaning and turned, instead, into synonyms of evil. The new educational principle
of reduction ad hitlerum became a new paradigm for studying social sciences. A scholar who
would slightly diverge from these newly installed antifascist pedagogical methods would
have meager chances for career advancement if not outright fired. In some cases, even
sixty years after the end of World War II, he would have to face stitf penalties, including
jail term. During the same postwar period in communist Eastern FEurope, Soviet-led
cultural repression was far more severe, but, ironically, its vulgar transparency, as seen in
previous chapters, gave its victims an aura of martyrdom.

The ideology of antifascism became by the late 20th century a form of negative legitimacy
for the entire West... Western European political elites went a step further; in order to
show to their American sponsors democratic credentials and their philo-Semitic attitudes,
they introduced strict legislation forbidding historical revisionism of the Second World
War and any critical study of mass immigration into Western Europe.

At the beginning of the 21st century, the whole intellectual climate in America and
especially in Europe came to resemble the medieval period by forbidding critical inquiry
into “self-evident truths”... The German Criminal Code appears in substance more
repressive than the former Soviet Criminal Code. Day after day Germany has to prove
that it can perform self-educational tasks better than its American tutor. It must show
signs of being the most servile disciple of the American hegemon, given that the
“transformation of the German mind (was) the main home work of the military regime.”
If one wishes to grasp the concept of modern political correctness, one must study in
detail the political psychology of the traumatized German people...

Given that all signs of nationalism, let alone racialism, are reprimanded in Germany... it is
considered legally desirable to hunt down European heretics... Germany, along with other
European countries, has now evolved into a “secular theocracy”... Similar to
Communism, historical truth in Western Europe is not established by an open academic
debate but by state legislation... Thus the ruling class in America and Europe successfully
resorts to the scarecrow of debate stopping words, such as “anti-Semitism” and “Neo-
Nazism,” as an alibi for legitimizing its perpetual status quo.

The specter of a projected catastrophic scenario must silence all free spirits. Naturally, if
fascism is legally decreed as absolute evil, any aberration in the liberal system will
automatically appear as a lesser evil. The modern liberal system, which originated in
America, functions as a self-perpetuating machine of total mind control.
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The proportion of writers and journalists who were shot, imprisoned, and barred from
their profession surpasses all other professional categories. Do we need to be
reminded of the assassination of Albert Clément, Philippe Henriot, Robert Denoél, of
the suicide of Drieu La Rochelle, of the death of Paul Allard in prison prior to court
hearings and of the executions of Georges Suarez, Robert Brasillach, Jean Luchaire...
the death sentence pronounced in absentia or a commuted prison sentence for Lucien
Rebatet, Pierre-Antoine Cousteau, etc.? The targets were the providers of the ideas
more than the entrepreneurs who had contributed to the German war industry. By
1944 the professional interdiction by the CNE (Comité nationale des écrivains) targeted

approximately 160 journalists and writers. [Dominique Venner, Historie de Ja
Collaboration (Paris: Pygmalion, 2000), pp. 515-510]

After the Second World War an ex post facto law was adopted in France, making some
political opinions a crime... The defendants are not blamed for their acts—provided there
were any—but for their ideas. At the beginning of the 21st century, as a result of this
repressive intellectual climate of Europe, hundreds of French and German authors
showing sympathies for anti-liberal authors or who voice criticism of multicultural
experiments in postmodern Europe or America are subject to legal sanctions and public
ostracism...

It is true that Western Europe, unlike Eastern Europe, could escape the naked terror of
communism, although Western Europe’s own subspecies, the antifascist homunculi, as
German scholar Guinther Maschke derogatorily calls modern Americanized opinion
makers in Europe, tirelessly watch for any sign of nationalist revival... One wonders, why
does not the Communist criminal legacy trigger a similar negative outcry in the wider
public as the fascist legacy? Why must the public stay tuned to endless recitals of National
Socialist crimes, whereas rarely ever does it have an opportunity to hear something about
Communist horrors?

The larger public in America and Europe have little knowledge that in Germany alone, in
the last decade of the 20th century, thousands of individuals, ranging from German
youngsters cracking jokes about non-European immigrants, to scholars dealing critically
with the Jewish Holocaust, have been sentenced to either fines or to considerable prison
terms. In the political and academic environment, writes the modern German heretic
Germar Rudolf, it must, therefore, not come as a surprise that “political scientists,
sociologists and historians do not wish to call things by their names.”

The spiral of intellectual cowardice only reinforces the Americanized system’s thought
control. The silence of American academics and prominent human rights advocates,
following the arrest of Rudolf in America, proves time and again that American
intellectuals realize that there must be limits to their freedom of speech... The American
brain child, the post-war Federal Republic of Germany, might enter some day into history
books as the most bizarre system ever seen in Europe.
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The Biblical origins of American fundamentalism. America is a land of the Bible. In America, it is
virtually unheard of to openly declare oneself an agnostic or an atheist and to aspire at the
same time to some high political office. No country on earth has ever known such a high
degree of Biblical influence as the United States of America.

The legacy of Biblical Puritanism lost its original theological God-fearing message and
adopted, at the turn of the 20th century, a secular neo-liberal form of the human rights
gospel. Subsequently, by a bizarre twist of fate, the Calvinist legacy of Puritanism that had
been chased from Europe by the end of the 17th century started its journey back home to
Europe—particularly after America came out victorious after the Second World War.
Although Europe remains a much less Bible-oriented society than America, the moralistic
message, as an old Bible derivative, is making strong headways in the postmodern
European social arena. However much the surface of America shows everywhere signs of
secularism, rejecting the Christian dogma and diverse religious paraphernalia, in the
background of American political thought always looms the mark of the Bible.

In hindsight, the British context of the 17th century, the strongest political standard bearer
of Puritanism, Oliver Cromwell, appears as a passing figure who did not leave a lasting
political impact on the future of the United Kingdom or on the rest of continental
Europe. Yet Cromwell’s unwitting political legacy had more influence on the American
mindset than Lenin’s rhetoric did on the future of communized Russia...

In contrast to European Catholicism and Lutheranism, Calvinist Puritanism managed to
strip Christianity of pagan elements regarding the transcendental and the sacred, and
reduced the Christian message solely to the basic ethical precepts of good behavior.
American Puritanism deprived Christianity of its aesthetic connotations and symbolism,
thereby alienating American Christians as well as American cultural life in general, further
from its BEuropean origins. In this way, Americans became ripe for modernism in
architecture and new approaches in social science... This hypertrophy of moralism had its
birth place in New England during the eatly reign of the Pilgrim fathers, which only
proves our thesis that New England and not Washington D.C. was the birth place of
Americanism...

It was to be expected with the Puritans’ idea of self-chosenness that Americans took a
special delight in the Old Testament. From it, almost exclusively, they drew their texts,
and it never failed to provide them with justification for their most inhuman and
bloodthirsty acts. Their God was the God of the Old Testament; their laws were the laws
of the Old Testament. Their Sabbath was Jewish, not Christian...

“Tudeo-American” monothezsm. American founding myths drew their inspiration from Hebrew
thought. The notion of the “City on the Hill” and “God’s own country” were borrowed
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from the Old Testament and the Jewish people... Of all Christian denominations,
Calvinism was the closest to the Jewish religion and as some authors have noted, the
United States owns its very existence to the Jews. “For what we call Americanism,” writes
Werner Sombart, “is nothing else than the Jewish spirit distilled.” Sombart further writes
that “the United States is filled to the brain with the Jewish spirit”...

Very eatly on America’s founding fathers, pioneers, and politicians identified themselves
as Jews who had come to the new American Canaan from the pestilence of Europe. In a
postmodern Freudian twist, these pilgrims and these new American pioneers were obliged
to kill their European fathers in order to facilitate the spreading of American democracy
wortld-wide. “Heaven has placed our country in this situation to try us; to see whether we
would faithfully use the incalculable power in our hands for spreading forward the world’s
regeneration”. ..

Does that, therefore, mean that our proverbial Homo americanus is a universal carbon copy
of Homo judaicns? The word “anti-Semite” will likely be studied one day as a telling example
of postmodern political discourse, 1.e. as a signifier for somebody who advocates the reign
of demonology... How does one dare critically talk about the predominance of the Judeo-
American spirit in America without running the risk of social opprobrium or of landing
into psychiatric asylum, as Ezra Pound once did?...

Eventually, both American Jews and American Gentiles will be pitted into an ugly clash
from which there will be no escape for any of them... It is the lack of open discussion
about the topic of the Jews that confirms how Jews play a crucial role in American
conscience building, and by extension, in the entire West. But contrary to classical anti-
Semitic arguments, strong Jewish influence in America is not only the product of Jews; it
is the logical result of Gentiles’ acceptance of the Jewish founding myths that have seeped
over centuries into Europe and America in their diverse Christian modalities. Postmodern
Americanism is just the latest secular version of the Judean mindset. Blaming American
Jews for extraterrestrial powers and their purported conspiracy to subvert gentile culture
borders on delusion and only reflects the absence of dialogue...

One can naturally concur that Americans are influenced by Jews, but then the question
arises as to how did it happen? Jews in America did not drop from the moon. Jewish
social prominence, both in Europe and America, has been the direct result of the white
Gentile’s acceptance of Jewish apostles—an event which was brought to its perfection in
America by early Puritan Pilgrim Founding Fathers. Be it in Europe or in the USA,
Christian religious denominations are differentiated versions of Jewish monotheism.
Therefore, the whole history of philo-Semitism, or anti-Semitism in America and in
Europe, verges on serious social neurosis.

American pro-Jewish or “Jewified” intellectuals often show signs of being more Jewish
than Jews themselves... As the latest version of Christianized and secularized
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monotheism, Judeo-Americanism represents the most radical departure from the ancient
European pre-Christian genius loci. Christian anti-Semites in America often forget, in their
endless lamentation about the changing racial structure of America, that Christianity is by
definition a universal religion aiming to achieve a pan-racial system of governance.
Therefore, Christians, regardless whether they are hypermoralistic Puritans or more
authority prone Catholics, are in no position to found an ethnically and racially all white
Gentile society while adhering at the same time to the Christian dogma of pan-racial
universalism.

The West, and particularly America, will cease to be Israelite once it leaves this neurosis,
once it returns to its own local myths. Many Jewish scholars rightly acknowledge deep
theological links between Americanism and Judaism. Also, American traditionalists and
conservatives are correct in denouncing secular myths, such as Freudism, Marxism, and
neo-liberalism which they see as ideologies concocted by Jewish and pro-Jewish thinkers.
They fail to go a step further and examine the Judaic origins of Christianity and the mutual
proximity of these two monotheist religions that make up the foundations of the modern
West. Only within the framework of Judeo-Christianity can one understand modern
democratic aberrations and the proliferation of new civic religions in postmodernity.

Also, the reason America has been so protective of the state of Israel has little to do with
America’s geopolitical security. Rather, Israel is an archetype and a pseudo-spiritual
receptacle of American ideology and its Puritan founding fathers. Israel must function as
America’s democratic Super-Ego.

Modern individuals who reject Jewish influence in America often forget that much of their
neurosis would disappear if their Biblical fundamentalism was abandoned. One may
contend that the rejection of monotheism does not imply a return to the worship of
ancient Indo-European deities or the veneration of some exotic gods and goddesses. It
means forging another civilization, or rather, a modernized version of scientific and
cultural Hellenism, considered once as a common receptacle of all European peoples.

In short, Judeo-Christian universalism, practiced in America with its various multicultural
and secular offshoots, set the stage for the rise of postmodern egalitarian aberrations and
the complete promiscuity of all values. That Americanism can also be a fanatical and
intolerant system “without God,” is quite obvious. This system, nonetheless, is the
inheritor of a Christian thought in the sense in which Carl Schmitt demonstrated that the
majority of modern political principles are secularized theological principles. ..

America is bound to become more and more a racial pluriverse. Guilt feelings inspired in

the Bible, along with the belief in economic progress and the system of big business,
pushed America onto a different historical path of no return.
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Undoubtedly, many American atheists and agnostics also admit that in the realm of ethics
all men and women of the world are the children of Abraham. Indeed even the bolder
ones who somewhat self-righteously claim to have rejected Christian or Jewish theologies,
and who claim to have replaced them with “secular humanism,” frequently ignore the fact
that their self-styled secular beliefs are also grounded in Judeo-Christian ethics. Abraham,
Jesus and Moses may be dethroned today, but their moral edicts and spiritual ordinances
are much alive in American foreign policy. “The pathologies of the modern world are
genuine, albeit illegitimate daughters of Christian theology,” writes De Benoist.

Who can dispute the fact that Athens was the homeland of European America before
Jerusalem became its painful edifice?

A war crime of the Bible. 1t was largely the Biblical message which stood as the origin of
America’s endeavor to “make the world safe for democracy.” Contrary to many European
observers critical of America, American military interventions have never had as a sole
objective economic imperialism but rather the desire to spread American democracy
around the world.

American involvement in Europe during World War II and the later occupation of
Germany were motivated by America’s self-appointed do-gooding efforts and the belief
that Evil in its fascist form had to be removed, whatever the costs might be. Clearly, Hitler
declared war on “neutral” America, but Germany’s act of belligerence against America
needs to be put into perspective. An objective scholar must examine America’s previous
illegal supplying of war material to the Soviet Union and Great Britain. Equally illegal
under international law was America’s engaging German submarines in the Atlantic prior
to the German declaration of war, which was accompanied by incessant anti-German
media hectoring by American Jews—a strategy carried out in the name of a divine mission
of “making the world safe for democracy.”

In the first half of the 20th century American Biblical fundamentalism resulted in military
behavior that American postmodern elites are not very fond of discussing in a public
forum. It is common place in American academia and the film industry to criticize
National Socialism for its real or alleged terror. But the American way of conducting
World War II—under the guise of democracy and world peace—was just as violent if not
even wotse.

Puritanism had given birth to a distinctive type of American fanaticism which does not
have parallels anywhere else in the world. Just as in 17th century England, Cromwell was
persuaded that he had been sent by God Almighty to purge England of its enemies; so did
his American liberal successors by the end of the 20th century think themselves elected in
order to impose their own code of military and political conduct in both domestic and
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foreign affairs. M.E. Bradford notes that this type of Puritan self-righteousness could be
easily observed from Monroe to Lincoln and Lincoln’s lieutenants Sherman and Grant...

Whereas everybody in American and European postmodern political establishment are
obliged to know by heart the body count of Fascist and National Socialist victims, nobody
still knows the exact number of Germans killed by American forces during and after
World War II. Worse, as noted eatlier, a different perspective in describing the US post-
war foreign policy toward Europe and Germany is not considered politically correct.

Just as communism, following the Second World War, used large scale terror in the
implementation of its foreign policy goals in Eastern Europe, so did America use its own
type of repression to silence heretics in the occupied parts of postwar Europe. The
American crusade to extirpate evil was felt by Germans in full force in the aftermath of
World War II. Freda Utley, an English-American writer depicts graphically in her books
the barbaric methods applied by American military authorities against German civilians
and prisoners in war ravaged Germany. Although Utley enjoyed popularity among
American conservatives, her name and her works fell quickly into oblivion.

In hindsight one wonders whether there was any substantive difference between
warmongering Americanism and Communism? If one takes into account the behavior of
American military authorities in Germany after World War II, it becomes clear why
American elites, half a century later, were unwilling to initiate a process of
decommunisation in Eastern Europe, as well as the process of demarxisation in American
and European higher education. After all, were not Roosevelt and Stalin war time allies?
Were not American and Soviet soldiers fighting the same “Nazi evil”’?

It was the inhumane behavior of the American military interrogators that left deep scars
on the German psyche and which explains why Germans, and by extension all Europeans,
act today in foreign affairs like scared lackeys of American geopolitical interests.

A whole fleet of aircraft was used by General Eisenhower to bring journalists,
Congressmen, and churchmen to see the concentration camps; the idea being that the
sight of Hitler’s starved victims would obliterate consciousness of our own guilt.
Certainly it worked out that way. No American newspaper of large circulation in those
days wrote up the horror of our bombing or described the ghastly conditions in which
the survivors were living in the corpse-filled ruins. American readers sipped their fill
only of German atrocities. [Freda Utley, The High Cost of 1 engeance (Chicago: Henry
Regnery Co. 1949), p. 183]

Utley’s work is today unknown in American higher education although her prose
constitutes a valuable document in studying the crusading and inquisitorial character of
Americanism in Europe. There are legions of similar revisionist books on the topic
describing the plight of Germans and Europeans after the Second World War, but due to
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academic silence and self-censorship of many scholars, these books do not reach
mainstream political and academic circles. Moreover, both American and European
historians still seem to be light years away from historicizing contemporary history and its
aftermath. This is understandable, in view of the fact that acting and writing otherwise
would throw an ugly light on crimes committed by the Americans in Germany during and
after the second World War and would substantially ruin antifascist victimology, including
the Holocaust narrative.

American crimes in Burope, committed in the immediate aftermath of the Second World
War, included extra-killings of countless German civilians and disarmed soldiers, while
tacitly approving serial Soviet genocides and mass expulsions of the German civilian
population in Eastern Europe... As years and decades went by, crimes committed by the
Americans against the Germans were either whitewashed or ascribed to the defeated
Germans.

The number of German dead varies wildly, ranging from 6 to 16 million Germans,
including civilians and soldiers. It is only the fascist criminology of World War I, along
with the rhetorical projection of the evil side of the Holocaust that modern
historiographers like to repeat, with Jewish American historians and commentators being
at the helm of this narrative. Other victimhoods and other victimologies, notably those
people who suffered under communism, are rarely mentioned. According to some
German historians over a million and a half of German soldiers died affer the end of
hostilities in American and Soviet-run prison camps...

The masters of discourse in postmodern America have powerful means to decide the
meaning of historical truth and provide the meaning with their own historical context.
Mentioning extensively Germany’s war loses runs the risk of eclipsing the scope of Jewish
war loses, which makes many Jewish intellectuals exceedingly nervous. Every nation likes
to see its own sacred victimhood on the top of the list of global suffering. Moreover, if
critical revisionist literature were ever to gain a mainstream foothold in America and
Europe, it would render a serious blow to the ideology of Americanism and would
dramatically change the course of history in the coming decades.

Excerpted from Tom Sunic’s
Homo Americanus: Child of the Postmodern Age (2007).
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Christian axiology
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The Christian problem - 1

“Christian is a codeword for
artificial Jew.”

Anonymous
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From the editor’s desk
David Irving, the famed historian of the Third Reich, wrote:

The Table Talf’s content is more important in my view than Hitler’s Mein Kampf, and
possibly even more than his Zweites Buch (1928). It is unadulterated Hitler. He
expatiates on virtually every subject under the sun, while his generals and private staff
sit patiently and listen, or pretend to listen, to the monologues.

The following article reproduces my chosen excerpts from the book collecting Hitler’s
private talks, originally written in shorthand. The book has been translated to English and
is a must reading to understand the historical Hitler in contrast to the pseudo-Hitler we
have seen for many decades in the media, the academia and Hollywood.

The first excerpt was taken from what Hitler said in a night of July of 1941. I omitted

ellipsis between unquoted sentences as I did in my previous quotations of Tom Sunic’s
book.
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Hitler on Christianity

Hitler’s Table Talk, 1941-1944.:
His Private Conversations
Part I: 194171

The heaviest blow that ever struck humanity was the coming of Christianity.
Bolshevism is Christianity’s illegitimate child. Both are inventions of the Jew. The
deliberate lie in the matter of religion was introduced into the world by Christianity.
Bolshevism practises a lie of the same nature, when it claims to bring liberty to men,
whereas in reality it seeks only to enslave them. In the ancient world, the relations between
men and gods were founded on an instinctive respect. It was a world enlightened by the
idea of tolerance. Christianity was the first creed in the world to exterminate its adversaries
in the name of love. Its key-note is intolerance.

Without Christianity, we should not have had Islam. The Roman Empire, under Germanic

influence, would have developed in the direction of world-domination, and humanity
would not have extinguished fifteen centuries of civilisation at a single stroke.
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14th October 1941, midday
Special Guest: Reichsfiibrer Himmiler

It may be asked whether concluding a concordat with the churches wouldn’t facilitate our
exercise of power. I'm convinced that any pact with the Church can offer only a
provisional benefit, for sooner or later the scientific spirit will disclose the harmful
character of such a compromise. Thus the State will have based its existence on a
foundation that one day will collapse.

That’s why I’'ve always kept the Party aloof from religious questions. I've thus prevented
my Catholic and Protestant supporters from forming groups against one another, and
inadvertently knocking each other out with the Bible and the sprinkler. So we never
became involved with these Churches’ forms of worship. And if that has momentarily
made my task a little more difficult, at least I’'ve never run the risk of carrying grist to my
opponents’ mill. The help we would have provisionally obtained from a concordat would
have quickly become a burden on us. In any case, the main thing is to be clever in this
matter and not to look for a struggle where it can be avoided.

So it’s not opportune to hutl ourselves now into a struggle with the Churches. The best
thing is to let Christianity die a natural death. A slow death has something comforting
about it. The dogma of Christianity gets worn away before the advances of science.
Religion will have to make more and more concessions. Gradually the myths crumble.

It seems to me that nothing would be more foolish than to re-establish the worship of
Wotan. Our old mythology had ceased to be viable when Christianity implanted itself.
Nothing dies unless it is moribund. At that period the ancient world was divided between
the systems of philosophy and the worship of idols. It’s not desirable that the whole of
humanity should be stultified—and the only way of getting rid of Christianity is to allow it
to die little by little.

Science cannot lie, for it’s always striving, according to the momentary state of knowledge,
to deduce what is true. When it makes a mistake, it does so in good faith. It’s Christianity
that’s the liar. It’s in perpetual conflict with itself.

One may ask whether the disappearance of Christianity would entail the disappearance of

belief in God. That’s not to be desired. The notion of divinity gives most men the
opportunity to concretise the feeling they have of supernatural realities. Why should we
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destroy this wonderful power they have of incarnating the feeling for the divine that is
within them?

I envisage the future, therefore, as follows: First of all, to each man his private creed.
Superstition shall not lose its rights. We'll see to it that the Churches cannot spread abroad
teachings in conflict with the interests of the State. We shall continue to preach the
doctrine of National Socialism, and the young will no longer be taught anything but the
truth.

215t October 1941, midday

When one thinks of the opinions held concerning Christianity by our best minds a
hundred, two hundred years ago, one is ashamed to realise how little we have since
evolved. I didn’t know that Julian the Apostate had passed judgment with such clear-
sightedness on Christianity and Christians. You should read what he says on the subject.

Nevertheless, the Galilean, who later was called the Christ, intended something quite
different. He must be regarded as a popular leader who took up his position against Jewry.
The decisive falsification of Jesus’ doctrine was the work of St. Paul. He gave himself to
this work with subtlety and for purposes of personal exploitation.

On the road to Damascus, St. Paul discovered that he could succeed in ruining the Roman
State by causing the principle to triumph of the equality of all men before a single God—
and by putting beyond the reach of the laws his private notions, which he alleged to be
divinely inspired. If, into the bargain, one succeeded in imposing one man as the
representative on earth of the only God, that man would possess boundless power.

Nobody was more tolerant than the Romans. Every man could pray to the god of his
choice, and a place was even reserved in the temples for the unknown god. Moreover,
every man prayed as he chose, and had the right to proclaim his preferences. St. Paul knew
how to exploit this state of affairs in order to conduct his struggle against the Roman
State. Nothing has changed; the method has remained sound.

The religious ideas of the Romans are common to all Aryan peoples. The Jew, on the
other hand, worshipped and continues to worship, then and now, nothing but the golden
calf. The Jewish religion is devoid of all metaphysics and has no foundation but the most
repulsive materialism.

It's since St. Paul’s time that the Jews have manifested themselves as a religious
community, for until then they were only a racial community. St. Paul was the first man to
take account of the possible advantages of using a religion as a means of propaganda. If
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the Jew has succeeded in destroying the Roman Empire, that’s because St. Paul
transformed a local movement of Aryan opposition to Jewry into a supra-temporal
religion, which postulates the equality of all men amongst themselves, and their obedience
to an only god. This is what caused the death of the Roman Empire.

It’s striking to observe that Christian ideas, despite all St. Paul’s efforts, had no success in
Athens. The philosophy of the Greeks was so much superior to this poverty-stricken
rubbish that the Athenians burst out laughing when they listened to the apostle’s teaching.
But in Rome St. Paul found the ground prepared for him. His egalitarian theories had
what was needed to win over a mass composed of innumerable uprooted people.

Whilst Roman society proved hostile to the new doctrine, Christianity in its pure state
stirred the population to revolt. Rome was Bolshevised, and Bolshevism produced exactly
the same results in Rome as later in Russia.

Yesterday, the instigator was Saul: the instigator to-day, Mardochai. Saul has changed into
St. Paul, and Mardochai into Karl Marx. By exterminating this pest, we shall do humanity
a service of which our soldiers can have no idea.

25th October 1941, evening
Special Guests: Reichsfiibrer S8 Himmler
and S8 General Heydrich

From the rostrum of the Reichstag I prophesied to Jewry that, in the event of war’s
proving inevitable, the Jew would disappear from Europe. That race of criminals has on
its conscience the two million dead of the First World War, and now already hundreds of
thousands more. Let nobody tell me that all the same we can’t park them in the marshy
parts of Russial Who’s worrying about our troops? It’s not a bad idea, by the way, that
public rumour attributes to us a plan to exterminate the Jews. Terror is a salutary thing.
The attempt to create a Jewish State will be a failure.

People only retain from the past what they want to find there. As seen by the Bolshevik,
the history of the Tsars seems like a blood-bath. But what is #hat, compared with the
crimes of Bolshevism?

There exists a history of the world, compiled by Rotteck, a liberal of the 1840s, in which
facts are considered from the point of view of the period; antiquity is resolutely neglected.
We, too, shall re-write history, from the racial point of view. Starting with isolated
examples, we shall proceed to a complete revision. It will be a question not only of
studying the sources, but of giving facts a logical link.
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What a certificate of mental poverty it was for Christianity that it destroyed the libraries of

the ancient world! Graeco-Roman thought was made to seem like the teachings of the
Devil.

Christianity set itself systematically to destroy ancient culture. What came to us was passed
down by chance, or else it was a product of Roman liberal writers. Perhaps we are entirely
ignorant of humanity’s most precious spiritual treasures. Who can know what was there?

Night of 1st December 1941

I'm convinced that there are Jews in Germany who’ve behaved correctly—in the sense
that they’ve invariably refrained from doing injury to the German idea. It’s difficult to
estimate how many of them there are, but what I also know is that none of them has
entered into conflict with his co-racialists in order to defend the German idea against
them.

Probably many Jews are not aware of the destructive power they represent. Now, he who
destroys life is himself risking death. That’s the secret of what is happening to the Jews.

This destructive role of the Jew has in a way a providential explanation. If nature wanted
the Jew to be the ferment that causes peoples to decay, thus providing these peoples with
an opportunity for a healthy reaction, in that case people like St. Paul and Trotsky are,
from our point of view, the most valuable. By the fact of their presence, they provoke the
defensive reaction of the attacked organism. Dietrich Eckart once told me that in all his
life he had known just one good Jew: Otto Weininger, who killed himself on the day when
he realised that the Jew lives upon the decay of peoples.

13th December 1941, midday
Special Guests: Ribbentrop, Rosenberg, Goebbels,
Terboven and Reichsleiter Boubler

The war will be over one day. I shall then consider that my life’s final task will be to solve
the religious problem. Only then will the life of the German native be guaranteed once
and for all. I don’t intetfere in matters of belief. Therefore I can’t allow churchmen to
interfere with temporal affairs. The organised lie must be smashed. The State must remain
the absolute master.
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Christianity is an invention of sick brains: one could imagine nothing more senseless, nor
any more indecent way of turning the idea of the Godhead into a mockery.

When all is said, we have no reason to wish that the Italians and Spaniards should free
themselves from the drug of Christianity. Let’s be the only people who are immunised
against the disease.

14th December 1941, midday
Special Guests: Rosenberg, Boubler, Himmiler

Kertl, with the noblest of intentions, wanted to attempt a synthesis between National
Socialism and Christianity. I don’t believe the thing’s possible, and I see the obstacle in
Christianity itself.

I think I could have come to an understanding with the Popes of the Renaissance.
Obviously, their Christianity was a danger on the practical level—and, on the propaganda
level, it continued to be a lie. But a Pope, even a criminal one, who protects great artists
and spreads beauty around him, is nevertheless more sympathetic to me than the
Protestant minister who drinks from the poisoned spring.

Pure Christianity—the Christianity of the catacombs—is concerned with translating the

Christian doctrine into facts. It leads quite simply to the annihilation of mankind. It is
merely whole-hearted Bolshevism, under a tinsel of metaphysics.
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Is Christianity redeemable?

On The Occidental Observer (October 26, 2012) Franklin Ryckaert answered the guestion: “Why
can’t we have a Christianity that is compatible with some form of race realism?’:
That would indeed be desirable, especially for Christian America. Unfortunately
Christianity has exactly the opposite qualities a “race realist” ideology would require. And
what are those?

1) Taking the material world as real.

2) Thinking in terms of biological groups (“‘races”).

3) Seeing the human races as different and #nequal.

4) Seeing the world as a battle field of competing biological groups.

5) Thinking in terms of the survival and flourishing of the own biological group.
Christianity has quite the opposite qualities. To wit:

1) Unlike the Indian religions Christianity doesn’t consider the material world as an

illusion (“Maya”) from which one has to be liberated; it sees the world as created

by God but corrupted by man. Still it is wrong to strife for worldly advancement in

this “fallen world” as long as it has not been redeemed by the “resurrection,” for

which one has to wait.

2) Christianity doesn’t think in terms of groups, let alone biological groups; it
thinks in terms of individuals whose souls have to be saved.

3) Human races may be outwardly different, but inwardly they have the same souls
equally capable of salvation.

4) The world may seem to be a battlefield, but the task of man is not to win the
battle on that battlefield but to bring “peace on earth.”
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5) Moral is not what is good for the own group. It is exactly the opposite: what is
good for the other. Christianity is therefore the most “other directed” ideology in
the world.

As you see it would require an impossible juggling trick to change Christianity into a group
evolutionary strategy for the white man, but that is what Judaism actually is for the Jews, as
professor MacDonald has demonstrated so well.
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Interim report

Schweitzer’s niglets

Albert Schweitzer (1875-1965) was a New Testament scholar and medical missionary in
Africa. He received the 1952 Nobel Peace Prize for his philosophy of “Reverence for
Life,” expressed in many ways but most famously in founding the Albert Schweitzer
Hospital in Lambaréné in Gabon, Africa.

We are greatly indebted to Schweitzer and the other Germans that started a secularized
research on the New Testament texts since the 18th and 19th centuries. But at the same
time we should note that the biography of Schweitzer illustrates what is wrong with those
who abandon Christianity only to become out-group altruists.

A Swede who used to comment at the blogsite Gates of 1/enna said:

Our progressivist paradigm is based on Christian ethics. The Left is all about Christian
ethics. What the left-wing is doing is not destroying Western civilization, but
completing and fulfilling it: what I call “The Finish of the West.” The current order is
the last and terminal phase of Western Christian civilization.

Western Christian civilization is in fact the worst enemy of what I call European
civilization: another reason for wanting the Western Christian civilization to go away.
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For the very same reason that Christian ethics abhors infanticide, it causes the
population explosion in the world.

Christian ethics cannot stand the sight of little brown children dying. They must help
them, or they will freak out. According to Christian ethics it is forbidden and
unthinkable to think in terms of not saving every little brown child across the planet.

But the consequences of this mindset are catastrophic, not only to us but also to them,
as I have already explained. But since people are so programmed according to
Christian ethics, what I'm saying does not seem to enter their heads. The thought is
too unthinkable to be absorbed. It’s an utter taboo.

This is derived from the deepest moral grammar of Christianity. The population
explosion is not caused by liberalism, it is caused by Christianity in its most general
form.

The following is the crux of the Swede’s views. It explains why, once you research
honestly the New Testament texts to the point of giving up the Christian faith, you will
find yourself not a traditional Christian anymore but instead looking for the downtrodden,
like Schweitzer with his niglets, to fulfill a form of secularized Christianity:

With Christ as part of the equation, the Christian ethics of the Gospels became
balanced. Humans were seen as imperfect and it was Christ who covered for us with
his self-sacrifice. In Secular Christianity each person has to be like Jesus himself |emphasis
added], doing self-sacrifice, since there’s no other way to realize Christian ethics. On
top of that, with the Industrial Revolution and the surplus it created in our societies,
we came to the point where all the good deeds of Christian ethics could finally be
executed by giving off our surplus to all the poor and weak foreign people around the
world: food, Western medicine, and other aid.

We should remember that our progressivist paradigm, which is always going left, is
based on Christian ethics. And Christian ethics means the inversion of values |[emphasis
added]. So it’s the weak that is considered good, while the strong is considered evil.

The keynote of Schweitzer’s personal philosophy, which he considered to be his greatest
contribution to mankind, was the idea of Reverence for Life (Ebrfurcht vor dem Leben). Like
millions of secular liberals today, Schweitzer inverted healthy Aryan values when he de
facto abandoned Christianity to elaborate an ethical foundation for his new tables. Instead

of helping the crown of the evolution in Germany, he preferred the coaca gentinm of
Affica.

Paraphrasing online encyclopedias, for Schweitzer mankind had to create a new moral

structure of civilization that showed respect for life and that led the individual to live in
the service of other people—yes, non-whites included. Such was the new set of values
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which Schweitzer sought to put into practice in his own life as he departed for Africa in
1913 to work as a medical doctor in the Paris Missionary Society’s mission at Lambaréné,
in what is now Gabon. The site was nearly 200 miles (14 days by raft) upstream from the
mouth of the Ogooué at Port Gentil.

In 1917, exhausted by over four years’ work and by tropical anemia, Schweitzer was taken
to Bordeaux. By 1920, his health recovering, he was giving organ recitals and doing other
fund-raising work to repay borrowings and raise funds for returning to Gabon.

In 1955 Schweitzer was made an honorary member of the Order of Merit by Queen
Elizabeth II and other Neo-Christian Britons.” Schweitzer was also a chevalier of the
Military and Hospital Order of Saint Lazarus of Jerusalem. He died in 1965 at his beloved
hospital in Lambaréné, Gabon. His grave, on the banks of the Ogooué River, is marked
by a cross he made himself. This, in spite of the fact that in his most famous book, The
Quest of the Historical Jesus, it is clear that he had ceased to believe in the historicity of the
gospel stories. But the cross was appropriate: internally, Schweitzer never gave up
Christian axiology, only Christian dogma. Like millions of liberals today he was a partial
apostate from Christianity; his apostasy was not complete.

What is the moral that those who care for Western preservation should learn from
Schweitzer’s life and work? Well, who needs Jews when we got Neochristianity? Only
complete apostasy from Christianity and its secular offshoot will save whites from
extinction. And by “total” I mean what Nietzsche said when criticizing the Neochristian
Anglos, which also applies to other secular men:

In England one must rehabilitate oneself after every little emancipation from theology
by showing in a veritably awe-inspiring manner what a moral fanatic one is. That is the
penance they pay there. —We others hold otherwise. When one gives up the Christian
taith, one pulls the right to Christian morality out from under one’s feet.

This view about the dangers of pseudo- or semi-apostasy from Christianity will be
expanded in a latter article. But before I would like to say a word illustrating it through
one of our classics.

" Remember how the first Puritans and Spaniards that arrived to the New World celebrated the fact that
Amerinds started to die of viral infections that whites were already immune. The central point in the Swede’s
analysis of the axiology that is killing us is that in Secular Christianity—what I call Neochristianity—
Christian out-group altruism is not abandoned but reznforced in the new tables.
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The Christian problem - II

Why were you so ungrateful to our gods as to desert them
for the Jews?

—Julian (addressing the Christians)
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From the editor’s desk

Wuthering Heights

Secular whites are basically religious ideologues, having replaced self-flagellation and
lifelong chastity with anti-white activism and out-group altruism: something analogous to
what Schweitzer did.

What is happening throughout the West strongly reminds me Mr. Earnshaw’s deranged
altruism in Wuthering Heights. Just replace “Mr. Earnshaw” with “Western elites,” and the
“White people” with “Hindley”—Mr. Earnshaw’s legitimate son—, and you will see how
this classic has depicted our current woes in truly prophetic ways.

How would we have felt if, as children, our father returned home with a boy of an alien
ethnic group and forced it into our bedroom as a new “brother”? How would we have felt
if, after resenting this betrayal and picking on the unfortunate intruder—as children
usually do—, our father sends s, not the intruder, to a boarding school?

Forget every film you have seen to date: because that’s how the real Wuthering Heights
novel began.

In his travels Mr. Earnshaw finds a homeless boy. Once more, forget every Hollywood
image because the skin of this boy was similar to that of “a little lascar.” Mr. Earnshaw
decides to adopt him and name him “Heathcliff.” Bronté describes Heathcliff as “dark-
skinned gypsy in aspect.” Naturally, Mr. Earnshaw’s legitimate son, Hindley, finds himself
robbed of his father’s affections and becomes bitterly jealous of the little lascar.

Every single critic of the novel, even the most conservative, seems to have missed the
racial aspect of this fascinating drama. I would go so far as to suggest that, once the ethno-
state is established, Wuthering Heights will be picked as one of our classics to symbolically
convey the tragedy of pushing, against the legitimate heir’s will, an illegal alien that after
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some time hostilely takes over the entire family estate and starts hunting down key Anglo-
Saxon characters in a life dedicated to revenge. Such is the plot in Wuthering Heights
(gypsies are so good at that...).

The drama of the novel only ends when—after the deaths of Mr. Earnshaw, Catherine
Earnshaw, Isabella Linton, Edgar Linton, Hindley Earnshaw and Linton Heathcliff (the
son of the gypsy who dies as a result of the abuse perpetrated by his father)—Heathcliff
finally dies and the second Catherine can, at last, reclaim a life together with her first
cousin.

Only pure whites survive at the end of the drama.

Mr. Earnshaw, whose altruistic fondness for the gypsy boy would cause havoc, reminds
me what today’s whites are doing not with a single family, but with their entire nations: a
deranged Christian sense of compassion a /z Schweitzer transmuted into secular, runaway
liberalism. The drama of Wuthering Heights was located in the Yorkshire manor. But

presently this is happening by means of non-white immigration into every white heartland.

Reread Bronté to understand whites!
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The historical demise of Christianity

Excerpted from an August 2007 blog entry by Conservative Swede
and a July 2009 exchange on the forum Gates of Vienna:

We are witnessing the historical demise of Christianity. When a star dies, in its last phase
it expands into a red giant, before it shrinks into a white dwarf. Liberalism is the red giant
of Christianity. And just as a red giant is devoid of its core, it expands thousandfold while
losing its substance and is about to die. The world I live in consists of Christians and
liberals. It’s their world and I do not belong to them. I leave their limited wars, knee-jerk
Islam apologism and World War II mythology to them. They are not about to change. On
the contrary, they are continuously generating new problems with their way of acting.

There were certain sites, certain bloggers, even certain countries, that I had put hope in.
But now it has become clear that they are all part of the same big train of lemmings. Bye
bye! Denmark, nope. Brussels Journal, nope. VView from the Right, nope. Gates of ienna, nope.
This is the way it goes in the world of liberals and Christians. It’s their world. I can do
nothing but sit on the side and laugh at it. They are too stuck in their inner fears and hang-
ups to be able to do anything useful. They will do what they are programmed to do:
demise. These people are just not prepared for a proper fight. They are too much driven
by superstitious fear and emotions. And there is not exactly anyone else around.

So what’s the future for people like me? Because even if I belong nowhere politically, 1
belong somewhere socially and ethnically. Well, the world is being homogenized.
Tomorrow the whole world will be like the Third World. People like me, of European
ethnicity, will have no home, no nation. We will live like the Jews as elites in other
people’s nations (preferably a non-Muslim nation).

S * *

I have written: “People today live in a historyless, now-bubble-world, and have forgotten
about all previous such complete [axiological] reversals, many of which happened in the
last century,” therefore the widespread and deep sense of hopelessness, I forgot to add.
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It’s hard to conceptualize a situation outside of the bubble, or the bubble not being there,
when living inside of the bubble. However, history provides us with numerous examples
of such reversals, of bubbles bursting, and of course new bubbles being built (we are
bubble mammals after all). This is my happy message, my gospel. People just need to let
go their precious beliefs and myths, these huggy teddy bears. When deeply invested in the
core beliefs of the bubble, it becomes impossible to look outside of the bubble, to think of
a world without the bubble, and everything looks utterly hopeless. Well, it’s not. On the
contrary, the bubble will burst.

Unlike how it is presented, the relation between left and right is not symmetrical. Instead
the left is the norm, and the people to the left are the holy people of secular Christianity.
The right is just dancing along, effectively not being much more than an alibi for the
whole setup, dancing in circles around the left, who is the one setting up the direction of
“progression.” Occasionally pulling the break, but never setting up a new general course.
The direction of the course is built into the paradigm, and never fundamentally questioned
by the right.

Another evidence for the asymmetry between left and right is how right-wingers fear and
loathe to be associated with any person or organization even slightly to the right of
themselves (they feel that this would totally undermine their reputation), while willing to
make connections magnitudes further into the left. Such as appearing in left-wing media,
which often makes these right-wingers hilarious, since they feel they have gotten a stamp
of approval thereby; while they can be paralyzed by fear of the thought of being published
in a right-wing magazine just slightly to the right of themselves.

America is seen as right-wing in the current political theater. However, historically

America together with France has been the main force in pushing our civilization to the
left.

After World War II European patriotism was seen as the root of the evil, which had to be
held down. The only permitted patriotisms were American and Israeli. Britain and France
got away with some, but after the Suez crisis in 1956 they were effectively out of the
picture too. Now offensive military actions were only accepted from America and Israel.

In the 1950s and the 60s America and Israel were celebrated as model countries of
progressivism. Huropean conservatism had been rooted out in the cultural revolution
imposed by America in Western Europe. But the Europeans learned fast. First they
learned to follow the American example and see America as the model country. The
Europeans could pick this up fast since the ideas were rooted in the Christian gospels. But
soon they learned that America didn’t live up to code of moral goodness that they had
imposed on the Europeans. And left-wing anti-Americanism was born. And to be precise,
even anti-Americanism wasn’t born in Europe but also imported from the US. The
problem for America was that in their quest to end all “evil” empires, they had effectively
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become the big empire themselves, for example by inheriting the role of maintaining the
Pax Britannica. Then they had to do all the sort of things they had taught the Europeans
were wrong. The Europeans soon learned to beat the Americans in their own game,
becoming the leading in progressivism and “holier than thou.” And curiously enough, thus
America ended up being seen as right-wing. The original right-wing had been rooted out
in a collaboration between America and the European socialists in the wake of World War
II. The turning point came by the end of the 1960s—the Vietnam war and the Six-Days
war. The image of America and Israel shifted, and they were no longer seen as the model
countries of progressivism but as “evil” right-wing countries.

We should remember that our progressivist paradigm (which is always going left) is based
on Christian ethics. And Christian ethics means the inversion of values. So it’s the weak
that is considered good, while the strong is considered evil. In World War I and World
War II America had defeated all the strong (and therefore evil) European empires. The
job was completed in the Suez crisis in 1956 by turning against their former allies. But you
can never win with Christian ethics, because now America became the strong one, and
therefore the evil one. So now American and Israeli patriotism becomes highly questioned
and opposed, though not based on restoring any other patriotism but by going even
deeper into deranged progressivism. Thus, in effect, American and Israeli patriotism are
still the only permitted patriotisms. Surely now the holiest priests of our leftist paradigm
condemn the actions of America and Israel. But in effect it is tolerated, while if any other
(white) country acts militarily offensively it’s seen as a major global crisis (e.g. Serbia,
Russia). So this gives a background to why Geert Wilders, Vlaams Belang, etc., have a pro-
American and pro-Israeli profile, and even stress these patriotisms more than their own.

When the threat of Islam is added to the historical situation 1 gave above, there are
westerners who wake up from their deranged progressivism. But they generally revert back
to the 1950s (myself I reverted to before World War I). In the face of the Islamic
aggression their patriotism gets heightened. But this is a patriotism based on a narrative of
hate of Germany and Russia.

So when intensifying this American patriotism in order to build-up the necessary hate
against Islam, the hate against Russia and Germany heightens simultaneously. There does
not seem to be a way to slide this parameter up without this happening. NATO was after
all built on the motto of “Keeping Russia out, Germany down, and America in.” And
since this narrative in its previous step is based on the de-legitimization of European
patriotism in general, and how hate and demonization of Germans is the blueprint for
white guilt and self-hatred, we have a more general problem here too.

S * *

There’s surely no way to stop the chaos coming. But just as surely, from the ashes of the
chaos, a fantastic renaissance will grow. We will prevail, severely hurt yes, but with an
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ironclad inspired spirit. I just hope the chaos will start soon enough, so that I will be able
to live when the turnaround happens.

My conclusion is that we’ll have to revert far back in history in order to find something
sustainable to build on, to cut off the rotten and infected areas. For some things a
hundred years, for some a thousand years. It’s definitely not enough to revert the social
revolution of the ’68.

Gates of V'ienna's Ned May said:

Part of the modern Liberal ideal is the foolish notion that we can simply abolish by fiat
millions of years of evolution, thousands of years of culture, and centuries of tradition.

Conservative Swede responded:

This is a very important sentence which conveys so very much, if we just examine it
closely. Not only the liberals, but also most people (anti-liberals), who see and fear the fall
of the liberal world order, have forgotten that these things cannot be erased.

But neither the rise nor the fall of liberalism can take away millions of years of evolution,
thousands of years of culture, and centuries of tradition. This is what Chechar refers to as
my optimism. It’s just following the conservative principle you gave here. But
unfortunately the effect of the current belief system is so strong even on anti-liberals, that
they cannot see that.

So it’s the liberal layer (on top of evolution, culture, and traditions) that will get peeled off,
together with those traditions that led to liberalism in the first place.

The fall of this liberal world order will hit us hard (together with the destruction that
liberalism has already caused). But we won’t suddenly just disappear. And as long as we
are around we have millions of years of evolution, thousands of years of culture, and
centuries of tradition on our side.

Even if there would be only 100 millions left of us, we are the best people in the history of
mankind. As Huntington pointed out, we have always been superior in the ability to apply
organized violence. As soon as the will power is there, we can achieve anything we please.
We can rule any continent where we choose to live, as long as the liberal layer gets peeled
off. And it’s bound to come off, since it’s just a cosmetic layer. The reason that it has not
come off yet is that it has not yet become obvious to the collective mind that it has failed.
But that is about to change.
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Norse mythology is a much more useful mythological narrative than Christianity, which
does not only mean adherence to universalist individualism and the importation of a
foreign god (and in its final stages the importation of a lot of other immigrants), but also
has a mythological narrative where the survival of our own people hold no significance
whatsoever.

The only people that are guaranteed to survive until the end of days in Christianity are the
Jews. Swedes, Italians etc., are of no significance whatsoever. We see all these tenets of
Christianity manifested around us today: even in how the struggle for ethnic survival of
the Jews is accepted within our current paradigm, while it is not accepted for the other
people of our civilization. Each ethnic group needs her great mythological narrative,
starting with the birth of her people and guaranteeing their existence until the end of
times. Without such a narrative the dissolution of the ethnic group eventually becomes
self-fulfilling: there’s nothing holding it together.

We see this happening around us in the very now with eager work to dissolve our
countries and ethnic groups. In Christianity the Germanic people cannot (as a people)
have a relation with god, only the Jewish people has. Germanic (and other) people can
only have a relation with god as individuals. People are directed by myths more than
anything else, so with a narrative where your ethnic group is of no importance, it will
eventually become self-fulfilling (i.e., the opposite effect of self-confidence as a group).

A commenter said-

In that case, I would be very interested to hear what you propose should be done to save
western civilisation.

Conservative Swede responded:

And there is your assumption again: that the Western Christian civilization should be
saved, that it can be reformed, be mended; while I’'m assuming that the current order, the
current belief system, will self-implode. And as the current order is the last and terminal
phase of Western Christian civilization, which has reached a dead end, this means the end
of Western Christian civilization as such. Yes, we are seeing something like the fall of
Rome before us.

I’'ve been clear about this from the very beginning. For example, three days ago I wrote:
“Likewise many people, who are ideologically invested in the current paradigm instead of
in their ethnic group, will see the fall of the Western Christian civilization as the end of the
world; commit suicide etc. But instead the fall of the Western Christian civilization should
be celebrated. This is the paradigm that stands in the way of our saviour. This is the key
knot in need to be untied.”
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Yes: the Western Christian civilization is exactly the problem, and the problem is solved
by it going away.

What we should hold on to are our ethnic groups and European civilization and culture in
the deeper sense. Western Christian civilization is a novelty and now it failed. Western
Christian civilization is just the tip of that iceberg. It’s just a way of politically organizing
our peoples. We should not save this format, but save the matter.

The Western Christian civilization is what happened when Germanic people met
Christianity. But nothing lasts forever. Quite as the Roman Empire it can be compared
with a fruit, going through all the stages: bud, flower, incipient fruit, green fruit, ripe fruit,
overripe fruit, rotten fruit. With this I'm saying: (1) indeed Western Christian civilization
has meant many good things, and (2) it’s all over now.

It is unsustainable for Germanic people to keep Christianity. It would indeed mean their
death. And since the Western Christian civilization is all about Germanic people meeting
Christianity, the necessary turnaround for Germanic people also means the definitive end
of Western Christian civilization. Africans and Italians sticking to Christianity does not
make a Western Christian civilization.

When I talk of Christianity I use it in the same sense as Huntington or Qutb. That is, it
doesn’t matter those who claim to be atheists, they are equally much Christians in this
perspective. In fact, you will find that they stick to Christian ethics even stronger than the
nominal Christians: trying to be holier than thou, as if trying to get in line before the
nominal Christians to the heaven they don’t believe in.

Medieval Catholicism was nicely mixed and balanced with Roman and Greek components.
The explosive and revolutionary message of the gospels was kept secret from the general
public. The Protestant Reformation changed that. Christianity became purified into its
Hebrew component, and the explosive and revolutionary message of the gospels were set
free. This purification was taken even further, and completed, by the Puritans and the
Quakers that left across the Atlantic, to found America. And these are the people who rule
our civilization today.

There are several reasons why Christianity leads to secularism in its latter phases. Let me
get back to that if there is interest, since this is becoming very long as it is.

Secular Christianity has thrown out god and Christ, but keeps the Christian ethics
(inversion of values etc.). And the Christian ethics actually gets heightened and unfettered
in Secular Christianity. (I have written much about that in my blog.) With Christ as part of
the equation, the Christian ethics of the Gospels became balanced. Humans were seen as
imperfect and it was Christ who covered for us with his self-sacrifice. In Secular
Christianity each person has to be like Jesus himself, doing self-sacrifice, since there’s no
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other way to realize Christian ethics. On top of that, with the Industrial Revolution and
the surplus it created in our societies, we came to the point where all the good deeds of
Christian ethics could finally be executed by giving off our surplus to all the poor and
weak foreign people around the world: food, Western medicine, and other aid.

Thus the Western Christian civilization caused the population explosion in the Third
World. It is entirely caused by the Western Christian civilization, since these Third World
countries were completely unable to do this themselves. Christian ethics commands that
every single human life should be saved if possible. Before, more than half of the children
in Third World countries died. Now virtually all survive, and we have the population
explosion.

What this will lead to is the following:

With the dollar collapse and the complete breakdown of our economical (and then
political) world order, mass starvation will spread like a wildfire across the southern
hemisphere. This since their population numbers are not supported by themselves, but
entirely backed by us. It will all fall apart.

So the concrete effect of Christian ethics here is to make the number of people that will
die in starvation and suffering as high as possible once it hits (we are speaking of billions
thanks to Christian ethics). Only the devil himself could think out such a brutally cruel
scheme, and Christian ethics of course, in which case it’s according to the idiom “The
road to hell is paved with good intentions.”

But that’s not enough. This mass starvation, where we can expect something like two
thirds of the people dying in the Third World countries, will slash these societies into
pieces, and they will meet a complete breakdown.

In the alternative scenario, where the Christian ethics would have kept its fingers away,
these countries would have supported themselves: every year many children would have
died at a pretty constant pace. But this is a stable phenomenon that does not at all threaten
the stability of their societies. When the Western economical order falls apart, they would
not be the least affected.

But Christian ethics cannot stand the sight of little brown children dying. They st help
them, or they will freak out. They cannot keep their fingers away. So they are dooming
them to mass starvation in the billions and complete breakdowns of their societies. This is
the concrete effect of Christian ethics.

At this point it wouldn’t help putting back god and Christ into the equation. Instead we
need to leave Christian ethics.
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I have already stated how Western Christian civilization = Germanic people +
Christianity. I will now clarify why specifically Germanic people need to leave Christianity.

Look at the phenomenon of clan mentality around the world. In many places around the
wortld it is strong, in Europe it is not. But even within Europe there are clear differences.
Indeed we find clan mentality in Southern Europe, while there’s none of it in Northern
Europe (among Germanic people).

There are historical reasons for this. In the cold north people lived far apart. Human
contacts were few, and strangers were therefore treated with friendliness. This was the
best survival strategy in this context. However, the Mediterranean area was crowded, and
there was always competition about land and resources. The best survival strategy in such
a context was to stick to your clan, in this tight competition.

The whole point of Christian ethics, when it works well, is to have a balancing effect on
the morality of people. In the Mediterranean area it had a balancing effect on the natural
clan mentality, leaving a good result. However, Germanic people, as described above, have
a natural altruism. When combined with the unfettered Christian ethics of the latter stages
of the Western Christian civilization, it creates an interference that goes completely out of
bounds. The morality of Germanic people has reached a point where it has to be balanced
back, or we will perish. To create this balance Germanic people have to leave Christian
ethics. (Romance and Slavic people can keep Christianity. It’s not a matter of life or death
for them.)

What we are witnessing in the present time is the great tragedy of Germanic people.

With the lack of clan mentality, we find that Germanic people are the ones that most
faithfully turn their loyalty towards the nation. But due to the inherent universalism of
Christianity, we see in the current incarnation of Western Christian civilization how
nations are considered illegitimate and gradually being dissolved. The nationalist loyalty of
the Germanic people becomes redirected to universalist loyalty; still lacking of clan
mentality.

Germanic people do not use the power of their family to solve problems. They go to a
higher level, the authorities. To use the power of your family to solve a problem is here
considered a sin, we are supposed to abide to the law. In Italy or Spain people do use the
power of their family to solve problems.

There is an abundance of stories in blogs from Northern Europe of kids who go through
their whole school time being beaten up by Muslim on a weekly basis. The furthest the
parents of these children would do is to bring up the problem with the authorities (and
possibly having a “dialog” with the Muslim parents). Which of course will do nothing
about it, since the belief system of the authorities doesn’t allow for it. And even so the
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parents never use the power of their family to deal with the problem. They are
programmed to abide to the law and the order.

I cannot see this happening in Italy or Spain. There is a whole different mentality. There
would be an outrage, and the whole family would be engaged in the matter. Mostly not
going into mafia methods, but in some places yes.

Germanic people are simply wired the wrong way to being able to survive in a multiethnic
context. Or to be exact: Germanic people adhering to Christian ethics are. We managed
fine in the age of the great migrations and as Vikings.

Now we are entering a world of multiethnic societies at a planetary level. And the
Germanic people adhering to Christian ethics are constitutionally unfit for this. Unless we
leave Christian ethics, we will perish. Or rather, those who cling to Christian ethics will
perish, according to the law of the survival of the fittest.

Leaving Christian ethics has nothing to do with becoming secular (as I explained above).
To the contrary, it makes it worsel What is needed is to introduce another great
mythological narrative into the minds of the Germanic people. This is the only way to
replace the moral grammar of Christianity. Something with roots in our long history. This
must be done by political means, by a regime with such a focus. But given that focus, it’s
not such a big thing to achieve. There are numerous historical examples of how to do it.
And it only takes a generation to make the change (even less). And in a dire situation, after
a major trauma, it will be even easier.

And thus we are speaking of the deepest level of a paradigm change here. Our very
concept of good and bad, our moral grammar, has to be transformed. In sort of
perspective, even the apparent moral tautology “We should strive for what is good, and
tight against what is bad” no longer holds true.

Our very concepts of good and bad is what has to be transformed. It’s hard to think
outside of this box. But that’s the whole point of the word paradigm. It’s a box that it is
virtually impossible for people in general to think outside of. I recommend reading
Thomas Kuhn’s The Structure of Scientific Revolutions for a deeper understanding of the
concept paradigm. It’s truly a mental box we are trapped within. In the same way we are
about to witness the transformation of our whole grammar of morality, quite as our
grammar of morality was different before the Age of Christianity.

When the paradigm shifted from Newton to Einstein, it didn’t mean the end of science. I
just meant the end of a scientific era, which became replaced with a new one. In the same
manner the fall of the Western Christian civilization does not mean the end of European
civilization in the larger sense. It just means a new era. Quite as when the Roman-Greek
civilization was replaced by the Western Christian.

145



Commenter said:

The latter, being literalists, conceived of themselves as the direct successors to the ancient
Israelites who had been given divine authority to kill the Canaanites and establish Israel.
The Protestants looked on themselves as the New Israelites and the Native Americans as
the New Canaanites to be wiped out.

Conservative Swede responded:

It’s sad indeed that Christians have to imagine themselves as Israelites in order to become
truly good fighters, which implies effective total war, and the psychology of will power to
win at any cost.

Once again it is the same pattern of Christianity that I discussed above, when discussing
permitted patriotisms. Our own ethnicity is utterly insignificant in the Christian narrative,
while the Jewish ethnicity holds a pivotal position. So Christians have to use this substitute
ethnicity to find true confidence and strength.

Good total war has been waged by Christians when imagining themselves as Israelites
aiming for building the New Jerusalem. They can also fight limited war in the name of the
universal good, or for the sake of Israel (for example the crusades).

But war by Christians in the name of their own ethnicity is considered illegitimate; well,
not even of importance. In Christianity we cannot be ourselves. We have to pretend we
are someone else.

I still think the Russians can use their Christianity in an efficient way, just since their
Christianity hasn’t been washed through the Enlightenment, quite as the American
pilgrims and the Boers, discussed above, hadn’t. Nor Spain of L.a Reconquista, of course.
But we can stay assured that the Christians having been washed through the
Enlightenment—and then the Industrial Age, liberalism and secularism—won’t be able to
see themselves as Israelites. So this strength is not coming back within the context of
Christianity.

Why not be ourselves instead? Replace the current mythological narrative with one where
we are ourselves. After all, that is the simple truth: We are ourselves. Christianity is based
on deception and distortion of reality. Another way to go, for those unable to imagine
themselves as the Israelites, is at least to make Christianity universal instead of Jewish.
Such as we saw recently here at Gates of ienna in how many people in Poland for example
do not see Jesus as Jewish. There’s no way to win within the frames of Christianity...
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Commenter said:

I agree that Christianity is at the end of its tether and is unable to assert itself without
breaking its own value system. Probably something similar must have happened in India
during Muslim invasions, where Buddhist ideas of compassion and Karma (you get what
you deserve, because you produced the cause) left them completely defenseless. They
indeed had no narrative that would support their collective existence.

Conservative Swede responded:

This is an excellent historical comparison. An universalist religion of goodness is replaced
with the original national gods, when faced with a threat of existential magnitude.

Commenter said:

Altogether, yours is the most complete argument for the death of Christianity I can
imagine, certainly more complete than what Nietzsche has ever written.

Conservative Swede responded:

Thanks, that’s a very nice thing to say. Of course, I had an unfair advantage, since I could
read Nietzsche but he couldn’t read me.

Commenter said:

I am always impressed by the fact that the further North you go in Europe, where people
are more Germanic, the more harmonious mastery of mind over nature you can see.

Conservative Swede responded:

Yes, we have focused on fighting nature instead of each other. All due to our historical
situation. If we didn’t fight nature we died. If we hadn’t isolated our house and stored up
well for the winter we died. Out of this a special kind of cooperation between people
grew. A traditionalist form of egalitarianism, which apart from Sweden and Norway we
only find in America (this is an interesting topic in itself, but no time for that now).
However, if you put unfettered Christian ethics on top of that...

S * *

A necessary condition for such a Germanic project—and for the renaissance of Europe
altogether!—is the return of Germany. Germany today is the planetary bully victim, bound
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and caged in many layers of chains and bars. Not permitted to show even a single shred of
national self-confidence. We won’t see that until American troops have left Germany and
the whole NATO regime has been reversed. But it will come. Rest assured.

Above is the first step, and, let’s say, how far I think we’ll come in this century. We will be
in a situation with China as the great power. There will also be competition with Russia.
Probably China will be first in occupying the oil fields around the Persian Gulf, but we will
be competing with them about it.

America together with France and Britain will be utterly discredited, seen as the guilty
ones for the greatest treason in the history of mankind against their own people (as
Fjordman put it); while Germany was completely innocent in this, and will hold the
morally superior position.

France might no longer exist, having first been overrun by Muslims, and then reconquered
by Germanic people.

The United States will no longer exist. But the Confederation of the Northern US States
will be a natural ally to the Germanics.

Maybe there will be something as a Germanic empire at this point. Or maybe even two,
one German speaking and one English speaking. But I’'m not as sure about the English
speaking one (I'm not saying people won’t speak English, only that there might not be a
separate empire with English as the official language).

Will American troops reside in Germany forever? No. When it comes to the imminent fall
of the current order, there are too many factors in motion at the same time that each alone
has the potential of making it fall: dollar collapse, ethnic civil war, Iranian nukes, weak and
paralyzed leadership.

I tind Germanic people boring and square, but sort of brilliant (history clearly shows that).
After about a decade out in the cold, I have once again taken Germanic people to my
heart because I can see their great tragedy. I think I can see their dilemma and how to
solve it while at the same time it makes perfect sense for Poles, Spaniards and Celts to take
an interest in this for the political stability it would give to all of Europe, once the current
order falls. Without it there would be a huge power vacuum.

Who would expand into that? Russia, China, Islam? Or first Islam, then Russia, and finally
China? That’s the good thing with the day the American troops leave Germany, because at
that time the Germanic European will be forced to immediately build a strong military
power. And you could imagine how many of the good things that we have discussed here
would be catalyzed by that.
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When I say that I want Christian ethics to go away, it’s not because I want to see a 180
degree turn away from it. Instead it is Christianity that ended up in steep imbalance. What
I want to do is to balance things back. So what I have suggested is:

1) A new great mythological narrative where our own ethnic group is given the pivotal
position; 2) A constitution where citizenship is reserved for people of our ethnic group. 3)
Alien ethnic groups, typically from the Third World, that do not identify with our ethnic
group, will have to be removed one way or the other.

S * *

I think it is clear that the people won’t turn away from the current belief system with less
than a major catastrophe.

But this time the catastrophe is not something as benign as a “Western civil war,” but
something of a higher magnitude, and of real external threats (which we are not the least
prepared for). If we had only been facing something as harmless as World War I or World
War II, I wouldn’t have been speaking of the end of the Western Christian civilization. If
there only had been two strong sides of the West fighting each other to death, we
wouldn’t have been facing this discontinuity of our civilization.

But now it is our very belief system that makes us unable to fight and defend our
civilization. And the threat is external, and when we lose, it means this discontinuity.
Losing here means losing our dominant position, not that everything is lost.

Our current empire will fall, that is, America, and not to another Western empire as
before—since this time there is no one standing in line—but to external forces.

If we do not meet a major catastrophe within the next twenty years, we will be silently
walking into our demographic eclipse, something that could indeed mean the end
European civilization and the values that you have talked about. The demographic forces
in motion are so great, yes exponential. Not so much our declining birth rates, but the
population explosion in the Third World that we are causing and the mass immigration
and demographic Jihad in our own lands. If this process continues we will end up in
Diaspora as the Jews. And with white people as a mere 2-3% of the world’s population
and without our own homeland, that’s indeed the end of European civilization altogether,
and we can say goodbye to the manifestation of all these values that you and I cherish.

It’s the Western Christian civilization that feeds all these processes (population explosion
etc.). So the Western Christian civilization is in fact the worst enemy of what I call
European civilization: another reason for wanting the Western Christian civilization to go
away. If it would continue a few decades more it will mean the definitive goodnight for all
of us.
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Thomas Cole, Destruction ~ 1835-18306

So to summarize: When I speak of civilization as in the Western Christian civilization, I
speak of a concrete manifestation, an empire. And when I speak of civilization as in
European civilization, I speak of the existence and self-government of white people, and
the values and life style that is integral in our beings. But now we have come to a point
where the former is the greatest threat to the latter.

In Aristotelian terms European civilization is the matter to the Western Christian
civilization, which is the form. That is, white people is the matter for the current Western
Christian “empire.” But now the form is suffocating the matter.

Chechar said: 3

“It’s the Western Christian civilization that feeds all these processes.” Why do you say
this? Wasn’t everything relatively okay up to the 1950s, before the radical feminists almost
took away our highest divine right from us: women? If lots of women would still be with
us at home having lots of beautiful kids, as the Pope likes, the present problem wouldn’t
exist, would it? Doesn’t the sexual revolution is to blame for the demographic winter? And
isn’t Islamization of the West a mere by-product of our dwarfing ethnicity? If so why do
you blame Western Christian civilization? Rome fell precisely because infanticide (the
abortion of classical times) and contraception was practiced massively since the times of
Julius Caesar. However, since Constantine and Theodosius the Church made enormous
efforts to stop infanticide.

I agree that a major catastrophe is needed. That’s why, as I have iterated elsewhere, every
morning I wake up with yearning dreams of mushroom clouds above Western cities to

8 Editot’s note: I asked this question when I was still very naive and admired the US.
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wake me up—and waking up the West. But couldn’t we reject the 1960s revolution
without America necessary falling?

Yes: I know you want to delve deeper into the root cause. But I still think that solid
arguments based on demographic winter show us that the West took a really wrong turn
in the middle ’60s. In mean, the West was still healthy the year in which I was born!
(maybe because you were born after that you haven’t seen the healthy West with your own
eyes). We tried to trick the god Eros through contraception and the liberation of women.
We are suffering now for having messed with the laws of Nature. Our present problems
with a revived Islam are Venus’ revenge. Curious, eh, that I am not a Christian—Iike
Tannhiuser I look for the grotto of Venus—yet I admire conservative Protestants and
Catholics on this issue?

Conservative Swede responded:

You need to read more carefully, because you missed my point. I repeat what I said:

The demographic forces in motion are so great, yes exponential. Not so much our
declining birth rates, but the population explosion in the Third World that we are cansing and the
mass immigration and demographic Jihad in our own lands. It’s the Western Christian
civilization that feeds all these processes.

Our declining birth rates have a slow effect in comparison with the exponential growth
that the population explosion and demographic Jihad means. And it’s exactly because of
Christian ethics that people, like for example you, entirely look at our own birth rates
(narrowly blaming feminism etc.), instead of focusing on the much bigger and alarming
problem caused by us: the population explosion in the Third World.

For the very same reason that Christian ethics abhors infanticide, it causes the population
explosion in the world. It’s a deeply held doctrine within Christian ethics that every single
human life across the planet must be saved if possible. According to Christian ethics it is
forbidden and unthinkable to think in terms of not saving every little brown child across
the planet. But the consequences of this mindset are catastrophic, not only for us but also
for them, as I have already explained. But since people are so programmed according to
Christian ethics, what I’'m saying does not seem to enter their heads. The thought is too
unthinkable to be absorbed. It’s an utter taboo.

You asked, “Wasn’t everything relatively OK up to the 1950s?” Sure it was. But the better
our lives got, the more we destroyed, and the faster we destroyed it. It was exactly in the
’50s that this problem started. In the ’50s people of European descent was 30% of this
planet, today we are just a little more than 10%. Not by us decreasing (in fact we are more
than in the ’50s) but by the rest of the planet exploding in numbers, from 3 to 7 billion
people—all caused by us.
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The population of Africa is four and a half times higher than in 1950. And the population
in Asia almost three times higher.

As I have already explained: With a highly developed industrial society, the Western
people got a huge surplus of resources, and much more time at their hands. Since
Christian ethics mandates what it does, they have since went around the world to save
every single little life that they could: using Western medicine, modern fertilizers, GMO
crops, and all other means possible, in order to keep as many alive as possible. Thus the
population explosion.

This is derived from the deepest moral grammar of Christianity. But it took all these
centuries until we had an industrialized society that made it possible to enact. And because
of that Christian ethics mandated that we caused this Third World population explosion.
Something that could never have achieved themselves, which makes our deed so deeply
irresponsible in so many ways, just because it’s artificial. Which means (1) they are not
adapting their life-style accordingly but continue and continue to explode in numbers, and
(2) they are completely depending on us, which means their societies will totally break
apart once our economic world order collapses.

That means that we will have to remove the industrial society, if we want to keep Christian
ethics. Think over which one you appreciate the most.

You asked, “But couldn’t we reject the ’60s revolution without America necessary
falling?. .. the West took a really wrong turn in the middle 1960s.” No, this is not a matter
of reverting the ’60s revolution. It goes far deeper than that. You know, the ’60s
revolution wasn’t brought to us by extraterrestrials. There is an internal logic to our
civilization, and its ideals, that led to that. It wasn’t an accident. Start looking at the French
Revolution.

In general your answer is about rejecting the 60s and going back to older Christian values,
rejecting for example abortion and contraception. But this is just a stronger version of the
Christian dogma to save every single human life possible. If anything it would just make
the Third World population explosion worse! The population explosion is not caused by
liberalism: it is caused by Christianity in its most general form. And if you bring in more
deeply Christian people, it will only make it worse.

Chechar commented:

When I studied a thick biology text at college, the photo of a Western doctor in the book
caught my attention. He was vaccinating dozens upon dozens of black children in Africal
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Instantly I harbored the thought to drop out. How on Earth would a sane person do that,
I told myself silently? That deranged altruism was, to my heart, like an industrial factory
that produced hundreds of thousands of poor people, like a clone army: future adults
who’d have a miserable life anyway. “How am I studying a hard science when the values
of mankind are so, er, psychotic,” continued my soliloquy. Of course, it’s impossible that
the liberal mentality understands the mind of a post-Christian individual.

Conservative Swede said:

First the dollar bubble will burst, and soon after, the population explosion bubble. At this
point people will see that Christian ethics caused this whole thing, and it will be utterly
discredited.

This narrow-minded dogma of saving every possible life, will instead have caused more
death and suffering than if Christian ethics hadn’t meddled with the situation in the first
place. It’s like a plan the devil had thought out. To give birth to billions of people that
could then be killed in one single blow in mass starvation.

What this Christian dogma hasn’t taken in consideration is that each society needs to be
self-dependent. Because sooner or later there comes hard times. And if we have made
them utterly dependent on us what they will face then is death since they cannot support
themselves.

So what this Christian dogma will have caused is the death of societies. So much
simultaneous death will kill also the societies. This would never have happened if this
Christian dogma hadn’t entered the picture in the first place. A constant degree of child
deaths, while being self-dependent in the traditional way, would have been the best thing
for these societies. And wouldn’t have hurt them; and neither have hutrt us.

I think that once it has happened, people will see this point clearly, and change their ways.

“Feed the world” beats saving the resources of our planet (i.e. actually saving the planet),
according to the moral grammar of our current belief system. Quite as multiculturalism
and Islamophilia beats for example feminism (as they say: “Race beats gender”). Our
moral grammar is full of such hierarchies, from which the priorities are derived, once the
objectives end up in conflict with each other. To save every single possible human life is
one of our deepest dogmas, but try to discuss overpopulation with these anti-CO, freaks
(.e. 90 percent of the Westerners). Even when believing in their theory about “global
warming by human CO,” it would be clear that this problem would be strongly connected
to overpopulation. But to address that as a problem is an utter taboo for these people.

And just a general note: People here at Gates of 1ienna focus on the immigration problem.
But mass immigration is just the local projection of this much larger and more
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fundamental problem of which I'm talking of here, that is, the planetary population
explosion and our attitudes towards it (which also caused it). It won’t help to address the
immigration problem without addressing this global problem. That is, it won’t help to be a
lonely, purely Polish, if surrounded by Arabs, Pakistanis and Africans all along the border.

What is happening across the world is the large scale version of what is happening within
our countries. Our relative numbers are diminishing by theirs increasing exponentially, in
both cases.

Things will not be able to turn around until the current belief system breaks apart, and
makes a 180 degree turn. The main thing we can do today is to thoroughly prepare for
that moment. These preparations also help protecting ourselves from violence and
hardships in any sort of context. So no matter what future scenario one envisions, I’d say
that the breakdown of the current belief system is not that far away.

I’d give it around a decade.
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- Interim report -

Young westerners who are starting to question the Enlightenment and the ideals of the
French Revolution are realizing that “men are not created equal, not individual men, nor
the various groups and categories of men, nor are women equal to men,” and that “these
beliefs and others like them are religious beliefs; that society is just as religious as ever it
was, with an official state religion of progressivism, but this is a new religion, an evil
religion.”

Egalitarianism, equality, universalism, the brotherhood of man, the purported inexistence
of races and its corollary, non-discrimination as the central value of today’s West,
constitute the new religion for whites. Even for Lawrence Auster, a Jew converted to
Christianity, contemporary liberalism is “the most radical and destructive ideology that has
ever been.”

Post-Christian axiologists do not propose that liberals went wrong forty or fifty years ago,
or even two-hundred years ago; but that westerners went astray millennia ago with the
debasement of the Aryan gene pool among the Roman citizenship and the eventual
destruction of the hard ethos of the classic world. Ironically, although it can be argued
that, with all of its equality slogans the French Revolution was Christianity’s bastard child,
unlike Christianity the Enlightenment was dangerously optimistic about human nature and
the State. “It was another good news religion, telling us what we wish to hear, but about
this world instead of the next.”

The views of the late Auster about the quintessence of liberalism, however anticlimactic
compared to the Swede’s Weltanschanung in the previous pages, are worth citing.
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The non-discrimination rule

by Lawrence Auster ™

To deal with the crisis facing our civilization, we must be both realistic and imaginative.
The realism part consists in recognizing how bad our situation is.

The entire Western world is at present under the grip of the modern liberal ideology that
targets every normal and familiar aspect of human life, and our entire historical way of
being as a society.

The key to this liberal ideology is the belief in tolerance or non-discrimination as the ruling
principle of society, the principle to which all other principles must yield. We see this
belief at work in every area of modern life.

The principle of non-discrimination must, if followed consistently, destroy every human
society and institution. A society that cannot discriminate between itself and other
societies will go out of existence, just as an elm tree that cannot discriminate between itself
and a linden tree must go out of existence. To be, we must be able to say that we are us,
which means that we are different from others. If we are not allowed to distinguish
between ourselves and Muslims, if we must open ourselves to everyone and everything in
the world that is different from us, and if the more different and threatening the Other is,
the more we must open ourselves to it, then we go out of existence.

This liberal principle of destruction is utterly simple and radically extreme. Yet very, very
few people, even self-described hard-line conservatives, are aware of this principle and the
hold it has over our society. Instead of opposing non-discrimination, they oppose
multiculturalism and political correctness. But let’s say that we got rid of multiculturalism
and political correctness. Would that end Muslim immigration? No. Multiculturalism is
not the source of Muslim immigration. The source of it is our belief that we must not
discriminate against other people on the basis of their culture, their ethnicity, their
nationality, their religion. This is the idea of the 1965 Immigration Act, which was the idea
of the 1964 Civil Rights Act applied to all of humanity: all discrimination is wrong, period.
No one in today’s society, including conservatives, feels comfortable identifying this
utterly simple idea, because that would mean opposing it.
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To see how powerful the belief in non-discrimination is, consider this: Prior to World War
II, would any Western country have considered admitting significant numbers of Muslim
immigrants? Of course not; it would have been out of the question. The West had a
concrete identity. It saw itself as white and in large part as Christian, and there was still
active in the Western mind the knowledge that Islam was our historic adversary, as it has
been for a thousand years, and radically alien. But today, the very notion of stopping
Muslim immigration is out of the question, it can’t even be thought.

What would have been inconceivable seventy or eighty years ago is wunquestionable today. A
society that seventy years ago wouldn’t have dreamed of admitting large numbers of
Muslims, today doesn’t dream of reducing, let alone stopping, the immigration of
Muslims. Even the most impassioned anti-Islamic Cassandras never question—indeed
they never even mention—the immigration of Muslims, or say it should be reduced or

stopped.

You don’t need to know any more than what I've just said. The rule of non-
discrimination, in all its destructive potentialities, is shown in this amazing fact, that the
writers and activists who constantly cry that Islam is a mortal danger to our society will
not say that we ought to stop or even reduce Muslim immigration. Such is the liberal
belief which says that the most morally wrong thing is for people to have a critical view of
a foreign group, to want to exclude that group or keep it out.

The dilemma suggests the solution. What is now unthinkable, must become thinkable;
what is now unsayable, must become sayable; and ultimately it must replace non-
discrimination as the ruling belief in society. I know that this sounds crazy, utterly
impossible. But fifty or a hundred years ago it would have seemed crazy, utterly
impossible, that today’s liberalism with its suicidal ideology would have replaced the
traditional attitudes that were then prevalent. If society could change that radically in one
direction, toward suicidal liberalism, it can change back again. It’s not impossible.

In the same way, modern liberalism says that it is evil to believe that some people are
more unlike us than others, because that would also be a violation of the liberal principle
that all people are equally like us. The equality principle of modern liberalism says that
unassimilable immigrants must be permitted to flood our society, changing its very nature.

This is the ubiquitous yet unacknowledged horror of modern liberalism, that it takes the
ordinary, differentiated nature of the world, which all human beings have always
recognized, and makes it impossible for people to discuss it, because under liberalism
anyone who notes these distinctions and says that they matter has done an evil thing and
must be banished from society, or at least be barred from a mainstream career.
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This liberalism is the most radical and destructive ideology that has ever been, and yet it is
not questioned. Communism and big government liberalism were challenged and fought
in the past. But the ideology of non-discrimination, which came about after World War II,
has never been resisted—it has never even been identified, even though it is everywhere.
What is needed, if the West is to survive, is a pro-Western civilization movement that
criticizes, resists, and reverses this totalistic liberal belief system that controls our world.

Excerpted from a 2009 speech, “A Real Islam Policy for a Real America” that would be published
in a book edited by Michael H. Hart, Preserving Western Civilization.
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The Christian problem - III

Yes, I understand that you’re an
anti-Semite who worships a Jew.

—Fender
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Succedaneous religion
by Revilo Olzver

What has happened to the evangelical atheists without their being aware of it is clear.
When they expelled their faith in Christianity, they created within themselves a vacuum
that was quickly filled by another faith. And the fervor with which they hold that faith is
of religious intensity. They preach the joyful tidings that there is no God with as much
ardor and sincerity as ever a Christian preached his gospel. They sacrificed themselves, and
some even underwent martyrdom, for their faith. If we wanted to indulge in paradox, we
could describe them as the zealots of an anti-religious religion, but it is more accurate to
say that their faith in a religion, which was rational in that it expected miracles only from
the supernatural power of its invisible deity, was replaced by a superstition that expects
miracles from natural causes that have never produced such effects—a superstition that is
totally irrational.

Societies for the promotion of atheism as such are relatively innocuous and merely exhibit
on a small scale a psychological phenomenon that has catastrophic effects when it occurs
on a large scale, much as sand spouts and dust devils are miniature tornadoes. When
religious faith is replaced by materialistic superstition on a large scale, the consequences
are enormous devastation.

The great wave of anti-Christian evangelism swept over Europe about the middle of the
Eighteenth Century, and its natural results were most conspicuous in France, where
decades of strenuous social reform imposed by a centralized government under a king
whose mediocre mind had been thoroughly addled by “Liberal” notions, naturally
triggered the outbreak of insanity and savagery known as the French Revolution. Since the
shamans and fetish-men of the new superstition control our schools and universities
today, the history of that event is little known to the average American, who is likely to
have derived his impressions, at best, from Carlyle’s novel, The French Revolution, and, at
worst, from the epopts and fakirs of Democracy. Obviously, we cannot here insert an
excursus of a thousand pages or so on what happened at France at that time, nor need we.
The efforts at social uplift through economic and political reforms during the reign of
Louis XVI are well summarized by Alexis de Tocqueville in The Old Régime and the French
Revolution. The best short account in English of the underlying forces of the disaster is the
late Nesta Webstet’s The French Revolution, supplemented by the two volumes of her
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biography of Marie Antoinette and Louis XVI and the pertinent chapters of her World
Revolution.

We should not damn Rousseau for his influence. The real gravamen of guilt falls on the
educated, skeptical, intellectual society that did not laugh at his fantasies about the innate
Virtue of hearts uncorrupted by civilization, the Noble Savage, the Equality of all human
beings, who can become unequal only through the wickedness of civilized society, the
sinfulness of owning property of any kind, and the rest of the tommyrot that you will find
in the thousands of printed pages of Rousseau’s whining and ranting. You can read all of
it—if you grit your teeth and resolve to go through with it—and you really should, for
otherwise you will not believe that books so widely read and rhapsodically admired can be
so supremely silly and so excruciatingly tedious.

What Rousseau’s fantasies produced is an amazing superstition. It is not exactly an
atheism, for a vague god was needed to create perfectly noble savages to be corrupted by
civilization, and to inspire perfectly pure hearts, like Rousseau’s, that overflow with Virtue
and drip tears wherever they go; but for all practical purposes, Rousseau’s creed
substituted “democracy” for God, and put civilized society in place of the Devil. It
replaced faith in the unseen and empirically unverifiable with faith in the visibly and
demonstrably false.

No such apology can be made for the mighty minds that were stunned by Rousseau’s
drivel. They could have tested the proposition about natural Equality by just walking
down the street with their eyes open, looking inside the nearest prison, or paying a little
attention to the conduct of any one of the score of really noteworthy degenerates of very
high rank. They must have met every day military men and others who had observed
savages in their native habitat and could comment on the innate nobility of the dear
creatures. And some conversation with a few footpads and cutpurses would have
elucidated the problem whether or not Society was responsible for their having been born
without a conscience, wings, and other desirable appurtenances. In fact, no rational person
could have escaped a daily demonstration that Rousseau’s babble was utter nonsense—
except, perhaps, by confining himself in a windowless and soundproof room. But
the philosophes were able to attain in their own capacious minds a far more total isolation
from reality.

Our hyperactive imaginations usually act in concert with the generous impulses that are
peculiar to our race—so peculiar that no other race can understand them except as a kind
of fatuity from which they, thank God!, are exempt. Long before we began to indulge in
international idiocy on a governmental scale, it was virtually routine for Americans to hear
that the Chinese in some province were starving, and within a few weeks numerous
individuals, many of them comparatively poor, made private contributions, and food was
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bought and shipped to the starving (if the collections were honestly made). Now I do not
deprecate that exercise of charity, which is a virtue that we instinctively admire, but we
should understand that although the Chinese gladly ate the food and politely said “thank
you,” they privately concluded that we must be weak in the head. They would never have
done anything of that sort, not even for men of their own race in a neighboring province.
The White Devils, they decided, must have maggots in their minds. Sympathetic
generosity, however, is a virtue or vice of our race, and we shall have to live with it.

What happened in the Eighteenth Century was that Rousseau’s fantasies so excited
imaginations and generous impulses that the reasoning mind lost control.

There is, however, a second factor more important for our purposes here. You will find a
clear illustration in our recent history, during the presidency of Woodrow Wilson, who
appears to have been a not uncommon combination of mental auto-intoxication with
corrupt ambition, and who was appointed President after the resident General Manager,
Barney Baruch, and his crew had (as one of them boasted to Colonel Dall) led him around
“like a poodle on a string,” taught him to sit up and bark for bonbons, and made sure that
he was well trained. As we all know, Baruch eventually decided that it would be good for
the Jewish people to prolong the war in Europe, so that more Indo-Europeans would be
killed and more of their countries devastated, and that the time had come to repay
Germany and Austria for their generosity toward the Jews, who had been given in those
countries more of economic, social, and political dominance than in any other European
nation. It followed therefore that the thing to do was to stampede an American herd into
European territory.

Our concern here is with the herd: what set it in motion? We all know how credulous
individuals, many of whom had visited Germany and knew better, were impelled to
imagine pictures of the evil War Lord, Kaiser Wilhelm II, and the terrible Huns—pictures
that were as vivid and convincing as the vision of the monster Grendel that we see every
time we read Beownlf. And, of course, there was much rant about supposed violations of a
code of chivalry that no one even remembered a few years later. A college professor with
some reputation as an historian was hired, doubtless for a small fee, to prove that wars are
caused by monarchies, although he somehow forgot to mention the terribly bloody war
that had taken place on our soil some fifty years before and which had obviously been
caused by the dynastic ambitions of King Lincoln and King Davis. And, naturally, the
press was filled with many other ravings. So pretty soon the Americans found themselves
engaged in a “war to end wars” and a “war to make the world safe for democracy.” It
would probably have been a little more expensive—good propaganda costs money—to
make them fight a “war to end selfishness” and a “war to make the world safe for
goblins,” but it doubtless could have been done. Green snakes are not much harder to see
on the wall than pink elephants.
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We must not tarry to discuss either the methods of the conspirators who so easily
manipulated the American people or the folly of those who were manipulated. Let us
consider our enthusiastic rush on Europe as an historical movement.

If, taking the larger view, you ask yourself what that movement most resembled, you will
see the answer at once. It was a crusade—or, to be more exact, an obscene parody of a
crusade. It was a mass movement inspired by a fervor of religious intensity.

The Crusades, which mark the high tide of Christianity, were (given our faith) entirely
rational undertakings. (Except, of course, the so-called Children’s Crusade, which is
significant only as evidence that even at that early date some members of our race had a
pathological propensity to have hallucinatory imaginations.) It was obviously desirable
that Christendom own the territory that was a Holy Land, where its God had appeared on
earth and whither many pilgrims journeyed for the welfare of their souls. The Crusades
were, furthermore, the first real effort of European unity since the fall of the Roman
Empire, and they were also a realistic missionary effort. It was impossible to convert
Orientals to Christianity, but it was possible to make Orientals submit to Christian rulers.
The Crusaders established the Kingdoms of Cyprus and Jerusalem and the Principalities
of Edessa, Tripoli, and Antioch—and eventually they found it necessary to capture
Constantinople. But they could not take Baghdad and their high emprise ultimately failed
for reasons which need not concern us here. The Crusades were, as we have said, the high
tide of Christianity.

Wilson’s fake crusades against Europe evoked from the American people the energies and
spirit that the real Crusades had aroused in Europe, and while we must deplore their
delusions, we must admire the unanimity and devotion with which the Americans attacked
and fought the Europeans. (Of course, we did not actually fight Great Britain, France, and
Russia, our ostensible allies; they were defeated in other ways.) The crusade was irrational,
however, because it was prompted, not by religion, but by the debased and debasing
superstitions represented by Rousseau.

From about the middle of the Eighteenth Century to the present we have witnessed the
spread and propagation throughout the West of a superstition that is as un-Christian as it
is irrational, as obviously contrary to the Scriptures and tradition of Christianity as it is a
blanket denial of the reality that all men see and experience every day—a superstition by
which faith in an unseen God is replaced by hallucinations about the world in which we
live. After that grotesque superstition inspired the most civilized and intelligent part of
France to commit suicide, and loosed the frenzied orgy of depravity, crime, and murder
called the French Revolution, its influence was contracted by a resurgence of both
Christian faith and human reason, but recovering its malefic power over the imagination
and sentimentality of our people, it grew again and as a succedaneous religion it gradually
supplanted Christianity in the consciousness of both unintelligent non-Christians and
infidel Christians, paralyzing both reason and faith.
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This grotesque caricature of religion is now the dominant cult in the United States: its
marabouts yell from almost all the pulpits; its fetish-men brandish their obscene idols
before all the children in the schools; its witch-doctors prance triumphantly through all the
colleges and universities. And virtually everyone stands in fearful awe of the fanatical
practitioners of mumbo-jumbo. Both the God of Christendom and the reasoning mind of

our race have been virtually obliterated by the peculiar system of voodoo called
“Liberalism.”

It is obvious that this mass delusion is leading, and can lead, to but one end. James
Burnham named it correctly in his generally excellent book, Suicide of the West.

It can be argued—and argued very plausibly—that a race that could long accept the
“Liberal” voodoo-cult as a substitute for both its religion and its powers of observation
and reason—a race capable of such mindless orgies as a ““war to end wars’—a race that
has for decades worked to commit suicide—is a race that has become too imbecile to be
biologically viable. It is entirely possible that our unique capacity for science and
technology will, after all, be no more effective in the struggle for life than was the vast
bulk and musculature of the dinosaurs. It may be that any attempt to reason with a people
seemingly in the grip of suicidal mania is itself the greatest folly, and that the vainest of all
illusions is the hope that anything can save men who evidently no longer want to live.

If we permit ourselves as Christians any hope this side of Heaven, and if we permit
ourselves as atheists any hope at all, we must base that expectation on the hypothesis that
the collapse of Christendom, the loss of faith in the religion of the West, was a traumatic
shock to our racial psyche that stunned but did not kill. If that is so, then there is hope not
only that we may revive from the shock and survive, but also that the unique powers of
our unique race may again be exerted to give us a future that will be brilliant, glorious, and
triumphant beyond all imagining. If that is so...

The above article has been excerpted from chapter 6 of Christianity and the Survival of the West.
Revilo Oliver (1908-1994) taught in the Classics Department at the University of Illinois from

1945 until his retirement in 1977. He was a master of twelve languages and especially noted as a
scholar of Latin and Sanskrit. Dr. Oliver was a founder of the John Birch Society but he resigned
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from that organization in 1966 after its refusal to deal forthrightly with the issues of Jews and race.
In 1970 and 1971, he served on the advisory board of the newly formed National Youth Alliance.
During his final years of life, Dr. Oliver was on the board of directors for The Journal of Historical
Review. Most movement activists, however, will remember Dr. Revilo P. Oliver as a contributotr of
regular articles in the monthly Lzberty Bell publication.
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TLetter from Manu
Dear César,

I am attaching a post I wrote last year which may be of your interest. You can include it in
your blog if you find it interesting.

There I mention my concern about so little followers and websites related to our cause,
the Aryan cause. We do not have but a few thousand followers, both in Europe and in
other Western countries. We lack powerful media resources; we need spreading the
message massively and time is short. And let’s not talk about the bad press we have
everywhere.

Another problem is the lack of unity. We do not have a clear and unified ideology. Our
groups have to exclude all the Christians and pro-Jewish (or Hinduists or Buddhists) folks.
We should pursue a purely ideological Aryan and spiritual purity.

I recently read a couple of articles on Christianity by Pierce in Counter-Currents. In
discussing these, Pierce had Christianity and white nationalism as mutually exclusive. I
absolutely agree with this. Pierce said:

We need ethics; we need values and standards; we need a wotld view. And if one
wants to call all of these things together a religion, then we need a religion. One might
choose instead, however, to call them a philosophy of life. Whatever we call it, it must
come from our own race soul; it must be an expression of the innate Aryan nature.
And it must be conducive to our mission of racial progress.

But we do not need a new religion; only to be aware of our pre-Christian cultures. We
must recover such cultures to educate our children according to the varied heritage that
these cultures represent. I think of the Edda, of the Mabinogion; in Homer and Virgil—not
to mention our tragedians, our poets, our philosophers... We must extract that immensely
rich heritage and moral maxims.

We also need temples, enclosures for re-connection as 1 call them. An ever living fire in these

areas will suffice. We need places where we can gather and remember our stories: readings
of texts, commentaries, discussion panels and more. Something collective and social;
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religious and cultural centers where our people may have psychological or spiritual
support, or get truthful information about our ancestors, or the incidents of our history.
We need dividing the year with special celebrations related to happy or tragic milestones
of our past: the Christianization and the Islamization of our peoples, for example; with
our own calendars of days of “saints” (our heroes and those most representative). We
need to retrieve the Greek, Roman, Celt, German and other names...

That is, to do what we could not do: having our own history because our history was
usurped by the Christian clergy. We only have had a Christian history. This I take from my
post “The sublime Indo-European heritage™:

Christianized or Islamized peoples have been deprived of our history, deprived of the
natural evolution of our traditions. Our own future has been usurped. We have had an
imposed history, Christian or Muslim. These ideologies have led our literary,
architectural, scientific, philosophical, and musical creations. For centuries the themes
of Biblical or Koranic characters have filled our literature, our architecture (temples
dedicated to foreign gods), our music... In our European Middle Ages, for example,
you won’t find on the windows, walls, cathedrals, or mosques our historical or
legendary characters; our thinkers or the milestones of our history. Those are not,
therefore, places of worship for ancient Europeans, but for Christians or Muslims.

For hundreds of years our cultural genius was forced to speak in alien terms for our
being. Think of the literature, the music or the architecture we would have had if we
had not been dominated by a foreign ideology or culture; if we had remained Persians,
Greeks, Germans, Slavs...

In short, we need to create the Aryan community (ecclesia), which, for the above
circumstances, we never had. The Aryan eclesias need to thrive in our towns and cities.
Our “priests” (for lack of a better word) are not experts in theology but in history,
anthropology and Indo-European linguistics. They must be skilled in the various Indo-
European traditions.

It is obvious that such bonding and religious centers will only be for the Aryans. The rest
of the peoples or races are excluded. This won’t be a universal ideology, but an ethnic one.

I could comment more, but let us leave it here.

Manu

Personal communication translated from Spanish and published on
The West's Darkest Hour on April 9, 2013 with permission of Rodriguez.
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Zeus must replace Yahweh

by Mann Rodrignez

You speak of the West, of the decline of the West, of the end of West. But it is the White
West the only in danger of disappearing. The White West, the Aryan Nations: Europe and
Magna Europa. Our West: our strength, our efforts, our work. Multiculturalism and
immigration are causing the dissolution of our Nations. Our countries are filled with sub-
Saharans, Asians and Africans (the most numerous), and of Chinese... In due time we will
be a minority in our own lands.

Aryan Nation? We are not yet an Aryan Nation. We cannot constitute a “League” of
Aryan Nations. We cannot come to our own defense. We are bound, and unarmed. First
we have to free ourselves. For millennia we have been alienated peoples, alienated nations.
The Jewish-Christian-Muslim and Semitic tradition dominates us completely. They are,
ultimately, Semitic traditions instructing us and conforming us (or rather deforming and
destroying us) since we are born, from the cradle to the grave.

We are not ourselves; we cannot speak out as long as we try to speak from that space: the
Jewish-Christian-Muslim milieu. Within these traditions we are not ourselves, we

disappear.

Christianity was for us a Horse of Troy, a poisoned gift, for us. It was the weapon used by
the Jews to softly introduce their world into our minds and hearts and to assert their cause
(they’re the “chosen” people); to undermine our confidence in ourselves and sow the
doubt and bad conscience about our traditions; to dissolve our cultural identity, divide us,
weaken us, deconstruct us. This was the strategy of Saul, the Apostle of the “gentiles.”
Yes, it had its risks and disadvantages for themselves, but it was a worth try. They
achieved their purposes. Ultimately, the Jewish tradition was imposed on our peoples.

With the New Testament came also the Old Testament, the whole Jewish world, which
ended up devouring us. The “good news,” the “gospel” was the “luminous” lure.
Christianity is a Judaism for the gentiles: a half-Judaism, a decaffeinated Judaism, a
castrated and castrating Judaism; an ideology for slaves, servants, and subordinates.
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The anti-Judaism or criticism of the Jews in the gospels, or Saul, is a smokescreen. This is
what managed to introduce the new Christian order in our European lands: a new and
unique god, the god of the Jews; a new and unique sacred land, Israel, the land of the
Jews; a new and unique sacred history, the Jewish scriptures (Jewish writings and Judeo-
messianic—Christian—writings); a single sacred language (Hebrew); a single chosen
people... And let us not forget that “salvation comes from the Jews” (in the New
Testament). Meanwhile, our people, lands, histories, and identities were desacralized,
desecrated, and banned (our ancestors, temples, sacred places, various traditions and our

books).

The Christianization of our people ended up destroying our ancestral identities, our
genuine signs of identity, our collective ancestral memory. It was a violent process of
acculturation and enculturation. There we died—there our peoples were killed, or
transformed into something else. There our alienation began, our alienated life, our
alienated history.

After the several Christianizations our people ceased to exist. No more Greeks, Romans,
Goths, Gauls, or Slavs: for these peoples no identity was left other that being Christians or
not. The various not yet Christianized peoples of Europe were made to “disappear,” they
were agglutinated and blurred out under the term pagan, which means rural or rustic. The
term referred to Roman peasant cults, but also had connotations for the uneducated, the
not cultivated or civilized. It was (and is) a derogatory term. Like the term goyin, also
derogatory, applied to us by the Jews (or the kafir which would use the Muslims—the
other Jewish offspring, the second spawn).

Incidentally, the holy book of the Jews (and Christians) is a real protocol of action
regarding the Other, the goyim, the peoples, the gentiles: a strategy of domain by the Jews
(and Christians) against the Other. It points out, for example, the technique of slandering
and the undermining of the towns or cities” morale, which destruction or conquest is
intended; it’s about what they envy, lust after or fear: Egypt, Canaan, Jericho, the
Philistines, Sodom, Babylon... Rome! (the whole West today). Furious anathemas they
throw on them. See the picture they make about their populations, their customs (their
decadence and everything else). It is libel and slander of the other people. The Muslims
have in addition to this a supplementary text, the Koran. Both in the Old Testament and
in the Koran literal and allegorical directions are prescribed to conquer, destroy, or simply
how to treat the goyimz or the kafir and the follow-up steps. They are “arts of war,” strategy
manuals for every time and place. Such strategies of control are included in what is
propetly defined as “group evolutionary strategies” (MacDonald).

We, the Aryan peoples, the White West, lack such patently manifest “group evolutionary
strategies” (the Semitic way). We are not, however, lacking of advice and warnings, wise
judgments, illuminated books; wisdom. We also have our myths, legends, and wonderful
stories, the old pre-Christian story which provides us with the weapons and strategies we
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need; our own language, our heroic and epic language. They belong to the time when we
had group consciousness, when this feeling of belonging to a people was still alive (eatly
Romans, Germans, Celts...); the story of threats, for example, that affects the group or
the entire kingdom. Those are stories in allegorical or figurative language, and could be
applied in appropriate circumstances.

The evolutionary strategy of Jews, Christians, and Muslims exists, therefore, in their sacred
books. They do not need other “protocols” or roadmaps. Such sacred texts are naturally
untouchable. The supremacist (megalomaniac) or cruel side implicit and explicit in these
texts is usually explained away (because of their archaic and religious nature, they say).
Moreover, these “holy” books are universally praised for their humanity and high morals.
In certain circles they are considered no longer fashionable, innocuous, harmless.

There can be no greater confusion regarding this issue—no more self-deception. We
cannot blame the enemy for his cunning. If their narratives are accepted (if we play their
game) their supremacy and our submission are accepted as well. It’s that simple. And this
is true for the Jewish, Christian or Muslim narratives. “I give eternal life if you leave
everything you have (or you deny yourself) and follow me.” In this manner they present
their claims. And so they depart, well equipped of bait, fishing and capture to see who
bites, who falls. So they spend their days and survive. We cannot blame the cheater
because we, or our ancestors, have fallen into their traps. In our power lies not to be
tricked. It was us, the naive, the well-intentioned, the unwarned, confident and silly whites
the only responsible for our clumsiness.

It must be said that in this Fall we lost our light and our freedom. That step was a mistake,
a mistake that present and future generations must repair.

We were naive, stupid, indifferent, complicit, coward, venal. Everything happened in that
Fall, that death, that oblivion. It is good to keep memory of this painful Fall. The cheater
is not a thing of the past, he’s still among us.

Since the last century we have had a new batch of Jewish instigators (Adorno, Marcuse...)
and, more recently, Muslim (Said, Rauf, Ramadan—Islam continues, since its inception,
the strategy of the Jews and they even have improved it). Their drive is to criticize,
censure, and undermine the economic, political, social, or cultural foundations of our
contemporary world and at the same time advocate a multiracial and multicultural society
in our lands. (With which right do these aliens propose any social model in our lands?)
They bring both the disease and the remedy; they both diagnose and prescribe as the old
Christians did (with their original sin, which affects all mankind and their restoring
baptism) or the modern psychoanalysts (with their unhealthy complexes, more or less
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innate and universal, and their corresponding “analytic” cure): the machinations and artful
trickery of the enemy. Today as yesterday. These misérables are again among us with
impunity and with their venomous narratives staining, sickening our past and our present;
conditioning, and endangering our future with their insidious socio-cultural proposals,
their malicious social therapies (with renewed hooks).

The brand new testament that these new apostles for our gentility preach (newly reclaimed
after the fall of the Ancient Regime) is a new attack adapted to the times, a new threat; a
new prison, a new shame and a new exile they have prepared for us.

They are building for us a West (a home) that’s vague, diffuse, fuzzy; of open borders,
tolerant, pluralistic; multiracial, multicultural, cosmopolitan. A utopia, they tell us, a
paradise. They are building our ruin, our hell; they’re reducing our vital space; destroying
us slowly, coldly, and systematically. In our own home, these guests.

It is a collective brainwashing what we suffer under these new narratives of “salvation™:
narratives from our governments, media, and educational institutions. They have managed
to capture the attention and sympathy from the population (the “good” ones, the well-
intentioned Left). There are also the miserable converts (the convinced, the deceived, the
confused, the unconscious traitors). Both become part of the ranks of the enemy in war
against their own race, their own people, and their own cultural traditions: damaging,
doing wrong, hurting their own. These rouges know well where to cast the nets. Now as
then.

It is a multiple and highly dangerous attack what we suffer today—demographic and
ideological. Those are the last battles of a cold war that will soon become hot and which
purpose is none other than ending the ancestral, cultural and racial homogeneity of our
states, nations or peoples. Undermine our continent, our ancient and millenarian human
geography. Destroy us racially and culturally, turning us into a minority in this land of
ours, in the land of our ancestors. It is the perfect revenge, the consummate revenge.
Finally dispossessed of our lands and our skies we will have no other skies than the
Semitic; we will lose everything.

We are disadvantaged before this offensive. Feet and hands bound; morally disarmed, with
borrowed, alien, enemy language. The Christian or pseudo-Christian language that is
imposed on us (all men are equal, universal human rights, you must tolerate and suffer,
love the enemy...) invalidates us, paralyzes us, mutes us, stops us. With this language we
shall never defeat our enemies, those who seek our evil. It is a language forged and still
shaped for us by the enemies of our being, the “moral” weapon that they leave us to
disarm us absolutely. It is the art of transforming wolves and bears into kids and lambs,
the poisoned gifts of the enemy.
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We cannot reproach the enemy for his strategy or will to power. He does what he can. I
would only say that our strategy and our will to power, our light and our will of future
must far exceed that of the enemy. Liberate us, recover us, purge us. Get rid of ’em alll
Sweat them like a bad fever! Expel them!, throw them out of us; from our lands, our lives.
Purify us. Deliver us from our evill Heal.

It will not be so much an exit, an exodus, as an expulsion: a purification.

Zeus is the god father of our peoples, Zeus/Dyaus. All Aryan peoples call upon him. Zeus
is the god of our genius. It is a diurnal, bright, solar god. We love the clarity, truth, justice,
wisdom.

We also love drunkenness, divine intoxication: what brings joy. Zeus/Dyaus is our Soma,
our Dionysus, our Balder, our Lugh. We owe him the clarity without shadow, the vigor,
and the enthusiasm.

We are a people in motion, never still, never stopped. Always forward, always in progress,
advancing, going. Behind we have many stories, many rebirths, many auroras. We are a
people that are reborn.

We are also a people with memory, a people that does not forget the past, the former
transformations since the Paleolithic to the present day: a people with a memory
connected to all of our past lives. The people with the longer memory are the people with the longest
Sfuture.

That memory is received as a holy gift. It is the memory of my people, of all the avatars,
of all time. It is the heavens of my people; the spiritual, symbolic heritage of the Aryans.
Only my people have the right and the privilege to receive this legacy. No other has the
right to our history, our memory, or our heaven.

Europa Aryana. The mother earth of the European Aryans, the metropolis; our sacred land.
The land of our ancestors and the spirit, the genius of our ancestors. This we must protect
and bequeath for the future.

The present and future generations of Aryans have a serious responsibility. This is the
harshest hand we have been dealt, the most needed for the minds of us all. In this trance
either everyone is saved or none. We must reconstitute the Tree in its fullness. We cannot
let down any of our peoples in the hands of the Semites (Jews, Christians or Muslims). All
of us have to leave this night, this death, this abyss where we have been detained for
hundreds of years.
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My friend: in combat light and freedom meet. I wish you clarity, vigor, and enthusiasm.
May the god who unleashes and liberates be with us all.

Translated from Spanish; originally published in Ia Respuesta de
Europa as “El dios que desata y libera” (11 October 2012).
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The Christian problem IV

What a certificate of mental poverty it was for Christianity that it
destroyed the libraries of the ancient world! Graeco-Roman thought
was made to seem like the teachings of the Devil.

—Hitler
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The Roman legacy

by Mann Rodrignez

Rome not only opened Europe’s doors to our Greek brothers, but also to the Syrians, and
the Phoenicians, and the Jews, and the Persians, and to the Egyptians...

It was a flood, a deluge of Eastern cults. Finally, nothing could be saved because we were
not anchored onto anything solid. Uprooted, we went astray after a process of self-
destruction that had even corroded our very roots, our very fundamentals (courtesy of our
Cynic and Skeptic philosophers and Stoics). We navigated adrift, without a North; a wind
without North. We laid at the mercy of anyone, of any clever devil. And that’s what
happened to us: a clever devil caught us, and we were held captive in his cave for more
than a thousand and five hundred years.

In no way did we need any morality or Eastern cult. The European natives (indigenae, born
of the interior) had their own gods (indigetes, divinities of the interior), i.e., their own laws,
norms, morals. We were doing well: they were the treasures of the families, the ancestral
legacy. While these values were maintained nothing bad could happen to us.

It was the contempt for such symbolic significances what marked the beginning of our
decline and ruin: the neglect of our being. We should have been stronger. Instead, notice
our superficiality in detaching ourselves from the highest value; our folly, our decline, our
stupidity, our decadence, our weakness. We disappointed our parents who are in heaven.
We were perfidious, unfaithful, disloyal, infidels; unfair.

Anyone who abandons his people, his mother country, is an outcast, a bastard. Those who
abandon their Fathers and their legacy, these are the true stateless. They have no country,
no parents; they’re only infidels. But that was precisely our behavior. That’s what they did,
by force or degree, all of our ancestors: the Romans, Greeks, Germans, Celts, Slavs... All
of them disowned the Fathers during the fateful Christianization of Europe. I speak for
our ancestors. Upon us falls such guilt, such error, such treachery.

We, the present generations of Europeans, have to repair such perfidy, such disloyalty. We
must reclaim the thread with our ancestors, the legacy; give it life again.
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Here’s what we missed, what we throw overboard, what was lost of our sight. I speak of
the genius of Rome, from her being and her becoming, of a living branch of the Indo-
European tree that has not perished. Of her success and failure we must all learn. They
succeeded in both keeping their identity, which made them strong, and their ethical
significances, moral and civic, so familiar.

The symbolic significances I mention below are taken from the Atlas of World History by
Hermann Kinder and Werner Hilgemann, page 88. They are slogans that provide strength
and firmness, and moral courage. They were the weapons that we could have used then,
and failed to do; but we can use them now. There is still time. It is time to recover what
makes us strong and asserts us. Let’s see if those significances remain valid. The following
is a summary.

The preservation (disciplina potestas) of the domestic or household order is made by the
father, by the authority (sapientia), the maturity of judgment (comsilium) and integrity
(probitas). The circumspection (diligentia), the rigor (severitas), and self-control (continentia,
and temperantia) define the solemn character (gravitas) of their actions, acquired by the
industriousness (industria) and tenacity (constantia). As for the training of citizens this is
what it says: Valor (virtus), independence of judgment and action (/bertas), glory, devotion
(pietas), fidelity or reliability (fides) and propriety in public life (dignitas) constitute the ideal
virtues of a Roman citizen; something that he must put in the service of the community
(res publica) in order to contribute to a greater power and greatness of his people (waiestas
populi romani). The common good is the highest law (salus populi suprema lex).

I also recommend the reading of the treatise De officiis (On Duties) of Cicero. Each of these
Latin terms has a wider semantic field that expresses the translation (that I copied from
the original). The auctoritas had a sense of moral standing, as when we say “so and so is an
authority in a particular science or branch of knowledge.” The sapientia is both the
wisdom, knowledge as intelligence, sanity. Piezas is the devotion we owe to the manes or
Parents, the elder (mos maiorum) and to the res publica, the mother country. Sacrae patria
deserere and  deserere patriam were Roman expressions that designated desertion of the
Fathers and the adoption of a foreign religion. Gloria is precisely fame, good reputation, be
renown; reaching general and public honors after a cursus honorum full of merit, in the
service of my people, for the greater glory of my people.

These values can be reclaimed today with dignity and without any demerit.
I remind my fellow citizens this past story because presently Europe (and the Magna
Europa) runs a similar risk to that loss in the ancient world. This time it will be much

worse because it is foreign people and foreign to our being what will dominate us. That
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was a purely ideological domination; this will also be a demographic domination. We will
be clearly disadvantaged on earth and in heaven.

S * *

The decline was soon shown in Greece (since the Alexandrian period) and Rome (since
the Carthaginian wars): corruption, despotism, injustice, immorality, treachery—in all areas
of life. Polybius and Cicero warned in Rome, as did Columella and Sallust, Tacitus, Persius
and Juvenal. Everyone noticed it and pleaded: “Go back to the sources, Roman: return to
the Fathers, purify and recover the aura, the prestige (auctoritas), the majesty.” All in vain.
The echo of that failure still resonates today.

No, it was not the alien cults, nor the Jews or the Christians. It was us, our indifference
and our nihilism, the cause of our destruction. There laid our weakness. We were not up
to par. We failed to respond adequately to the Christian apologists, for example. There
was no Demosthenes, no Cicero in the first Christian centuries. We watched them destroy
our foundations. The philosophical schools provided arguments to the Christian
propagandists (criticism of our gods, traditions and customs, our values). We weakened
the security and confidence in ourselves, in our science, knowledge and powers. The
future lords of Europe had little to add.

Doesn’t this story sound familiar to you, European? Behold our times. Haven’t we for
more than two centuries been destroying ourselves? Which result we get from our current
nihilism, our skepticism, our relativism, our political, moral and cultural indifference; our

profound boredom? We repeat that history. We make the same mistakes. Again, we will be
defeated.

Editor’s note

Translated from Spanish; originally published in Iz Respuesta de Enropa as “El legado romano” (29
December 2011).

“We failed to respond adequately to the Christian apologists, for example. There was no
Demosthenes, no Cicero in the first Christian centuries,” writes my friend Manu. Actually, the
imperial Church’s hate speech laws of the time managed to silence its critics to the point that only
learned men, like Manu himself, have heard the names Celsus and Porphyry. Joseph Hoffmann
said about the latter:
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Throughout its first three centuries, the growing Christian religion was subjected not only
to official persecution but to the attacks of pagan intellectuals, who looked upon the new
sect as a band of fanatics bent on worldwide domination, even as they professed to
despise the things of this world.

Prominent among these pagan critics was Porphyry of Tyre (ca. 232—ca. 305 C.E.),
scholar, philosopher, and student of religions. His book _Against the Christians (Kata
Christianon), condemned to be burned by the imperial Church in 448, survives only in
fragments preserved by the cleric and teacher Macarius Magnes.

The next article reproduces excerpts from the remains of Against the Galileans by Julian the
Apostate, Roman Emperor from 361 to 363 C.E. Remains I say, because the Church did not even

respect the writings of one of their emperors if he happened to dismiss Christianity.

Julian only reigned twenty months. In 364 his friend Libanius stated that Julian had been
assassinated by a Christian.
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Julian on Christianity

Now I will only point out that Moses himself and the prophets who came after him and
Jesus the Nazarene, yes and Paul also, who surpassed all the magicians and charlatans of
every place and every time, assert that [Yahweh] is the god of Israel alone and of Judaea,
and that the Jews are his chosen people.

Though in Paul’s case this is strange. For according to circumstances he keeps changing
his views about god, as the polypus changes its colours to match the rocks, and now he
insists that the Jews alone are god’s portion, and then again, when he is trying to persuade
the Hellenes to take sides with him, he says: “Do not think that he is the god of Jews only,
but also of Gentiles: yea of Gentiles also.”
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Now of the dissimilarity of language Moses has given a wholly fabulous explanation. For
he said that the sons of men came together intending to build a city, and a great tower
therein, but that god said that he must go down and confound their languages.

And then you demand that we should believe this account, while you yourselves disbelieve
Homer’s narrative of the Aloadae, namely that they planned to set three mountains one on
another, “that so the heavens might be scaled.” For my part I say that this tale is almost as
fabulous as the other. But if you accept the former, why in the name of the Gods do you
discredit Homer’s fable?

For I suppose that to men so ignorant as you I must say nothing about the fact that, even
if all men throughout the inhabited world ever employ one speech and one language, they
will not be able to build a tower that will reach to the heavens, even though they should
turn the whole earth into bricks. For such a tower will need countless bricks each one as
large as the whole earth, if they are to succeed in reaching to the orbit of the moon.

S * *

Why do we vainly trouble ourselves about and worship one [the god of the Jews] who
takes no thought for us? For is it fitting that he who cared nothing for our lives, our
characters, our manners, our good government, our political constitution, should still
claim to receive honour at our hands?

Certainly not. You see to what an absurdity your doctrine comes. For of all the blessings
that we behold in the life of man, those that relate to the soul come first, and those that
relate to the body are secondary. If, therefore, he paid no heed to our spiritual blessings,
neither took thought for our physical conditions, and moreover, did not send to us
teachers or lawgivers as he did for the Hebrews, such as Moses and the prophets who
followed him, for what shall we properly feel gratitude to him?

S * *

For you would be worshipping one god instead of many, not a man, or rather many
wretched men [the Hebrew people in the Bible]. And though you would be following a
law that is harsh and stern and contains much that is savage and barbarous, instead of our
mild and humane laws, and would in other respects be inferior to us, yet you would be
more holy and purer than now in your forms of worship.

But now it has come to pass that like leeches you have sucked the worst blood from that
[Jewish] source and left the purer. Yet Jesus, who won over the least worthy of you, has
been known by name for but little more than three hundred years: and during his lifetime
he accomplished nothing worth hearing of, unless anyone thinks that to heal crooked and
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blind men and to exorcise those who were possessed by evil demons in the villages of
Bethsaida and Bethany can be classed as a mighty achievement.

As for purity of life you do not know whether he so much as mentioned it; but you
emulate the rages and the bitterness of the Jews, overturning temples and altars, and you
slaughtered not only those of us who remained true to the teachings of their fathers, but
also men who were as much astray as yourselves, “heretics,” because they did not wail
over the corpse [the dead Jesus] in the same fashion as yourselves.

But these are rather your own doings; for nowhere did either Jesus or Paul hand down to
you such commands. The reason for this is that they never even hoped that you would
one day attain to such power as you have.

Why were you so ungrateful to our Gods as to desert them for the Jews?

S * *

But if this that I assert is the truth, point out to me among the Hebrews a single general
like Alexander or Caesar! You have no such man. Further, as regards the constitution of
the state and the fashion of the law-courts, the administration of cities and the excellence
of the laws, progress in learning and the cultivation of the liberal arts, were not all these
things in a miserable and barbarous state among the Hebrews? What kind of healing art
has ever appeared among the Hebrews, like that of Hippocrates among the Hellenes, and
of certain other schools that came after him?

Consider therefore whether we are not superior to you in every single one of these things,
I mean in the arts and in wisdom and intelligence; and this is true, whether you consider
the useful arts or the imitative arts whose end is beauty, such as the statuary’s art, painting,
or household management, and the art of healing derived from Asclepius.

S * *

And let us begin with the teaching of Moses, who himself also, as they claim, foretold the
birth of Jesus that was to be. For the words “A prophet shall the lord your god raise up
unto you of your brethren, like unto me; to him shall ye hearken,” were certainly not said
of the son of Mary. And the words “The sceptre shall not depart from Judah, nor a leader
from his loins,” were most certainly not said of the son of Mary, but of the royal house of
David, which, you observe, came to an end with King Zedekiah. And certainly the
Scripture can be interpreted in two ways when it says “until there comes what is reserved
for him,” but you have wrongly interpreted it “until he comes for whom it is reserved.”

It is very clear that not one of these sayings relates to Jesus; for he is not even from Judah.
How could he be when according to you he was not born of Joseph but of the holy spirit?
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For though in your genealogies you trace Joseph back to Judah, you could not invent even
this plausibly. For Matthew and Luke are refuted by the fact that they disagree concerning
his genealogy.

You are so misguided that you have not even remained faithful to the teachings that were
handed down to you by the apostles. And these also have been altered, so as to be worse
and more impious, by those who came after. At any rate neither Paul nor Matthew nor
Luke nor Mark ventured to call Jesus god. But the worthy John, since he perceived that a
great number of people in many of the towns of Greece and Italy had already been
infected by this disease, John, I say, was the first to venture to call Jesus god.

However this evil doctrine did originate with John; but who could detest as they deserve
all those doctrines that you have invented as a sequel, while you keep adding many corpses
newly dead [the martyrs] to the corpse of long ago?

Editor’s note

The next article reproduces translated excerpts of the general introduction of Karlheinz
Deschner’s Kriminalgeschichte des Christentums (Criminal History of Christianity). Deschner died when
I was editing this book. His ten-volume Kriminalgeschichte des Christentums has yet to be translated to
English.

Hadn’t Britain declared war to Germany in the last century we would have now thorough German
studies on the criminal history of Christianity azd Judaism not from the pen of liberals like
Deschner, but from National Socialists. Still, the point of including excerpts of the introduction is
that most white nationalist Christians ignore the history of the Church.
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Introduction to Deschner’s maximum opus

To begin, I will say what the reader should not expect. As in all of my criticisms of
Christianity, here there will be missing many of the things that also belong to history, but
not to the criminal history of Christianity that the title indicates. That which, also belongs
to history, may be found in millions of works that fill up the libraries, archives, book
stores, academies and the lofts of the parish houses. He who wants to read those materials
can do so long as he has life, patience and faith.

This religion has thousands, hundreds of thousands of apologists and defenders; it has
books in which many boast of “the luminous march of the Church through the ages”

(Andersen), and that the Church is “one” and “the living body of Christ” and “holy”
because “its essence is holiness; sanctification, its end” (the Benedictine von Rudioff).

It is understood, on all this, that the unfortunate side details (religious wars, persecutions,
tighting, famine) happened in the designs of God; often inscrutable, always just, full of
wisdom and salvific power.

Given the overwhelming predominance of the silly, misleading and deceitful glorifyings,
was it not necessary to show, to be able to read, sometime, the opposite view insofar as it
is much better proven? At any event, those who always want to see the bright side are
shielded from the ugly side, which is often the truest.

The distinction between the Church and Christianity is relatively recent.

As is known, there is a glaring contradiction between the Christians’ lives and the beliefs
they profess: a contradiction which has always been tried to be downplayed by pointing to
the eternal opposition between the ideal and the real. Nobody dares to condemn
Christianity because it has not fulfilled all its ideals, or has fulfilled half of them, or not at
all. But such an interpretation “equals to carry too far the notion of the human and even
the all too human, so that when century after century and millennium after millennium
someone does the opposite of what he preaches then he becomes, per share and effect of
all his history, epitome and absolute culmination of world-wide and historical criminality”
as I said during a conference in 1969 which earned me a visit to the courthouse.
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Because that is really the question. Not that they have failed the ideals in part or by
degrees, no: it is that those ideals have been literally trampled, without which the
perpetrators lay down, for a moment, their claims of self-proclaimed champions of such
ideals, nor stop their self-declaration of being the highest moral authorities in the world.

S * *

Western Christianity, in any case, “was essentially created by the Catholic Church”; “the
Church, organized from the papal hierocracy down to the smallest detail, was the main
institution of the medieval order” (Toynbee).

Part of our question are the wars started or commanded by the Church, the extermination
of entire nations: the Vandals, the Goths, and the relentless slaughter of East Slav
peoples—all of them, according to the chronicles of the Carolingian and the Ottos,
criminals and confused peoples in the darkness of idolatry that was necessary to convert
by any means not excepting betrayal, deceit and fury.

Of the fourteen legislated capital crimes by Charlemagne after subduing the Saxons by
blood and fire, ten offenses relate exclusively to the religious camp. Under the old Polish
criminal law, those guilty of eating meat during the Easter fast were punished by pulling
their teeth out.

We will also discuss ecclesiastical punishments for violations of civil rights. The
ecclesiastical courts were increasingly hated. There are issues that we will discuss
extensively: sacrificial practices (the stolen goods from the Church to be repaid fourfold,
and according to Germanic law up to twenty times); ecclesiastical and monastic prisons,
especially of the ergastulum type (the coffins were also called ergastula), where they were
thrown both “sinners” as the rebels and madmen, and usually installed in basements
without windows or doors, but well equipped with shackles of all kinds, racks, handcuffs
and chains. We will document the exile punishment and the application of it to the whole
family in case of murder of a cardinal; which extended to the male descendants up to the
third generation. Also very fashionable were torture and corporal punishment, especially
in the Hast where it became furiously popular to mutilate limbs, pull out eyes and cut off
noses and ears.

It is quite plausible that not all authorities indulged themselves in such excesses, and
certainly not everyone would be as insane as the Abbot Transamund, who tore off the
eyes of the monks of the Tremiti Convent, or cut their tongues (and, despite this, enjoyed
the protection of Pope Gregory VII, who also enjoyed great notoriety).

Without doubt, the churches, particularly the Roman Church, have created significant
cultural values, especially buildings, which wusually obeyed no altruistic reasons
(representing power), and also in the domain of painting, responding to ideological
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reasons (the eternal illustrations of biblical scenes and legends of saints). But aside from
such opted love of culture that contrasts sharply with paleo-Christianity—that with
eschatological indifference contemplated the “things of this world,” as they believed in the
imminent end of all (a fundamental error in which Jesus himself fell)—, it should be noted
that most of the cultural contributions of the Church were made possible by ruthlessly
exploiting of the masses, enslaved and impoverished century after century. And against
this promotion of culture we find further cultural repression, cultural intoxication and
destruction of cultural property.

The magnificent temples of worship of antiquity were destroyed almost everywhere:
irreplaceable value buildings burned or demolished, especially in Rome itself, where the
ruins of the temples served as quarries. In the tenth century they still engaged in breaking
down statues, architraves, burning paintings, and the most beautiful sarcophagi served as
bathtubs or feeders for pigs.

But the most tremendous destruction, barely imaginable, was caused in the field of
education. Gregory 1, the Great, the only doctor Pope of the Church in addition to Leo I,
according to tradition burned a large library that existed on the Palatine.

The flourishing book trade of antiquity disappeared; the activity of the monasteries was
purely receptive. Three hundred years after the death of Alcuin and Rabanus Maurus, the
disciples were still studying with manuals written by them. Even St. Thomas Aquinas, the
Church’s official philosopher, writes that “the desire for knowledge is a sin when it does
not serve the knowledge of God.”

In universities, the Aristotelian hypertrophy aborted any possibility of independent
research. To the dictation of theology were subject philosophy and literature. History, as a
science, was completely unknown. The experimentation and inductive research was
condemned; experimental sciences were drowned by the Bible and dogma; scientists
thrown into the dungeons, or sent to the stake. In 1163, Pope Alexander III (remember in
passing that at that time there were four anti-popes) forbade all clerics studying physics. In
1380 a decision of the French parliament forbade the study of chemistry, referring to a
decree of Pope John XXII.

And while in the Arab wotld (obedient to Muhammad’s slogan: “The ink of scholars is
more sacred than the blood of martyrs”) the sciences flourished, especially medicine, in
the Catholic world the bases of scientific knowledge remained unchanged for more than a
millennium, well into the sixteenth century.

The sick were supposed to seek comfort in prayer instead of medical attention. The
Church forbade the dissection of corpses, and sometimes even rejected the use of natural
medicines for considering it unlawful intervention with the divine. In the Middle Ages not
even the abbeys had doctors, not even the largest. In 1564 the Inquisition condemned to
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death the physician Andreas Vesalius, the founder of modern anatomy, for opening a
corpse and for saying that man is not short of a rib that was created for Eve.

Consistent with the guidance of teaching, we find another institution, ecclesiastical
censure, very often (at least since the time of St. Paul in Ephesus) dedicated to the burning
of the books of pagans, Jews or Saracens, and the destruction (or prohibition) of rival
Christian literature, from the books of the Arians and Nestorians until those of Luther.
But let us not forget that Protestants sometimes also introduced censorship, even for
funeral sermons and also for non-theological works, provided they touched on
ecclesiastical matters or religious customs.

This is a selection of the main issues that I refer to in my history of the crimes. And yet, it
is only a tiny segment of the overall history.

History!

Like any other historian, I only contemplate a history of the countless possible histories, a
particular one, worse or better defined, and even this biased aspect cannot be considered
the whole “complex of action” an absurd idea, given the volume of existing data;
theoretically conceivable, but practically impossible and not even desirable.

No. The author who intends to write a criminal history of Christianity is constrained to
mention only the negative side of that religion... which weight has exceeded ultimately
that of the perceived or real positives. Those who prefer to read about the other aspects
ought to read other books: The Joyful Faith, The Gospel as Inspiration, Is it True that Catholics are
No Better Than the Others?, Why 1 Love My Church?, The Mystical Body of Christ, Beanties of the
Catholic Church, Under the Cloak of the Catholic Church, God Exists (I Have Known Him), The
Way of Joy toward God, The Good Death of a Catholic, With the Rosary to Heaven, SOS from the
Purgatory, The Herozsm of Christian Marriage.

The pro-Christian literature! More numerous than the sands of the sea: against 10,000
titles just one of the style of this Criminal History of Christianity, not to mention the millions
of issues if we add the countless religious periodicals.

It turns out that there truly are among the Christians men of good will, as in all religions
and in every game, which should not be taken as data in favor of those religions and
parties, because if that were allowed how many crooks would testify against such belief!

And good Christians are the most dangerous, because they tend to get confused with
Christianity, or to borrow the words of Lichtenberg, “unquestionably there are many
righteous Christians, only that it is no less true that iz corpore their works as such have
never have helped much.”
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What is the basis of my work?

As with most historical studies, it is based on sources, “tradition,” contemporary
historiography; especially texts. But when I expose my subjectivity bluntly, my “point of
view” and my “positioning,” I think I show my respect to the reader better than
mendacious scribes who want to link their belief in miracles and prophecies; in
transubstantiations and resurrections from the dead; in heavens, hells and other wonders
with the pretense of objectivity, accuracy and scientific rigor.

Could it not be that, with my confessed bias, I am less biased than them? Could it be that
my experience, my training, did not authorize me to form a more independent opinion
about Christianity? At the end of the day I left Christianity, despite having been formed in
a deeply religious household, as soon as it ceased to seem real.

Let’s face it: we are all “partial,” and he who pretends denying it is lying. It is not our bias
what matters, but confessing it, without pretense of impossible “objectivities.”

We are all biased. This is particularly true in the case of historians who are more bent on
denying it, because they are the ones who lie the most—and then they throw to one
another the dogs of Christianity. How ridiculous, when we read that Catholics accused the
Protestants of “bias”; or the Protestants the Catholics, when thousands of theologians of
various confessions throw over each other so common reproach. For example, when the
Jesuit Bacht wants to see in the Protestant Friedrich Loofs “an excess of zeal against
monastic status as such,” for which “his views are too one-sided.” And how would not the
Jesuit Bacht opine with partiality when he refers to a reformed; he, who belongs to an
order whose members are required to believe that white is black and black white, if
mandated by the Church?

Like Bacht, unquestioning obedience is imposed upon all Catholic theologians in the habit
through baptism, dogma, the chair, the ecclesiastical license to print and many other
obligations and restrictions. And so they live year after year, enjoying a steady income in
exchange for advocating a particular view, a particular doctrine, a particular interpretation
of history, strongly impregnated with theology... not so much to deceive themselves but
to continue cultivating the deception of others. For example, accusing of bias the
opponents of their confession and pretending to believe that, notwithstanding, Catholics
are safe from such defect; as if it didn’t exist, for two thousand years, another bias sneakier
than the Catholic.

Historiography... is no more than the projection into the past of the interests of the
present. The conservative historian who compared his job to that of the priest (for
heaven’s sakel) and issued for himself reports of maximum impartiality and objectivity,
claimed that he “erased his subjectivity”!
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This unshakable faith for objectivism, called “ocularism” by Count Paul York Wartenburg
and lampooned as a proposal for a “eunuch objectivity” by Droysen (“only the
unconscious can be objective”), is illusory. Because there is no objective truth in
historiography, nor history as it happened. “There can only be interpretations of history,
and none is definitive” (Popper).

All historiography is written against the background of our personal vision of the world. It
is true that many scholars lack such a worldview and thus are often considered, if not
markedly progressive, at least notably impartial, honest and truthful. Those are the
champions of “pure science,” the representatives of an alleged stance of neutrality or
indifference as to value statements. They reject any reference to a particular point of view,
any subjectivity, as if they were unscientific sins or blasphemies against the postulate of
true objectivity they advocate; against that size ira et studio which they have as sacrosanct

and that, as Heinrich von Treitschke ironizes, “nobody respects, let alone the speaker
himself.”

The fiction of the concealment of the ideological premises of the historical presentation
can serve to conceal many things: an ethical relativism and a cowardly escapism fleeing
categorical decisions on principles—which still is a decision: irresponsibility on behalf of
scientific responsibility! For a science that does not make assessments, with that, whether
they like it or not, is an ally of the status quo; it supports the dominating and hurts the
dominated. Its objectivity is only apparent, and in practice it means nothing but love to
one’s own tranquility, security and attachment to a career.

But our life does not run value-free, but full of them; and scientists, insofar as they start
from life, if they claim they are value-free incur in hypocrisy. I have had in my hands
works of historians who were dedicated to the wife, who had died in the bombings, or
maybe dedicated to two or three fallen sons on the fronts; and yet, sometimes, these
people want to keep their writing as “pure science,” as if nothing had happened.

That’s their problem. I think otherwise. Even if it existed, and I say it does not, a totally
apolitical historical research, oblivious to all kinds of judgments, such an investigation
would serve no purpose but to undermine ethics and make way for inhumanity. Moreover,
it would not be true “research” because it would not be dedicated to reveal the
relationships between things; as much as it would be mere preparatory work, mere
accumulation of materials, as noted by Friedrich Meinecke.

Now, to what extent does the reality of history coincides with my statement? I prefer life
on principle to science, especially when it starts to become apparent as a threat to life in
the broadest sense. This is often objected that “science” is not to blame, but only some of
the scientists (the problem is that there are many, at worst almost all)—quite a similar
argument that says that we should not take Christianity to task for the sins of
Christendom.
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All this does not mean that I am a supporter of pure subjectivism, which does not exist. A
limited capacity of conviction would my thesis of the criminal character of Christianity
have if, to prove it, I confined myself to only some examples. But, being a multi-volume
work, no one will say that these are isolated or inconclusive examples.

«Etwas Vergleichbares in dieser Materialfiille und Exaktheit
gibt es leider fiir keine andere Religion der Welt.» Karl Corina
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Because I write “out of hostility,” the story of those I describe has made me their enemy.
And 1 would not consider myself refuted by having omitted what was also true, but only when someone
proves that something I have written is false.

There are even those who believe that it is very wrong to criticize, especially when they are
criticized, although the latter they would never confess. Quite the contrary, they always
claim they have nothing against criticism: that all critiques are welcome but, yes, provided
they are positive critiques, constructive; not negative or deleterious. With swollen anger
they set those high standards, precisely against the “mania of judging” (Aitmeyer), and
display their scandal with “scientific” trims when an author dares to “value”; when “the
historian, given his inability as moralist, assumes the role of prosecutor.”

Is it not grotesque that the sworn representatives of an ancient mystery cult, those who
believe in trinities, angels, demons, hell, virgin births, celestial assumptions of a real body,
conversion of water into wine and wine into blood, want to impress us with their
“science”? And could it not be the height of grotesqueness that such people continue to
receive the honors of the scientific world itself?

We are invited to take care on behalf of the “zeitgeist” so that we understand and forgive.
But precisely Goethe satirized it in his Faust: What you call spirit of the times, is ultimately the
spirit of the masters.

If we are not worth the testimony of the poet for being notoriously anti-Christian and not
less anticlerical, let us go to St. Augustine: “Times are hard, miserable times, people say.
Let us live well, and times are good. Because we ourselves are the times that run; so that how we are,
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so will our time be.” In his other sermons, Augustine reiterated this idea that there is no
reason to accuse the times or the “zeitgeist,” but the very humans that (as the historians of
today) blame everything on the times, those miserable, difficult and murky times. Because
“time does not offend anyone. The offended are men, and other men are the ones who
inflict the offenses. Oh pain! It offends men who are robbed, oppressed, and by whom?
Not lions, snakes or scorpions, but men. And so men live the offenses on pain, but will
not themselves do the same, if they can, and as much as they have censored it?” Augustine

knew what he meant, as he himself fits perfectly in the last sentence of the quotation (see
Chapter 10).

As this, ultimately, cannot be denied by the apologists, they object that sometimes (i.e.,
every time it was necessary, whatever the historical period under consideration) the agents
“were not true Christians.”

But look, when there were true Christians? Were they the bloodthirsty Merovingians, the
Franks so fond of plundering expeditions, the despotic women of the Lateran period?
Was Christian the great offensive of the Crusades? Was it the burning of witches and
heretics? The Thirty Years War? The First World War, the Second or the war of Vietnam?
If all those were not Christians, then who was it?

In any case, the spirit of the times was not ever the same at each particular time. While
Christians were spreading their gospels, their beliefs and dogmas; while they were
transmitting their infection to always larger territories, there were not a few men, such as
the first great debunkers of Christianity in the second century, Celsus; and Porphyry in the
third, who knew how to raise a comprehensive and overwhelming criticism, which we still
feel justified.

As Christianity was guilty of appalling outrages, Buddhism, which never had a Western-
style organized church in India or central authority dedicated to homogenize the true faith,
gave signs of a much higher tolerance. Non-priest believers contracted no exclusive
commitment, nor were forced to recant other religions, or converting anyone by force.
Their peaceful virtues can be seen, for example, in the history of Tibet, whose inhabitants,
a warrior nation among the most feared of Asia, became one of the most peaceful under
the influence of Buddhism.

In every century there was a moral conscience, even among Christians, and not less than
among “heretics.” Why should we not apply to Christianity its own scale of biblical
standards, or even occasionally patristic standards? Do not they themselves say that “by
their fruits ye shall know them”?

For me, history (and what I said is but a drop in an ocean of injustices) cannot be
cultivated sine 7ra et studio. 1t would be contrary to my sense of fairness, my compassion for
men. He who has not as enemy many enemies, is the enemy of humanity. And is not
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anyone who pretends to contemplate history without anger or affection similar to the one
who is present to a large fire and sees how victims suffocate and does nothing to save
them, limiting himself to take note of everything? The historian who clings to the criteria
of “pure” science is necessarily insincere. He wants either to deceive others or deceive
himself. I would add: he is a criminal, because there can be no worse crime than
indifference.

And if the sentence of St. John Chrysostom retains its validity today, “he who praises the
sin is guiltier than he who commits it,” would then praising the crimes of history and
glorifying the criminals be even worse than these crimes? Would not human affairs be
better, and also the affairs of history, if historians (and schools) illuminated and educated
based on ethical criteria, condemning the crimes of the sovereigns rather than the
praising? But most historians prefer to spread the feces of the past as if they had to serve
as fertilizer for the future havens.

An example of it, to cite only one, is the daily glorification of Charlemagne (or Chatles the
Great). The worst looting expeditions and genocides of history come to be called
expansions, consolidation, extension of the catchment areas, changes in the correlation of
forces, restructuring, incorporation domains, Christianization, pacification of neighboring
tribes.

When Charlemagne oppresses, exploits, as liquidates what is around, that is “centralism,”
“pacification of a great empire.” When there are others who rob and kill, those are “raids
and invasions of enemies across the borders” (Saracens, Normans, Slavs, Avars) according
to Kampf. When Charlemagne, with bags full of holy relics, sets fire and kills on a large
scale, thus becoming the nobly smith of the great Frank empire, the Catholic Fleckenstein
speaks of “political integration.” Some specialists use even safer, more peaceful and
hypocritical expressions as Camill Wampach, professor of our University of Bonn: “The
country invited immigration, and the neighboring region of Franconia gave inhabitants to
newly liberated lands.”

The law of the jungle, in a word: the one which has been dominating the history of
mankind to date, always where a State intended it (or another refused to submit), and not
only in the Christian world, naturally.

Because, of course, we will not say here that Christianity is the sole culprit of all these
miseries. Perhaps someday, once Christianity disappears, the world remains equally
miserable. We do not know that. What we do know is that, with it, everything will
necessarily remain the same. That’s why I have tried to highlight its culpability in all cases I
have found it essential, trying to cover as many cases as possible but, yes, without
exaggeration; without taking things out of proportion, as those could judge who either do
not have idea about the history of Christianity, or have lived completely deceived about it.
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The original text of the introduction was published in 1986.
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From the editor’s desk

Colhaze’s missing article

After seeing the PDF of the first version of The Fair Race’s Darkest Hour, Michael Colhaze,
a featured writer of The Occidental Observer, retracted his previous permission to include his
piece “Lords of the Ring” in the present compilation. Colhaze, whose native language is

German, explained that he is a dedicated Christian and that he has written criticizing
Hitler.

While I complied and removed Colhaze’s piece from the present edition, on the positive
side of this small affair Colhaze’s change of mind has moved me to add this page on white
nationalist Christians.

Kevin MacDonald’s first book of his trilogy opened the door to my understanding of the
“Old Testament,” the sacred book of the Jews. The Old Testament message promises a
racial ethno-state for a Semitic tribe: a message by Hebrew writers for the Hebrew people.
On the other hand, in the New Testament the Jew Saul (“Paul”) teaches universalism for
gentiles. Even though some neochristian exegetes like Albert Schweitzer distinguish
between the historical Jesus and the Christ of dogma, it is not possible to ascertain
whether a historical Jesus even existed. Nonetheless, the gospel, even if wholly fictional,
presents us Jesus as a Jewish liberal who promises us post-mortem survival. This seems to
be the biblical message of both Testaments in a nutshell: “An ethno-state for me but not
for thee; your reign is not of this world...”

Pierce said that if our race survives this century it will only be because we have gotten the
monkey of Christianity off our backs. In my own words I would say: Pace white nationalist
Christians, the prize to save the white race from extinction is apostasy from our parents’
religion.
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Part IV

The Aryan problem: Economics over race
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Gold over blood

Basically, the American system simply assumes that people will be self-
interested pigs, but through the magical device of checks and balances, no
single self-interested pig will gain too much power. While I’'m in favor of
checks and balances, I think we’ve seen what a culture of self-interested
pigs leads to...

—Trainspotter
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Heroic Materialism

by Kenneth Clark

Imagine an immensely speeded up movie of Manhattan Island during the last hundred
years. It would look less like a work of man than like some tremendous natural upheaval.
It’s godless, it’s brutal, it’s violent—but one can’t laugh it off, because in the energy,
strength of will and mental grasp that have gone to make New York, materialism has
transcended itself. It took almost the same time to reach its present conditions as it did to
complete the Gothic cathedrals. At which point a very obvious reflection crosses one’s
mind: that the cathedrals were built to the glory of God, New York was built to the glory
of mammon—money, gain, the new god of the nineteenth century. So many of the same
human ingredients have gone into its construction that at a distance it does look rather like
a celestial city. At a distance. Come closer and it’s not so good. Lots of squalor, and, in the
luxury, something parasitical.

One sees why heroic materialism is still linked with an uneasy conscience. The first large
iron foundries like the Carron Works or Coalbrookdale, date from about 1780. The only
people who saw through industrialism in those early days were the poets. Blake, as
everybody knows, thought that mills were the work of Satan. ‘Oh Satan, my youngest
born... thy work is Eternal death with Mills and Ovens and Cauldrons.’

The [slave] trade was prohibited in 1807, and as Wilberforce lay dying in 1835, slavery
itself was abolished. One must regard this as a step forward for the human race, and be
proud, I think, that it happened in England. But not too proud. The Victorians were very
smug about it, and chose to avert their eyes from something almost equally horrible that
was happening to their own countrymen.

In its early stages the Industrial Revolution was also a part of the Romantic movement.
And here I may digress to say that painters had for long used iron foundries to heighten
the imaginative impact of their work with what we call a romantic effect; and that they had
introduced them into pictures as symbolising the mouth of hell. However, the influence of
the Industrial Revolution on Romantic painters is a side issue, almost an impertinence,
when compared to its influence on human life. I needn’t remind you of how cruelly it
degraded and exploited a mass of people for sixty or seventy years.
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What was destructive was size. After about 1790 to 1800 there appeared the large
foundries and mills which dehumanised life. Long before Carlyle and Karl Marx,
Wordsworth had described the arrival of a night shift ‘that turns the multitude of dizzy
wheels, Men, maidens, youths, Mothers and little children, boys and girls, Perpetual
sacrifice.’

The terrible truth is that the rise in population did nearly ruin us. It struck a blow at
civilisation such as it hadn’t received since the barbarian invasions. First it produced the
horrors of urban poverty. It must have seemed—may still seem—insoluble; yet this
doesn’t excuse the callousness with which prosperous people ignored the conditions of
life among the poor on which to a large extent their prosperity depended, and this in spite
of the many detailed and eloquent descriptions that were available to them. I need
mention only two—UEngels” Conditions of the Working Classes in England, written in 1844, and
the novels written by Dickens between 1840 and 1855. Everybody read Dickens. But his
terrible descriptions of poverty had very little practical effect: partly because the problem
was too big; partly because politicians were held in the intellectual prison of classical
economics.

The images that fit Dickens are by the French illustrator Gustave Doré. He was originally
a humorist; but the sight of London sobered him. His drawings were done in the 1870s,
after Dickens’s death. But one can see that things hadn’t changed much. Perhaps it took
an outsider to see London as it really was.

At the beginning of this series I said that I thought one could tell more about a civilisation
from its architecture that from anything else it leaves behind. Painting and literature
depend largely on unpredictable individuals. But architecture is to some extent a
communal art. However, I must admit that the public buildings on the nineteenth century
are often lacking in style and conviction; and I believe that this is because the strongest
creative impulse of the time didn’t go into the town halls or country houses, but into what
was then thought of as engineering. In fact, all modern New York started with the
Brooklyn Bridge.

= T

Brooklyn Bridge. Wire cables un

ion. Last cable wire was run October 5, 1878,
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In this series I have followed the ups and downs of civilisation historically, trying to
discover results as well as causes; well, obviously I can’t do that any longer. We have no
idea where we are going, and sweeping, confident articles of the future seem to me,
intellectually, the most disreputable of all forms of utterance. The scientists who are best
qualified to talk have kept their moths shut.

The incomprehensibility of our new cosmos seems to me, ultimately, to be the reason for
the chaos of modern art. I know next to nothing about science, but I've spent my life
trying to learn about art, and I am completely baffled by what is taking place today. 1
sometimes like what I see, but when I read modern critics I realise that my preferences are
merely accidental.

Western civilisation has been a series of rebirths. Surely this should give us confidence in
ourselves. I said at the beginning that it is lack of confidence, more than anything else, that
kills a civilisation. We can destroy ourselves by cynicism and disillusion, just as effectively
as by bombs. Fifty years ago W.B. Yeats, who was more like a man of genius than anyone
I have ever known, wrote a famous poem:

Things fall apart; the centre cannot hold;

Mere anarchy is loosed upon the world,

The blood-dimmed tide is loosed, and everywhere
The ceremony of innocence is drowned;

The best lack all conviction, while the worst

Are tull of passionate intensity.

Editor’s note

Excerpted from “Heroic Materialism,” the last chapter of the book based on the 1969 television
series Civilisation.

A text by Francis Parker Yockey captures in a single page the world of “heroic” materialism we are
rebelling against.
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The enemy of Europe

by Francis Parker’s Yockey

For the purpose of demonstrating with the utmost clarity the elements of the two world-
outlooks in this period of Western history between the Second and Third World Wars, a
paradigm is appended:

Primacy of the Spirit / Materialism

Will-to-Power / Will-to-Riches

Rank as social distinction / Wealth as social distinction

Society as organism / Society as a collection of individuals
Fulfilment of Duty / “Pursuit of happiness”

Absolute will to biological fertility / Race-suicide, birth control
Hierarchy / Equality

Aristocracy / Plutocracy

Sexual polarity / Feminism

Order / Freedom

Cultivation of soldietly virtues / Cult of bourgeois virtues
Eroticism as legitimate source of joy and fertility / Eroticism as vice
Conquest / Pacifism, prepatation of the coloured populations for “self-government”
Western Man in the service of a great Mission / Man as a Machine
Art practiced in conformity with the Cultural task / “I.'art pour l'art”
Politico-military expansion / Financial-military-economic expansion

The Enemy of Enrope, published posthumously in 1981.
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The next conservatism?
by Michael O ’Meara

There are, in my view, only a handful of contemporary “conservative” thinkers in the US
worth reading. William Lind is one of them.

Associated with the “cultural conservatism” of the Free Congress Foundation (which
“advocates the creation of parallel institutions to counter the dominant left cultural

forces”), Lind’s main claim to fame is the leading role he’s played in developing the theory
of “Fourth Generation Warfare” (4GW), which is why I read him.

His “weekly” column “On War,” posted at the website “Defense and the National
Interest,” offers, relatedly, not just one of the best analysis of America’s imperial
misadventure in Afghanistan and Iraq (especially in explaining why America’s Second
Generation Warfare is so inapt in its struggle against stateless 4GW guerrillas), it maps out
a strategy we secessionists will need to heed, if we are ever to free ourselves from the
unholy United States.

It was thus with a good deal of anticipation that I picked up The Next Conservatism, his
latest book, written in collaboration with the recently deceased Paul Weyrich. The book’s
premise is that political conservatism, despite its numerous electoral victories, has failed.

Intellectually inspired by the work of Russell Kirk and William Buckley’s National Review,
post-war conservatives, Lind and Weyrich argue, succeeded in capturing the Republican
Party and, under Reagan, gaining national power. This did much to discredit liberalism and
contribute to subsequent conservative victories.

But once having won the Cold War, which beat back the threat of Communism and
ensured the triumph of the liberal market, conservatives became complacent, failing to
respond, in effect, to their own success. This complacency has since rendered
conservatism so intellectually vacuous that under Bush II policies that were cleatly anti-
conservative—such as the Wilsonian crusade for “democracy,” globalization, massive
trade and budget deficits, etc.—were not only labeled ‘“conservative,” they were
legitimated as such. But more than eviscerating the meaning of conservatism, Republican
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rightists have remained indifferent to the left’s real source of power: Its near monopoly of
the cultural realm.

Culture, Lind and Weyrich claim, is more powerful than politics, influencing, as it does,
nearly every facet of life. Thus, despite numerous conservative successes at the polls, the
nation has continued to deteriorate, so that today the real forces animating it are those
disordering and perverted ones fostered by the left’s ongoing subversion of “Judeo-
Christian, Western Civilization.”

The Next Conservatism, accordingly, will have “to renew the work Kirk, Buckley and
others did so well in the 1950s and ’60s,” but do so by addressing the challenges specific
to the 21st century. Foremost among these is the task of restoring both the republic and
the culture. The Next Conservatism, then, will absorb whatever remains pertinent in the
old conservatism (traditional marriage, balanced budgets, border controls, lower taxes,
etc.), but at the same time it will need to refocus on fighting the culture war and opposing
the forces that have destroyed the former republican forms of American governance.

Basic to Lind and Weyrich’s vision of the Next Conservatism is their understanding of the
left’s source of power. Once conservatism discredited liberalism, they claim it was replaced
by an even more potent ideology—that of Political Correctness or multiculturalism (as if
these weren’t also forms of liberalism). In their view this new ideology is a form of
“cultural Marxism,” as developed by the Frankfurt School, whose goal, allegedly, was the
destruction of Western Civilization and the imposition of the “soft totalitarianism”
described by Aldous Huxley in his 1932 novel Brave New World.

Their argument, in short, essentially rehashes much of the usual stock-in-trade of Cold
War conservatives, only culture is now recognized as the key to power and the state is
seen as increasingly unrepresentative of the nation.

It would be difficult to convey my disappointment with such a tepid understanding of our
situation today. It did, however, convince me that the sort of political gruel it serves up as
an alternative to the established right must be at least partially responsible for starving the
anti-liberal right, leaving it too weak to combat the actual forces of subversion.

It would take a small book at least the size of Lind and Weyrich’s just to mention the
historical, political, and theoretical problems with their proposed Next Conservatism. But
if I had to express it in just a word, I would compare their argument to the vulgar anti-
Semitism often found in white nationalist ranks—the sort that thinks everything wrong with
white society is attributable solely to the omnipotent Jews. Such reductionist thinking
stems usually not just from an ignorance of the real forces shaping American society and
history, but from a refusal to own up to our own failings as a people.
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What Lind and Weyrich call “cultural Marxism” and blame for much of the current
disorder ought, more accurately in my view, to be seen as a form of “cultural liberalism.”

Having spent twenty years studying the history and theory of Marxism, I can say with
some confidence that Lind and Weyrich, like most American conservatives (as well as
most white nationalists), know hardly a thing about it. I also suspect, given their view of it,
that they don’t know much about the “civilization” they hope to defend.

The first point that needs raising here is that the left in general and Marxism in particular
(including the Frankfurt School) have almost nothing to do with what today passes for the
left—which instead of defending the popular classes from the market’s predatory forces
endeavors now to remake them in the image of the postmodern tribes (feminists, gays,
nonwhites, etc.) it champions. (In this context I might add that white nationalism, like
fascism and national socialism before it, owes as much to the historic working-class left as
it does to the anti-liberal right).

Historically, both liberalism and the anti-liberal left (Marxism, anarchism, utopianism, etc)
arose as political offshoots of Enlightenment rationalism. As such, rationalism’s critique of
Catholicism, aristocracy, and the traditional organization of Indo-European society served
as a political/intellectual battering ram to clear away whatever impediments the ancien
régime had posed to the ascent of the newly emancipated forces of late 18th and early 19th-
century capitalism.

Because the anti-liberal or socialist left saw the capitalist market as an irrational force at
odds with their program to rationalize the social order in ways favoring greater equity and
because these leftists sought an alliance with the working classes ground down by
industrial capitalism, the distance between liberalism and socialism, especially Marxism,
began to divulge in the second half of the 19th century (though they continued to share
the same roots).

Yet however anti-Catholic and subversive, liberals, socialists, and Marxists were not
conscionsly subverting “Western Civilization.” In the eyes of these leftists, they themselves
were the true representatives of the Renaissance humanism, Reformation individualism,
17th-century science, and 18th-century Enlightenment constituting the fundament of
modern European civilization.

Today, of course, we know that the left’s vision of “Western Civilization” has come to
threaten not just the existence of Europe’s cultural, but its genetic heritage as well. This,
though, is something quite different than arguing that such was its self-ascribed aim.

A second point worth raising, especially for those in our own ranks who share the

conservative view, is that liberalism was qualitatively more ruinous of traditional European
values and beliefs than Marxian socialism (Communism). When Thomas Molnar, who
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played an important role in the US conservative movement of the 1960s and ’70s,
returned to his native Hungary after the collapse of the Soviet empire, he found, to his
astonishment, that traditional culture and education, which had virtually disappeared in the
West, were still very much alive in the former Soviet bloc. Relatedly, the Italian
conservative Catholic philosopher, Augusto Del Noce, could write shortly after the fall of
the Berlin Wall that “Communism died in the East because it had triumphed in the
West”—and by “Communism” he didn’t mean simply Soviet-style Marxism but also the
leveling, quantitative forces of economic society.

A third and final point I think worth making is that the Frankfurt School was largely
irrelevant to the Cultural Revolution of the Sixties, whose devastation Lind and Weyrich
also attribute to “cultural Marxism.” At the time, only the work of Herbert Marcuse was
known and then only among a few. Indeed, much of the Frankfurt School’s work was
translated after the Cultural Revolution. Revealingly, the foremost American proponent of
Frankfurt School Marxism, Paul Piccone’s Tels, evolved (on the basis of its “critical”
Marxism) toward a “federalist,” anti-statist populism akin to Lind’s own brand of
conservatism.

What Lind, Weyrich, and most conservatives seem unable (or refuse) to recognize is that
the nihilism assaulting our culture—along with the family, the existing institutions, and
everything else that once made up our historic way of life—is a product not of a tiny
group of exiled German Jews. (Incidentally, our two conservative authors refrain from
casting the slightest aspersion on the Frankfurt School gua Jews and even treat Jews as
part of our cultural/civilizational heritage). Rather, this nihilism grew out of a political-
economic system indigenous to the American experience.

In other words, the cultural/psychological conditioning that has turned most of our
countrymen into a giant digestive tube’ wasn’t the work of a few exiled Jewish misfits
intent on destroying Western Civilization. As the most cursory glance of the last century’s
developments suggests, it was, instead, a product of Big Business and the consumer
capitalism necessary to its new forms of production. All the things that Lind and Weyrich
identify with cultural Marxism were, in fact, already at work in the early 1920s, before the
Frankfurt School had even come into existence. It was only the Crash of 1929 that
temporarily sidetracked the ascent of these cultural forces associated with the new
corporate forms of mass production.

From this perspective, it should come as no surprise to learn that once the forces of
Anglo-American liberalism, in alliance with Russian Communism, succeeded in destroying
Europe—not just culturally, but physically, reducing much of it to a heap of rubble—
corporate capitalism, in tandem with the new managerial state, began redesigning
American culture and society to accord with its specific social-economic imperatives. In

? See the article in this book, “Mugged by reality.” (Note of the Ed.)
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this spirit, what was good for General Motors was deemed good for the United States;
military Keynesianism replaced the free market and became a welfare provider for the
corporate sector; the country’s historic racial hierarchy, the one thing preventing it from
succumbing to the market’s nihilistic egalitarianism, was overturned; cities, in the name of
“urban renewal” (i.e., social engineering) were ethnically cleansed and white communities
destroyed; masses of Negroes, many of whom, contrary to Lind’s claim, were incapable of
sustaining civilized forms of urban life, were not just allowed into, but imposed on, white
society; suburbanization and television began to resocialize whites as mindless, deracinated
consumers; the state, now an empire, no longer a republic, started assuming traditional
communal and familial functions; most cultural and educational institutions were taken
over by Jews or market forces hostile to tradition.

The list could go on, but the upshot is that our present predicament is the consequence
not of the esoteric ideas of a few unpleasant people with names like Horkheimer,
Lowenthal, Benjamin, etc., but of the “progressive” technoeconomic civilization that arose
in early 20th-century America.

I hate to disappoint Lind (whose works, especially on 4GW, I’ll continue to read), but
there will be no “next conservatism.” There is, indeed, no longer anything left to
conserve—except our imperiled generic heritage. And that will be preserved not by
promoting retroculture, the dead forms of the old republic, or “parallel structures”—an
exercise in futility if ever there were one. Our people will survive only if white men, in
struggle, learn again to stand, like their ancestors, on their own two legs and fight for a
land of their own, free from everything associated with the monstrous Leviathan that has
become the United States.

Perhaps one day our conservatives, many of whom remain decent and sympathetic people,
will discover, once their backs are against the wall, that the only political option left at this
point in time is either the ethnostate championed by white nationalists or submission to
the Judeo-corporate forces of the Obama Nation.

The Occidental Qnarterly online, July 10, 2009.
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From the editor’s desk

The One Ring

“In ancient Rome, as in modern America, the economic system and its
imperatives are treated as absolute and fixed, whereas the people are treated as
liquid and fungible.”

—Greg Johnson

“After all, the chief business of the American people is business.”
—President Calvin Coolidge

We have now seen that both Tomislav Sunic and Michael O’Meara believe that the Jewish
problem, that most white nationalists consider primary, is actually secondary or even
tertiary compared to the Christian problem and the worship of Mammon by the gentiles.
In a heated debate at the webzine Counter-Currents between O’Meara and what we might
start calling the monocausalists, those who believe that whites are blameless and that all of
our problems are caused by the Jews, O’Meara said:

Kevin MacDonald, unlike his epigones, knows how to make an argument and support
it with substantiating evidence. Nevertheless, his argument proves nothing (except his
own intelligence), for with the same methods but in reference to different facts, I
could make an equally convincing argument to “prove” that corporate capitalism (or
the Cold War state, Catholicism, Protestantism, or a half-dozen other factors) were far
more influential in legalizing the formal de-Europeanization of the American people.

I think that Sunic and O’Meara are basically right. In fact, the moral of the historical
books by William Pierce and Arthur Kemp, both conscious of the Jewish problem, is that
non-whites have always overwhelmed the white minority after some centuries of
colonization.

The historians of the white race have proven, to my satisfaction, that ever since the

civilizations of the Ancient World whites have been losing because they don’t follow the
golden rule: total separation from non-whites.
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The second commandment, “the necessity of not enslaving non-whites” as Joseph Walsh
says at the beginning of this book, has been violated over and over by every white empire
in Western history. Conquerors and wealthy whites have fallen, and still fall, in the
temptation of trying to use non-whites as Capital: whether slaves, servants, second-class
citizens, or wet-backs.

But non-whites are not Capital. They are biological creatures whose gene code can decipher
the Aryan to the point of crossbreeding. Inspired in Wagner and Tolkien I have called that
as falling prey to the “One Ring” or monetary gain above anything else. From the meta-
perspective of Kemp and Pierce that reviews several millennia of history (see the long
historical texts reproduced in this book), the culprits of the fair race’s darkest hour may be
listed, in order of importance, thus:

1) The One Ring
2) The Christian Problem
3) The Jewish Problem

This meta-perspective rings true to my ears even while in “Seeing the forest” and other
essays Pierce’s perspective explains beautifully the role of the Jews in white decline. But
the Christian and the Jewish problems are far from being the most influential factor. The
primary factor seems to be the “economics over race” policies that whites have been
following for centuries and even millennia.

One of the best historical paradigms that illustrates my point is the Iberian side of the
conquest of America. The main culprit of the catastrophic mestization that took place in
the American continent all the way to the lands of the Incas in South America was the
Iberians’ lust for gold and silver. The second culprit was the Catholic Church that allowed
the bachelor Spaniards in the continent to marry Amerind women the following decade
after the conquest of the Aztec Empire. Those are, in my view, the two main factors that
explain how the Iberians massively ruined their gene pool in the continent.

The history of New Spain proves that whites are capable of committing ethno-suicide by
themselves, without the help of the subversive tribe, who were persecuted and dispatched
when detected in the three-hundred year period that lasted the Colonial times. (Hernan
Cortés was the first to burn at the stake a couple of Jews in 1528, even before the
Inquisition was formally established in New Spain.) It is true that even with such controls
some crypto-Jews might have entered spheres of influence. According to one biographer,
Bartolomé de Las Casas was of converso heritage, although others refer to Las Casas
family as old Christians who migrated from France.

But the larger point is that even if Las Casas (and presumably other crypto-Jews who
escaped detection) was of Jewish ancestry, it would be ridiculous to claim that they caused
the massive miscegenation that occurred in North, Central and South America. Here the
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“gold over blood” policies together with Christian axiology ruined the European
genotype. Extermination or expulsion of non-whites into a corner of the newly-discovered
continent was well beyond the Catholic sensibilities of the greedy Spaniards and
Portuguese. The blunder of baptizing the Moors in the Iberian Peninsula exactly the same
year when America was discovered would be committed, again, at the other side of the
Atlantic—Dbut this time in a whole continent and on a massive scale. While I admire the
expulsion of the Jews from Spain in that very year of 1492, we may ask: What was the
point of such measures if Iberian whites could not protect their own ethnicity in America?
Shouldn’t a final solution to the Jewish problem automatically mean a solution to further
Iberian white decline?

I was born in Mexico and no historic datum about the Americas shocked me more than
learning that, of the 9.5 million Negroes imported into the American continent in the
three centuries between 1550 and 1850, most of them were brought into the Hispanic side
of the continent. These Africans merged with the mestizos to the point that there are no
longer pure blacks left in Mexico.

Yockey’s essay for the mature intellectual, reproduced in the next pages, which tackles

“liberalism” in the broadest definition of the term, ought to be food for thought for those
nationalists who stick to the monocausal hypothesis.
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Liberalism

by Francis Parker Yockey

Why Rationalism follows one spiritual phase, why it exercises its brief sway, why it
vanishes once more into religion—these questions are historical, thus irrational.

Liberalism is Rationalism in politics. It rejects the State as an organism, and can only see it
as the result of a contract between individuals. The purpose of Life has nothing to do with
States, for they have no independent existence. Thus the “happiness” of “the individual”
becomes the purpose of Life. Bentham made this as coarse as it could be made in
collectivizing it into “the greatest happiness of the greatest number.” If herding-animals
could talk, they would use this slogan against the wolves. To most humans, who are the
mere material of History, and not actors in it, “happiness” means economic well being.

All things in the political domain were transvalued by Liberalism. War was transformed
into either competition, seen from the economic pole, or ideological difference, seen from
ethical pole. Instead of the mystical rhythmical alternation of war and peace, it sees only
the perpetual concurrence of competition or ideological contrast, which in no case
becomes hostile or bloody.

Because Liberalism views most men as harmonious, or good, it follows that they should
be allowed to do as they like. Since there is no higher unit to which all are tied, and whose
super-personal life dominates the lives of the individuals, each field of human activity
serves only itself—as long as it does not wish to become authoritative, and stays within
the framework of “society.”

Twenty-first century readers will find it difficult to believe that once the idea prevailed that
each person should be free to do as he pleased in economic matters, even if his personal
activity involved the starvation of hundreds of thousands, the devastation of entire forest
and mineral areas, and the stunting of the power of the organism; that it was quite
permissible for such an individual to raise himself above the weakened public authority,
and to dominate, by private means, the inmost thoughts of whole populations by his
control of press, radio and mechanized drama.
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They will find it more difficult yet to understand how such a person could go to the law to
enforce his destructive will. Thus a usurer could, even in the middle of the 20th century,
invoke successfully the assistance of the law in dispossessing any numbers of peasants and
farmers. It is hard to imagine how any individual could injure the political organism more
than by thus mobilizing the soil into dust, in the phrase of the great Freiherr von Stein.

But—this followed inevitably from the idea of the independence of economics and law
from political authority. There is nothing higher, no State; it is only individuals against one
another. It is but natural that the economically more astute individuals accumulate most of
the mobile wealth into their hands. They do not however, if they are true Liberals, want
authority with this wealth, for authority has two aspects: power, and responsibility.
Individualism, psychologically speaking, is egoism. “Happiness” = selfishness. Rousseau,
the grandfather of Liberalism, was a true individualist, and sent his five children to the

foundling hospital.

Law, as a field of human thought and endeavor, has as much independence, and as much
dependence as every other field. Within the organic framework, it is free to think and
organize its material. But like other forms of thought, it can be enrolled in the service of
outside ideas. Thus law, originally the means of codifying and maintaining the inner peace
of the organism by keeping order and preventing private disputes from growing, was
transmuted by Liberal thought into a means of keeping inner disorder, and allowing
economically strong individuals to liquidate the weaker ones. This was called the “rule of
law,” the “law-State,” “independence of the judiciary.” The idea of bringing in the law to
make a given state of affairs sacrosanct was not original with Liberalism. Back in Hobbes’s
day, other groups were trying it, but the incorruptible mind of Hobbes said with the most
precise clarity that the rule of law means the rule of those who determine and administer
the law, that the rule of a “higher order” is an empty phrase, and is only given content by
the concrete rule of given men and groups over a lower order.

This was political thinking, which is directed to the distribution and movement of power.
It is also politics to expose the hypocrisy, immorality and cynicism of the usurer who
demands the rule of law, which means riches to him and poverty to millions of others, and
all in the name of something higher, something with supra-human wvalidity. When
Authority resurges once more against the forces of Rationalism and Economics, it
proceeds at once to show that the complex of transcendental ideals with which Liberalism
equipped itself is as valid as the Legitimism of the era of Absolute Monarchy, and no
more. The Monarchs were the strongest protagonists of Legitimism, the financiers of
Liberalism.

But the monarch was tied to the organism with his whole existence, he was responsible
organically even where he was not responsible in fact. Thus Louis XVI and Charles I.
Countless other monarchs and absolute rulers have had to flee because of their symbolic
responsibility. But the financier has only power, no responsibility, not even symbolic, for,
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as often as not, his name is not generally known. History, Destiny, organic continuity,
Fame, all exert their powerful influence on an absolute political ruler, and in addition his
position places him entirely outside the sphere of base corruptibility. The financier,
however, is private, anonymous, purely economic, irresponsible. In nothing can he be
altruistic; his very existence is the apotheosis of egoism. He does not think of History, of
Fame, of the furtherance of the life of the organism, of Destiny, and furthermore he is
eminently corruptible by base means, as his ruling desire is for money and ever more
money.

In his contest against Authority the finance-Liberal evolved a theory that power corrupts
men. It is, however, vast anonymous wealth which corrupts, since there are no
superpersonal restraints on it, such as bring the true statesman completely into of the
service of the political organism, and place him above corruption.

It was precisely in the fields of economics and law that the Liberal doctrine had the most
destructive effects on the health of the Western Civilization. It did not matter much that
esthetics became independent, for the only art-form in the West which still had a future,
Western Music, paid no attention to theories and continued on its grand creative course to
its end in Wagner and his epigones. Baudelaire is the great symbol /art pour ['art: sickness
as beauty. Baudelaire is thus Liberalism in literature, disease as a principle of Life, crisis as
health, morbidity as soul-life, disintegration as purpose. Man as individualist, an atom
without connections, the Liberal ideal of personality. It was in fields of action rather than
of thought that the injury was the greatest.

Allowing the initiative in economic and technical matters to rest with individuals, subject
to little political control, resulted in the creation of a group of individuals whose personal
wills were more important than the collective destiny of the organism and the millions of
the population. The law which served this state of affairs was completely divorced from
morality and honor. To disintegrate the organism from the spiritual side, what morality
was recognized was divorced from metaphysics and religion and related only to “society.”
The criminal law reflected finance-Liberalism by punishing crimes of violence and passion,
but not classifying such things as destroying national resources, throwing millions into
want, or usury on a national scale.

The independence of the economic sphere was a tenet of faith with Liberalism. This was
not subject to discussion. There was even evolved an abstraction named “economic man,”
whose actions could be predicted as though economics were a vacuum. Economic gain
was his sole motive, greed alone spurred him on. The technic of success was to
concentrate on one’s own gain and ignore everything else. This “economic man” was
however man in general to the Liberals. He was the unit of their world-picture.
“Humanity” was the sum total of these economic grains of sand.
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The type of mind which believes in the essential “goodness” of human nature attained to
Liberalism. But there is another political anthropology, one which recognizes that man is
disharmonious, problematical, dual, dangerous. This is the general wisdom of mankind,
and is reflected by the number of guards, fences, safes, locks, jails and policemen. Every
catastrophe, fire, earthquake, volcanic eruption, flood, evokes looting. Even a police strike
in an American city was the signal for looting of the shops by the respectable and good
human beings.

Thus this type of thought starts from facts. This is political thinking in general, as opposed to
mere thinking about politics, rationalizing. Even the wave of Rationalism did not
submerge this kind of thinking. Political thinkers differ greatly in creativeness and depth,
but they agree that facts are normative. The very word theory has been brought into
disrepute by intellectuals and Liberals who use it to describe their pet view of how they
would like things to be. Originally theory was explanation of facts. To an intellectual who
is adrift in politics, a theory is an aim; to a true politician his theory is a boundary.

A political theory seeks to find from history the limits of the politically possible. These
limits cannot be found in the domain of Reason. The Age of Reason was born in
bloodshed, and will pass out of vogue in more bloodshed.

With its doctrine against war, politics, and violence, it presided over the greatest wars and
revolutions in 5,000 years, and it ushered in the Age of Absolute Politics. With its gospel
of the Brotherhood of Man, it carried on the largest-scale starvation, humiliation, torture
and extermination in history against populations within the Western Civilization after the
first two World Wars. By outlawing political thinking, and turning war into a moral-
struggle instead of a power-struggle it flung the chivalry and honor of a millennium into
the dust.

The conclusion is compelling that Reason also became political when it entered politics,
even though it used its own vocabulary. When Reason stripped territory from a conquered
foe after a war, it called it “disannexation.” The document consolidating the new position
was called a “Treaty,” even though it was dictated in the middle of a starvation-blockade.
The defeated political enemy had to admit in the “Treaty” that he was “guilty” of the war,
that he is morally unfit to have colonies, that his soldiers alone committed ““war-crimes.”
But no matter how heavy the moral disguise, how consistent the ideological vocabulary, it
is only politics, and the Age of Absolute Politics reverts once again to the type of political
thinking which starts from facts, recognizes power and the will-to-power of men and
higher organisms as facts, and finds any attempt to describe politics in terms of morals as
grotesque as it would be to describe chemistry in terms of theology.
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There is a whole tradition of political thinking in the Western Culture, of which some of
the leading representatives are Macchiavelli, Hobbes, Leibniz, Bossuet, Fichte, de Maistre,
Donoso Cortes, Hippolyte Taine, Hegel, Carlyle. While Herbert Spencer was describing
history as the “progress” from military-feudal to commercial-industrial organization,
Carlyle was showing to England the Prussian spirit of Ethical Socialism, whose inner
superiority would exert on the whole Western Civilization in the coming Political Age an
equally fundamental transformation as had Capitalism in the Economic Age. This was
creative political thinking, but was unfortunately not understood, and the resulting
ignorance allowed distorting influences to fling England into two senseless World Wars
from which it emerged with almost everything lost.

Hegel posited a three-stage development of mankind from the natural community through
the bourgeois community to the State. His State-theory is thoroughly organic, and his
definition of the bourgeois is quite appropriate for the 20th century. To him the bourgeois
is the man who does not wish to leave the sphere of internal political security, who sets
himself up, with his sanctified private property, as an individual against the whole, who
tinds a substitute for his political nullity in the fruits of peace and possessions and perfect
security in his enjoyment of them, who therefore wishes to dispense with courage and
remain secure from the possibility of violent death. He described the true Liberal with
these words.

The political thinkers mentioned do not enjoy popularity with the great masses of human
beings. As long as things are going well, most people do not wish to hear talk of power-
struggles, violence, wars, or theories relating to them. Thus in the 18th and 19th centuries
was developed the attitude that political thinkers—and Macchiavelli was the prime
victim—were wicked men, atavistic, bloodthirsty. The simple statement that wars would
always continue was sufficient to put the speaker down as a person who wanted wars to
continue. To draw attention to the vast, impersonal rhythm of war and peace showed a
sick mind with moral deficiency and emotional taint. To describe facts was held to be
wishing them and creating them. As late as the 20th century, anyone pointing out the
political nullity of the “leagues of nations” was a prophet of despair. Rationalism is anti-
historical; political thinking is applied history. In peace it is unpopular to mention war, in
war it is unpopular to mention peace. The theory which becomes most quickly popular is
one which praises existing things and the tendency they supposedly illustrate as obviously
the best order and as preordained by all foregoing history. Thus Hegel was anathema to
the intellectuals because of his State-orientation, which made him a “reactionary,” and also
because he refused to join the revolutionary crowd.

Since most people wish to hear only soporific talk about politics, and not demanding calls
to action, and since in democratic conditions it matters to political technics what most
people wish to hear, democratic politicians evolved in the 19th century a whole dialectic of
party-politics. The idea was to examine the field of action from a “disinterested”
standpoint, moral, or economic, and to find that the opponent was immoral, unscientific,
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uneconomic—in fact—he was political. 'This was devilishness that must be combated.
One’s own standpoint was entirely “non-political.” Politics was a word of reproach in the
Economic Age. Curiously however, in certain situations, usually those involving foreign
relations, “unpolitical” could also be a term of abuse, meaning the man so described
lacked skill in negotiating. The party politician also had to feign unwillingness to accept
office. Finally a demonstration of carefully arranged “popular will” broke down his
reluctance, and he consented to “serve.” This was described as Macchiavellism, but
obviously Macchiavelli was a political thinker, and not a camouflageur. A book by a party-
politician does not read like The Prince, but praises the entire human race, except certain
petrverse people, the author’s opponents.

Actually Machiavelli’s book is defensive in tone, justifying politically the conduct of certain
statesmen by giving examples drawn from foreign invasions of Italy. During Macchiavelli’s
century, Italy was invaded at different times by Frenchmen, Germans, Spaniards and
Turks. When the French Revolutionary Armies occupied Prussia, and coupled
humanitarian sentiments of the Rights of Man with brutality and large-scale looting, Hegel
and Fichte restored Machiavelli once again to respect as a thinker. He represented a means
of defense against a foe armed with a humanitarian ideology. Machiavelli showed the
actual role played by verbal sentiments in politics.

One can say that there are three possible attitudes toward human conduct, from the point
of evaluating its motives: the sentimental, the realistic, and the cynical. The sentimental
imputes a good motive to everybody, the cynical a bad motive, and the realistic simply
seeks the facts. When a sentimentalist, e.g., a Liberal, enters politics, he becomes perforce
a hypocrite. The ultimate exposure of this hypocrisy creates cynicism. Part of the spiritual
sickness following the First World War was a wave of cynicism which arose from the
transparent, revolting, and incredible hypocrisy of the little men who were presiding over
affairs at that time. Macchiavelli had however an incorruptible intellect and did not write
in a cynical spirit. He sought to portray the anatomy of politics with its peculiar problems
and tensions, inner and outer. To the fantastic mental illness of Rationalism, hard facts are
regrettable things, and to talk about them is to create them. A tiny politician of the Liberal
type even sought to prevent talk about the Third World War, after the Second. Liberalism
is, in one word, weakness. It wants every day to be a birthday, Life to be a long party. The
inexorable movement of Time, Destiny, History, the cruelty of accomplishment,
sternness, heroism, sacrifice, superpersonal ideas—these are the enemy.

Liberalism is an escape from hardness into softness, from masculinity into femininity,
from History into herd-grazing, from reality into herbivorous dreams, from Destiny into
Happiness. Nietzsche, in his last and greatest work, designated the 18th century as the
century of feminism, and immediately mentioned Rousseau, the leader of the mass-escape
from Reality. Feminism itself—what is it but a means of feminizing man? If it makes
women man-like, it does so only by transforming man first into a creature whose only
concern is with his personal economics and his relation to “society,” ie. a woman.
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“Society” is the element of woman, it is static and formal, its contests are purely personal,
and are free from the possibility of heroism and violence. Conversation, not action;
formality, not deeds. How different is the idea of rank used in connection with a social
affair, from when it is applied on a battlefield! In the field, it is fate-laden; in the salon it is
vain and pompous. A war is fought for control; social contests are inspired by feminine
vanity and jealousy to show that one is “better” than someone else.

And yet what does Liberalism do ultimately to woman: it puts a uniform on her and calls
her a “soldier.”” This ridiculous performance but illustrates the eternal fact that History is
masculine, that its stern demands cannot be evaded, that the fundamental realities cannot
be renounced, even, by the most elaborate make-believe. Liberalistic tampering with
sexual polarity only wreaks havoc on the souls of individuals, confusing and distorting
them, but the man-woman and the woman-man it creates are both subject to the higher
Destiny of History.

Excerpted from a chapter of Imperium (1962).

225



226



Toward a meta-perspective of the white race

Race is not a social construct; society is a racial construct.

—Stormfront commenter
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From the editor’s desk

Capitalism, Gold, the “One Ring” can physically corrupt Aryans who wear it for extended
periods of time, eventually transforming them into mudbloods.

I won’t apologize for reproducing within this book an abridged version of Who We Are:
The History of the White Race, that William L. Pierce published in the tabloid issues of
National Vanguard. (In addition to the abridgement of chapters 10 to 206, the first nine
chapters are omitted altogether.)

The history of the Indo-European peoples is the most basic subject I can think of.

Nothing depicts better how the Aryan peoples fall again and again under the spell of the
“One Ring” that simply retelling the whole story of their race.
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Our long, long history

by William Pierce

Last Nordic Invasion of Greece
Precedes Rise of Classical Civilization
Dorians Brought Iron, New Blood to Greece
Athenian Democracy 1ed to Downfall

Greece was invaded by Greek-speaking Northerners several times during prehistory.
Those who arrived in the period 2,100-1,900 B.C. founded the great Mycenaean
civilization, which flourished from the end of the 16th century until about 1,200 B.C.

Homer, whose I/ad and Odyssey describe Mycenaean Greece, refers to the Greeks, or
Hellenes, inclusively as “Achaeans.” In fact, however, the Achaeans were only one of the

Hellenic tribes which were in Greece in Mycenaean times.

In addition to the Achaeans, who occupied most of the Peloponnesus (the southern
peninsula of Greece, in which Mycenae was located), there were the Aeolians and the

231



Ionians, who occupied other portions of the mainland, many of the Aegean islands, and
the west coast of Asia Minor. The lonians, in particular, settled in Attica and were the
founders of Athens.

These tribal divisions apparently predate the arrival of the first Hellenes in Greece, and it
seems likely that the Achaeans, Aeolians, and lonians invaded the Aegean region
separately, over a period of several centuries.

And there were also the non-Greek Pelasgians, the Mediterranean aborigines, who
occupied the lowest stratum of Greek society and substantially outnumbered the Hellenes
in Mycenaean times. As pointed out in the last chapter, the Mycenaean Greeks were
influenced culturally by these Mediterraneans—and, as time passed, racially as well.

In the late 14th and early 13th centuries B.C. more Greek-speaking Indo-Europeans
arrived, coming westward across the Aegean in ships. They were Homer’s “divine born”
heroes, the fathers and grandfathers of the warriors who sacked Troy about 1,250 B.C.:
golden-haired Achilles, the sons of Atreus, and the other princes and kings of the [/ad.
They settled in Greece, founded dynasties, and lived in a manner remarkably like that of
northern Europe’s feudal lords more than twenty centuries later.

A couple of generations after the fall of Troy—exactly eighty years afterward, according to
Greek tradition—a new group of divine-born warriors swept down on Greece, this time
from the north. They were the Heracleidae, the supposed descendants of the blond
demigod Hercules, and with them came the Dorians, the last of the major Hellenic tribes
to reach the Aegean region.

The Dorians, who had settled in central Greece a few years eatlier, proceeded to conquer
the Achaeans, occupy the Peloponnesus, and extinguish Mycenaean civilization. But, in so
doing, they prepared the way for the rise of a new civilization which would greatly surpass
the old one. Displaced Achaeans, Aeolians, and Ionians migrated to new areas, sometimes
displacing those people already there and sometimes amalgamating with them.

The Dorians were blonder than the Achaeans they conquered, but that is only because the
Achaeans had been mixing with the Mediterranean aborigines for several centuries before
the Dorians arrived; originally the two tribes had been of the same racial composition.

But the Achaeans were certainly more civilized than the rude, new arrivals from the north,

and it was 400 years before Greece recovered from the cultural shock of the Dorian
invasion.

Historians’ Bias. The four centuries between the Dorian invasion and the flowering of the
literate Classical civilization are referred to by most historians as “the Dark Age,” for
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much the same reasons that the period between the fall of Rome, more than fifteen
centuries later, and the flowering of Mediaeval civilization is also called “the Dark Ages.”

In both cases a people of an older civilization, who had begun to succumb to racial mixing
and decadence, was overwhelmed by a more vigorous and racially healthier but culturally
less advanced people from the north. And in both cases a period of gestation took place
over a dozen generations or so, during which a synthesis of old and new elements, racial
and cultural, occurred, before a new and different civilization arose from the ruins of the

old.

Unfortunately, most historians tacitly assume that the records of political and cultural
activity which have come down to us from periods of civilized literacy provide all the data
needed to yield an understanding of the historical process. The state of development and
degree of organization and complexity of city life are taken as a yardstick by which to
evaluate the significance or historical importance of a particular period. And if one’s
standards of value are geared to such things as the volume of commerce, the gross
national product, or even the intensity of scientific, literary, and artistic activity, such a
yardstick may seem, at first glance, to be proper.

But there are other standards of value, such as those of the National Alliance, which differ
somewhat from the customary ones. For it is not in the external forms of organization and
activity of a people that we see the most important criteria for making a judgment as to
the significance of a particular period, but rather in the actual racial constitution of a
people and in the dynamic processes which, for better or worse, are influencing that racial
constitution.

Although the basic racial constitution of a people is always intimately related to that
people’s achievements in commerce, science, industry, art, politics, and warfare, still the
two sets of criteria can lead to fundamentally different evaluations of a given historical
period. This is a consequence of the fact that race building and decay are usually strongly
out of phase with civilization building and decay.

Thus, the long ages between the periods of maximum civil activity—ages which the
historian customarily ignores as being of only slight importance—may very well be periods
of the greatest interest from a standpoint of racial dynamics.

It is, of course, true that the periods of maximum civil activity are precisely those which
yield a maximum of written records, artifacts, and the other raw materials from which the
historian builds his tale. But relative abundance of evidence should not be interpreted as
equivalent to relative historical significance, regardless of the historian’s value criteria.

The record of the rise and fall of pure races constitutes the primary history of mankind,
and the rise and fall of civilizations occupy a place of secondary importance. This
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statement may seem self-evident to those already accustomed to looking at history from a
racial viewpoint, but it is by no means generally accepted by historians today. Until it is,
much historical writing will continue to be flawed in a fundamental way.

Sparta. The Dorians of Laconia organized the Peloponnesian population in a three-layered
hierarchy. At the top were the citizens of Sparta, the Spartiates, all of pure Dorian blood,
ruled by their kings.

At the bottom of the social structure were the Helots, or serfs, consisting of the aboriginal
Mediterranean elements as well as many of the conquered Achaeans of mixed blood. No
Spartiate could engage in trade or practice a craft. The Perioeci handled all their
commerce, and the Helots provided all their other needs.

Sparta thus had the only full-time, professional army in the Aegean world, and this fact
gave her an influence vastly disproportionate to her numbers. So thoroughly did Sparta
dominate all her neighbors, and so thoroughly feared and respected by all other Greeks
for their military prowess were the Spartiates, that for more than 800 years the city had no
need of walls or an acropolis, in marked contrast to every other Greek city of those times.

For another thing, the Spartiates gave an emphasis to racial fitness which went far beyond
the needs of a strong and efficient army. Their eugenics program placed a premium on
physical beauty—on aesthetic qualities, not just on raw strength or robustness. Spartan
women, for example, were a far cry from the muscle-bound behemoths one sees on Soviet
women’s Olympic teams these days; instead, they were judged by other Greeks to be
among the most beautiful and graceful, as well as the fairest, of Hellenic women, rivaled in
beauty only by the women of Thebes.

Another Spartan practice which suggests that racial rather than imperialistic motives may
have been uppermost in the minds of their leaders was the regular thinning out of the
Helot population, in what was known as the ¢rpteza. This admirable institution sent teams
of young Spartiates out into the countryside with daggers to dispatch Helots by the
hundreds—an undertaking hardly consonant with a desire for as many subjects as
possible, which is the norm for imperialists.

It is easy to imagine the Spartiates, upon their arrival in Laconia, surveying the moral
decadence and the racemixing which had made the Achaeans such an easy conquest for
the Dorians, and then instituting a carefully designed program to safeguard themselves
from a similar fate. For a time this program succeeded; the moral character and the racial
quality of the Spartiates remained famously high. But ultimately it failed in both regards.

As with other ruling classes at other times, the Spartiates did not produce enough children
to make up for their losses in war. Even heavy penalties for celibacy and late marriage, and
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exemption from taxes for those Spartan families with four or more children, did not solve

the problem.

At the beginning of the fifth century B.C. the Spartiates were able to field an army of
8,000 men against the Persians, but after the costly Spartan victory over Athens and her
allies in the Peloponnesian War (431-404 B.C.) Spartan numbers declined rapidly. When
the Spartiates marched against Thebes in 371 B.C., there were too few of them to prevail.
After their decisive defeat by the Thebans at Leuctra, the Spartan army numbered only
2,000 warriors. A century and a half later there were only 700 of them, and they passed
from the pages of history.

The Spartiates never succumbed to racemixing, but they did succumb to their own
lifestyle. They would have been well advised to eliminate the Helots of the Peloponnesus
and the Mediterranean population of Crete altogether and to establish a purely Dorian
peasant class in those areas. Then they may well have been able to practice a successful
eugenics program, maintain their moral health, and have a stable population too. But, of
course, they did not have the advantage which hindsight gives us.

The other Hellenic tribes did succumb to racemixing. Their populations did not suffer the
decline in numbers which the Spartiates did, but they suffered a decline in racial quality
which resulted in their extermination, perhaps more slowly but just as surely—and less
cleanly.

Athens. Athens was Sparta’s great political rival during much of the Classical Age. Athenian
society came to be organized along quite different lines from Spartan society, but at the
dawn of Greek history the similarities outweighed the differences.

The earliest Athenians were, like the other Hellenes, predominantly Nordic in blood and
culture. Their social structure was aristocratic, and they were ruled originally by hereditary
kings, just as in the case of the Spartiates.

In the seventh century there were two principal differences, from a racial viewpoint,
between Sparta and Athens. The first difference, in favor of Sparta, was a culturally and
racially more homogeneous class of citizens in Sparta than in Athens. The second was that
Athens had a free citizen-peasantry—a decided plus for her.

By the beginning of the sixth century, however, the Athenian peasants were in danger of
losing their freedom, many of them having already been sold into slavery and others being

effectively chained by indebtedness.

The social unrest resulting from this situation led the Athenians to give absolute power to
Solon, a nobleman, in the hope that he could improve things. Solon gave Athens a
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constitution which wrought a number of changes with long-lasting effects, some good and
some bad. On the positive side, he outlawed the practice of enslavement for indebtedness.
But he also took the decisive step of transferring the power of the Athenian state from the
hands of the aristocracy into the hands of a plutocracy.

Although this latter change was only de jure at first, since the aristocrats were also the
plutocrats, it shifted the ultimate criterion of fitness to rule from blood to gold.
Henceforth, any sufficiently wealthy speculator who had acquired enough land to yield the
specified amount of agricultural produce could theoretically qualify for the highest office
in the state and for membership in the Council of the Areopagus: the highest judicial body
in Athens, made up of nobles who had formerly held the office of archon, or ruler.

Even after Solon, however, democracy did not devour the Athenians all at once. Solon
and the tyrants who gained power shortly after his administration, the Peisistratids,
governed an Athens in which citizenship was still a racial matter, being based on
membership in one of the kinship groups, or clans, which made up the Hellenic tribes of
Attica.

In 509 B.C., 85 years after the beginning of Solon’s administration, another “reformer,”
Cleisthenes, took office, and he undertook a program of gerrymandering which laid the
basis for changing citizenship from a racial to a geographic affair. From this point it was
downbhill all the way for Athens, racially speaking.

Half a century later the last remnants of power were transferred from the Areopagus to a
popular council. All the abuses of mass party politics with which Americans are all too
familiar were thenceforth the lot of the Athenians.

As the prosperity of Athens grew, more and more foreigners crowded into Attica, with
intermarriage inevitably occurring. A temporary halt to the pollution of the Athenian
citizenry by the offspring of aliens came in 451 B.C., when the great Pericles pushed
through a law restricting citizenship to those born of an Athenian father and an Athenian
mother. Only four decades later, however, in order to make up the enormous losses
suffered in the Peloponnesian War, Athens bestowed citizenship on tens of thousands of
foreigners.

And in the fourth century, although the citizenship law of Pericles remained on the books,
every variety of Levantine mongrel was claiming Athenian citizenship. The banking
industry of Athens, for example, was entirely in the hands of Semites, who had taken
Greek names and were awarded citizenship for “service to the state,” much in the way
Jews and Negroes have been elevated to the British “nobility” by the score in recent
decades.
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Darkening of Hellas. Intermarriage was rife, and the darkening of the Hellenes of Athens
was well under way. Racial, moral, and cultural decline went hand in hand. The second-
century historian Polybius described his countrymen as “degenerate, pleasure-seeking
beggars, without loyalty or belief, and without hope for a better future.”

In the reign of Augustus, the Roman writer Manilius reckoned the Hellenes among the
dark nations (coloratae genies). And so the Athenians, like the Spartiates, passed from the
pages of history.

If it 1s difficult to believe that as great a state as Athens could pass from Nordic genius and
glory to mongrelized squalor in a few centuries, just think for a moment of the racial
transformation of America which has taken place in a single century. And imagine what
America will be like two or three centuries hence (barring a White revolution), when
Whites are a minority, outnumbered by both Blacks and Chicanos. America’s technology
and industry may coast along for a century or two on the momentum acquired from
earlier generations, as Athens’ culture did, but the American people—the real
Americans—will have passed from the pages of history.

The passing of the Hellenes must be regarded as one of the greatest tragedies of our race.
A great-hearted and noble people, filled with genius and energy, they seized upon the
resources in labor, material, and land which their conquest of the conservative
Mediterranean world offered, and they wrought one of the most progressive civilizations
this earth has yet seen. Indeed, many of their creations remain unsurpassed to this day.

This catastrophic mixing of bloods has occurred over and over again in the history and
prehistory of our race, and each time it has been lethal. The knowledge of this has been
with us a long time, but it has always failed us in the end. The Hellenes of Sparta and
Athens both strove to keep their blood pure, but both ultimately perished. The only way
they could have survived would have been to eliminate the entire indigenous population,
either through expulsion or extermination, from the areas of the Mediterranean world in
which they settled.

The Hellenes always possessed a certain feeling of racial unity, distinguishing themselves
sharply from all those not of their blood, but this racial feeling was, unfortunately, usually
overshadowed by intraracial conflicts. The rivalries between Hellenic city-states were so
tierce and so pervasive, that the Mediterranean natives were more often looked upon as a
resource to be used against other Hellenes than as a biological menace to be eliminated.

237



Indo-Europeans Conguered Middle East, Perished through Racemixing
Mighty Hittite Empire Was Built by Nordics, Destroyed by Nordies
Aryan Warriors Ruled Persian Empire, India
Only Total Separation Can Preserve Racial Quality

Before we deal with the next Indo-European peoples of the Classical Age—the
Macedonians and the Romans—Iet us review briefly the history of our race to this point,
and let us also look at the fate of some Indo-Europeans who, unlike those we have already
studied, invaded Asia instead of Europe.

Around the middle of the fifth millennium B.C.; a new racial type made its first impact on
Old Europe. The people of this type were taller and more rugged than the White
Mediterraneans, but not so tall or rugged as the Cro-Magnons. They were the Nordics,
and 7,000 years ago they occupied a large area in Russia, mostly steppeland, north of the
Black Sea and between the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea. Their language was Proto-Indo-
European, from which Greek and Latin and the great Germanic, Celtic, and Slavic
language families of Europe evolved. They were an extraordinarily energetic people, who
hunted, farmed, and raised livestock. In particular, they domesticated horses, riding them
and using them to pull their swift, light, two-wheeled chariots over the grassy plains.

When these Nordic horsemen of the northern steppes (or battle-axe people, as they have
been called) outgrew their grassy homeland, some of them migrated westward into
Europe. We have followed the fortunes of these migrants in earlier chapters in this series.
But some moved east and south, into Asia instead of Europe. We do not know when the
first of these movements occurred or when the Nordics first made contact with the
Mediterranean peoples of the Middle East.

Sumer and Babylon. The Sumerians, who built the first literate civilization in the Middle
East, around 3,500 B.C., were Mediterraneans, not Nordics. Their language was unique,
related neither to any Indo-European tongue nor to the Semitic languages of the
indigenous population of the Middle East.

We do not know whether the Elamites, a non-Semitic Mediterranean people of
southeastern Mesopotamia and western Iran, were ruled by Indo-Europeans. But we do
know that several Mediterranean peoples of the Middle East were indeed conquered and
ruled by a Nordic elite. Among these were the Hittites, the Kassites, and the Hurrians.

There are no written records of the first few centuries after the Nordic conquest of the
Hatti; the Hittites entered history in the 17th century B.C., when King Labarnas ruled.
They began being mentioned in the records of their Semitic neighbors, who were
becoming increasingly alarmed as Hittite squadrons raided further and further afield.
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Not only had the Hittites become skilled in blitzkrieg tactics with their war chariots, making
lightning raids across the mountains and down into the plains of northern Mesopotamia
and Syria, but they fought with weapons of a new kind, previously unknown to their
Semitic foes: iron weapons. The Hittites ushered in the Iron Age.

Although the Semitic armies of the plains could not stand up against the Hittite warriors
and their chariots on the battlefield, the plains cities were heavily fortified; if the Semites
could reach the safety of their walls, the fast-moving Hittite squadrons could not harm
them. So the Hittites taught themselves the tactics of siege warfare. The first major city to
fall to them was Aleppo, capital of the Semitic kingdom of Yamkhad, in northern Syria.

A few years later, in 1595 B.C., the Hittites, under King Mursilis, captured mighty
Babylon, which lay a full 500 miles southeast of Aleppo. The Semites were taken
completely by surprise, and the fast-moving Hittite army burned and plundered the most
powerful Semitic capital. The Hittites, unfortunately, were not numerous enough to
adequately garrison their conquest, and so they had to withdraw to the north again with
their booty, leaving Babylon to be occupied and ruled by the Kassites.

New Blood: Phrygians and People of the Sea. In succeeding centuries the Hittites built a mighty
empire in the Middle East which lasted until about 1,200 B.C. As was so often the case
with other empires founded by Indo-Europeans, the proximate cause of the demise of the
Hittite empire was the appearance on the scene of a new group of Indo-Europeans who
had not yet polluted their blood through racemixing—in this case, the Phrygians.

Toward the end of the 13th century the Phrygians came around the western end of the
Black Sea and crossed over into Asia Minor from Macedonia. Their Indo-European
cousins, the Dorians, may well have been their traveling companions, until the paths of
the two groups separated in Macedonia, with the Dorians continuing southward to
conquer the Achaeans of the Peloponnesus, while the Phrygians turned eastward to
conquer the Hittites.

At about the same time, a group of Indo-European invaders—part of a larger group given
the name “Peoples of the Sea” by the Egyptians—Ilanded on the coast of southern
Canaan, conquered the local Semites, and established a kingdom. They were the
Philistines, from whom came the modern name of the territory they occupied: Palestine.

The exact origin of the Peoples of the Sea is not known with certainty. About all that can
be said is that they had previously lived in the Aegean area: on the Greek mainland, the
coast of Asia Minor, or the Aegean islands. In any event, they were Indo-Europeans—
Nordic White men who had come into the Aegean area from north of the Black Sea at
some earlier time.
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The Philistines eventually extended their hegemony over the Semitic Israelites, who were
their neighbors, and exacted tribute from the Israelite cities. The Israelites in turn regarded
the Philistines as arch-enemies and hated them as only Jews can. Thus arose the Old
Testament slurs against the Philistines, leading to the use of the word “Philistine” in a
derogatory sense even today by Indo-Europeans raised on an unhealthy diet of Jewish
mythology. Every White man, woman, and child should understand that, on the contrary,
the Philistines were the “good guys” in that ancient conflict between Aryan and Semite—a
conflict which has continued unabated to this day. (The modern Palestinians, of course,
bear as little resemblance to the ancient Philistines as the modern inhabitants of north-
eastern Syria do to the ancient Mitanni.)

Because this elite generally chose to conquer and rule, rather than to exterminate, they
invariably fell victim to racemixing and eventual absorption into the non-Indo-European
masses. Today their only traces are to be found in an occasional gray-eyed or blue-eyed or
green-eyed Turk or Syrian, a fair-haired Iraqi or Palestinian.

In the cases of those peoples who left extensive records, oral or written, which have come
down to us, it is plain that the failure of the Indo-Europeans who invaded the Middle East
and other parts of Asia to maintain their stock unmixed was not due to a lack of racial
consciousness: there was always a strong awareness of the fundamental differences
between themselves and the non-Indo-European peoples around them. Nor was it due to
any milksop morality, any turn-the-other-cheek doctrine of pacifism or false
humanitarianism which kept them from extirpating the alien gene pool in order to
preserve the integrity of their own.

Economics Over Race. The ultimate downfall of the Nordic conquerors in Asia, just as in the
Mediterranean wotld, can be traced to an economic consideration and to an error in
human judgment.

The economic consideration was that a conquered population, just like the land itself or
the gold and other booty seized by the conquerors, had real value. Whether the people
were enslaved or merely taxed as subjects, they were an economic resource which could be
exploited by the conquerors. To drive them off the land or wipe them out completely
would, from a strictly economic viewpoint, be akin to dumping captured gold into the
ocean.

Such an action could be justified to a conquering tribe of Indo-Europeans only if they
were willing to subordinate all economic considerations to the goal of maintaining their
racial integrity into the indefinite future—and if they also had a sufficiently deep
understanding of history to foresee the inevitability of racial mixing wherever two races
are in close proximity. Unfortunately, even where the will for racial survival was very
strong, the foresight was insufficient. Measures which were quite adequate to prevent
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racemixing for a few generations, or even for a few centuries, broke down over the course
of a thousand years or more.

The foregoing remarks are especially well illustrated by the fate of a related group of Indo-
European tribes whose members called themselves Aryans. Although the name “Aryan” is
sometimes used to designate any person of Indo-European ancestry, it applies especially
to the tribes which, beginning probably in the third millennium B.C., migrated eastward
and southeastward from the ancient Nordic homeland, some going down through
Turkistan and into Iran from the northeast—and some into the more easterly foothills of
the Hindu Kush, in what is now Afghanistan.

The high Iranian plateau, much of it covered with grass, provided an ideal territory for the
horsemen from the northern steppes. They multiplied and prospered, raiding their non-
Indo-European neighbors in the Zagros Mountains or on the edge of the Sumerian plain
from time to time, collecting slaves and booty. They maintained their racial purity
scrupulously enough, however, so that, as late as the middle of the first millennium B.C,,
King Darius the Great could still proudly and truthfully boast: “I am an Aryan, the son of
an Aryan.”

But Semites and other aliens became more numerous in Iran as the might and wealth of
the Aryan Persians grew. In the reign of Darius’ son Xerxes, as we know from the Old
Testament’s Book of Esther, Jews were already quite influential there. Today, 2,500 yeas
later, the Iranians are no more Aryan than their Semitic neighbors, so thoroughly have the
genes of the various races in that part of the world been mixed.

Conguest of India. To the east, in India, the details were different, but the outcome was the
same. In the 16th century B.C. there was a thriving, non-White civilization in the Indus
valley, with centers at Mohenjo-daro and Harappa. Trade was carried on with countries as
far away as Egypt.

Then the Aryans came across the towering, ice-covered Hindu Kush in the north and fell
upon the dwellers in the southern valleys with irresistible ferocity. First Harappa, and then
Mohenjo-daro, was razed, and the Indo-Europeans were in possession of the rich Land of
the Seven Rivers.

It was yet another land whose aboriginal inhabitants differed profoundly from the Indo-
European conquerors, both physically and spiritually. And in this new land the Aryans
made as determined an effort as anywhere to avoid racemixing.

The tribal society of the Nordic invaders was already organized hierarchically into three
estates, or castes: the priests, the warriors (from whom came the rulers), and the workers
(farmers, craftsmen, and merchants). After the conquest of the Indian aborigines (or
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dasyus, as the Aryans called them), a fourth estate was added: that of the servants, the
hewers of wood and the fetchers of water.

The estates, which among the Aryans had been somewhat flexible, offering the possibility
of social movement from one estate to another, became fixed in an absolutely rigid caste
system. Not only intermarriage, but every form of social intercourse between the castes
except that absolutely necessary for the functioning of society, was banned, and the ban
had the authority of religion as well as of law.
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The Sanskrit literature of the ancient Aryans is filled with references to the distaste the
Nordic conquerors felt for the dark, flat-nosed natives. Poets referred to the dasyus as “the
noseless ones” and “the blackskins.” One poet wrote, “Destroying the dasyus, Indra (the
ancient Aryan god of the sky, cognate with the Hellenic Zeus and Roman Jupiter, head of
the Aryan pantheon prior to the rise of Brahmanism) protected the Aryan color.”
According to another poet, “Indra protected in battle the Aryan worshipper... he
conquered the blackskin.” And still another: “He (Indra) beat the dasyxs as is his wont...
He conquered the land with his white friends.”

The Sanskrit literature, incidentally, has preserved for us the most extensive sample of an
Indo-European language from the second millennium B.C. (assuming that the earliest
Vedas, which were originally transmitted orally, were fixed in their present form sometime
prior to 1,000 B.C.). Many common Sanskrit words are quite similar to common words of
the same or similar meaning in the classical or modern European languages, thus
illustrating the unity of the Indo-European peoples and their languages over the enormous
area of the earth’s surface which they eventually covered.

Unfortunately, the Aryans of ancient India were far more successful in preserving their
language than their racial integrity. The Brahmans and Kshatriyas of the India of today are
lighter, on the average, than the Untouchables, and there are a number of individuals in
northern India who are practically White in their coloring and features—but, nevertheless,
the Aryans are gone forever. All their initial determination and all the rigidity of the caste
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system were insufficient to prevent a mixing of genes over the span of thirty-five
centuries.

The insidiousness of the destruction of a race through racemixing lies in the gradualness
with which it can proceed. In the beginning one has two quite distinct races—one tall and
fair, the other short and dark. Keeping the two from mixing genetically seems a simple
matter. By the time the damage has become quite noticeable, racial decadence has become
irreversible. The subtle but essential qualities of psyche and intellect in the Aryans which
led to conquest and to the building of Aryan civilization are diluted to ineffectiveness in
their almost-Aryan descendants fifteen or twenty centuries later, even though fair hair and
blue eyes may still be abundant.

That is what happened to Aryan Persia and Aryan India. And it is also what is happening
to Aryan America and Aryan Europe today.

Macedonian and Roman Empires Were Built by Nordics
Latin Founders of Rome Came from Central Europe

The last five chapters in this series have dealt with the migrations of Nordic, Indo-
European-speaking tribes from their homeland in southern Russia, beginning more than
6,000 years ago and continuing into eatly historic times. In chapter 11 we traced the fate
of those Nordics who invaded Asia, conquering races which differed substantially from
them and eventually being absorbed by those races, despite strong measures for self-
preservation.

Only those Nordics who migrated westward, into Europe rather than into Asia, have left a
significant genetic heritage. And only those who went northwestward predominated
genetically in the long run. Along the shores of the Mediterranean the population density
of non-Nordic natives was too high, and racial mixing eventually overwhelmed the
invaders. We have already seen what happened to the Greeks.

To the north and northeast of Greece, from the head of the Aegean Sea to the eastern
shore of the Adriatic Sea, other Nordic peoples from beyond the Black Sea settled.
Among these peoples were the Illyrians, the Dacians, the Thracians, and the Macedonians.
Very roughly, the Illyrians occupied the territory comprising much of present-day
Yugoslavia and Albania; the Dacians occupied the loop of the lower Danube, in what is
now Romania; the Thracians occupied Bulgaria and European Turkey; and the
Macedonians occupied the territory between Albania and Bulgaria, comprising the
Macedonian provinces of Yugoslavia and Greece. This was a greatly varied territory, and

243



consequently the Nordic inhabitants, though closely related in blood and culture,
experienced varied fates.

As we noted in earlier chapters, this territory was the site of the Mediterranean Neolithic
culture known as Old Europe, which arose about 8,000 years ago and lasted until the first
Nordic invasions, which came during the late fifth and eatly fourth millennia B.C. The
early invasions were numerically thin, however, and resulted, in many parts of this Balkan
area, in a situation with which we are already familiar: a Nordic warrior elite ruling masses
of indigenous Mediterranean farmers and craftsmen.

This situation led to a great deal of racial and cultural blending. The languages of the
Notdics prevailed everywhere, but their blood and their religion became mixed with those
of the Mediterraneans. For example, even as late as historic times, when further invasions
had greatly reinforced the Nordic racial element in the area, the Thracian religion
remained a strongly interwoven blend of Mediterranean Earth Mother elements and
Nordic Sky Father elements. In the case of the Greeks the Nordic elements had prevailed,
but in the case of the Thracians the Mediterranean elements, with their serpent-phallic
symbolism and orgiastic rites, played a much larger role.

Both geography and the inhomogeneous racial pattern of the area worked against political
unity, and the Balkan region, in ancient times just as in recent times, remained balkanized.
Only in Macedonia did a strong enough central authority arise and maintain itself long
enough to have a major impact on the world beyond this corner of Europe.

Macedonia. Ancient Macedonia consisted principally of an inland, mountain-and-plateau
region (Upper Macedonia), and a grassy plain at the head of the Thermaic Gulf (Gulf of
Salonika) spanning the valleys of the lower Haliacmon (Vistritsa) and Axius (Vardar)
Rivers. The Macedonian plain provided ideal conditions for the Nordic horsemen from
the steppe of southern Russia.

In the middle of the 12th century B.C. the Dorian invasion swept through Macedonia on
its southward course, and a large contingent of Dorians remained in the Macedonian
plain, pushing much of the earlier population of Greeks, Thracians, and Illyrians into
Upper Macedonia.

After a half-millennium of consolidation, the Macedonian kingdom was born. The first
Macedonian king, Perdiccas I, unified the Dorians and the other tribes of the plain and
brought them under his control around 640 B.C. Three centuries later King Philip II
brought Upper Macedonia into the kingdom as well. The Macedonians in the fourth
century B.C. still had the vigor which decadence had drained from the Greeks of the
south, and Philip was able to establish Macedonian hegemony over the greater portion of
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the Balkan peninsula. In 338 B.C., in the battle of Chaeronea, he crushed the Greek
armies, and Macedonia became a world power.

But it was Philip’s son, Alexander, who used this power base to launch a new and vastly
greater wave of Nordic conquest. In 330, at the age of twenty, he succeeded his father as
king of Macedonia. Within a decade he had conquered most of the ancient world.

Alexander’s principal conquests lay in the Middle East, however, in the area treated in the
previous chapter: Egypt, Palestine, Syria, Asia Minor, Mesopotamia, Iran, Afghanistan,
and the Aryan realm of northwest India. The greater portion of this territory had already
been conquered by the Persians, under Cyrus the Great, two centuries eatlier. By bringing
it under common rule with Greece and Macedonia, Alexander created the greatest empire
the world had yet seen.

Unfortunately, despite his military and organizational genius, Alexander did not
understand the racial basis of civilization. He dreamed of a unified world-empire, with all
its diverse races expressing a single culture and ordered by a single rule. At a great feast of
reconciliation between Greeks and Persians at Opis, on the Tigris River some 40 miles
above Baghdad, in 324 B.C., when his conquests were complete, he stated his dream
explicitly. And throughout his brief but uniquely dynamic career of empire-building,
Alexander acted consistently with this dream. He adopted Asiatic customs and dress,
blending them with the Macedonian lifestyle and requiring many of his officers to do the
same. He left in power many of the native satraps of the conquered regions, after
receiving their oaths of loyalty. And it was not Macedonian Pella, but Semitic Babylon
which he chose as the capital of his empire.

Alexander preached racemixing, and he practiced it. During the conquest of Sogdiana
(comprising the modern Uzbek and Tadzhik Republics of the U.S.S.R.) he took to wife
the daughter, Roxane, of a local baron. Four years later, at Susa he also married the
daughter of the defeated Persian king, Darius II. On that occasion he bade his officers and
men to imitate him; nearly a hundred of the former and 10,000 of the latter took native
brides in a mass marriage.

Alexander’s brides, and presumably those of his officers as well, were of noble Persian
blood, which, even as late as the fourth century B.C., meant most of them were White—
Notdic, in fact. But certainly most of the 10,000 brides of his soldiers were not; they were
Asiatics: Semites and the bastard offspring of Semites and Aryans and a dozen other races.

On June 13, 323 B.C,, at Babylon, Alexander, not yet 33 years ears old, died of a fever—
and with him died the unnatural dream of a mixed-race universal empire. Most of his
Macedonian troops at once repudiated their Asiatic wives. His satraps began revolting.
The various plans he had set in motion for homogenizing the culture and government of
his vast realm became sidetracked.
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Elements of Alexander’s empire survived long after his death. In Egypt, for example, the
Macedonian Ptolemaic dynasty lasted three centuries; Queen Cleopatra was not an
Egyptian by blood, but a Macedonian. And in the east, after the breakup of the empire,
local rulers claimed descent from Alexander, even as late as modern times.

But the far-flung empire itself had no natural unity, no unity of blood or spirit; and even if
Alexander had lived long enough to impose an artificial unity of coinage and dress and
language and custom, it would still have required the strength of his unique personality to
hold it together. And it is well that the empire died with him; otherwise it might have
sucked the best blood out of Europe for centuries, in a vain effort to maintain it.

The attractions of the vast and rich Orient for one Nordic conqueror after another are
obvious. What is unfortunate is that none made racial considerations the basis of his
program of conquest—and it could have been done.

Alexander, for example, could have laid the foundations for a Nordic empire which could
have stood against the rest of the world—including Rome—forever. The Macedonians
and the Greeks shared common blood and had similar languages (ancient Macedonian was
an altogether different language from modern Macedonian, which has its roots in the sixth
century A.D. conquest of Macedonia by Slavic tribes). If, before invading Asia and
defeating the Asian armies, Alexander had devoted his energies to forging just these two
peoples into a unified population base, casting out all the alien elements which had
accumulated in Greece by the latter part of the fourth century B.C.; and if, while
conquering Asia, he had carried out a policy of total extermination—then he could have
colonized Asia with Nordic settlements from the Indus to the Nile, and they could have
multiplied freely and expanded into the empty lands without danger of racial mixing.

But Alexander did not cleanse Greece of its Semitic merchants and moneylenders and its
accumulated rabble of half-breeds, and he chose to base his Asiatic empire on the
indigenous populations instead of on colonists. And so the Greco-Macedonian world,
despite its uninterrupted prosperity and its maintenance of the appearance of might after
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Alexander’s death, continued its imperceptible downward slide toward oblivion. The focus
of history shifted to the west, to the Italian peninsula.

Nordic Virtues 1.ed Romans to World Domination
Etruscan Kings Paved Way for Rome’s Fall
Levantines, Decadence, Capitalism Sank Rome

Today, when we speak of “Latins,” we reflexively think of short, swarthy, excitable people
who are inordinately fond of loud rhythms, wine, spicy food, and seduction, and who
aren’t to be taken very seriously. That is not an accurate image of all speakers of Romance
languages, of course. Many individuals of French, Spanish, Portuguese, Italian, and
Romanian nationality are as racially sound as the average Swede or German. Yet, the
image persists, and for good reason.

But the Latini, the Northern tribesmen who settled La#ium in the ninth century B.C. and
founded Rome a century later, were something altogether different. Most of today’s Latins
share nothing with those of twenty-eight centuries ago except the name. Not only are the
two strikingly different in appearance and temperament, but every element of the culture
the original Latins created as an expression of their race-soul has been fundamentally
transformed by those who claim that name today.

Above all, the Latini were a people to be taken seriously. They brought with them to Italy
the spirit of the northern forests whence they had come. They took themselves and life
very seriously indeed. Duty, honor, responsibility: to the early Romans these were the
elements which circumscribed a man’s life. Their virtues (the Latin root of the word
means “manliness”) were strength of body and will, perseverance, sobriety, courage,
hardiness, steadiness of purpose, attentiveness to detail, intelligence, and the
characteristically Nordic will to order. Through these virtues they brought the world under
their sway and created a civic edifice of such magnificence that it has ever since provided
the standard against which all others are measured.

The Romans shaped the world around them—its institution, its politics, its attitudes, and
its lifestyles—more extensively and more profoundly than anyone else has, and then they
perished. That fact has fascinated and occupied the energies of historical scholars as no
other topic. What were the reasons that the Romans rose so high and then fell so far?

The populus Romanus, it should be noted, did not include every inhabitant of Rome.
Initially, in fact, it included only those persons who were blood members of a gens: i.e., the
nobles, or patricians. After the individual households (familiae), the gentes were the
fundamental social units among the early Romans, just as among the other Indo-European
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peoples. Their origin predates the Latin invasion of Italy; those persons born into them
were, thus, all descendants of the warrior clans which originally seized the land and
subjugated the aborigines.

The members of this warrior nobility, the patricians, were originally the whole people; to
them belonged everything: land, livestock, religion, and law. They alone possessed a clan
name (nomen gentilicinm) and the right to display a coat of arms (jus imaginum).

Those who were not patricians, and, hence, not members of the popuins Romanus, were the
plebeians (plebs). Although not originally permitted to participate in the political or
religious institutions of the populus, the plebeians were technically free. Many of them were
the pre-Latin inhabitants of the seven hills beside the Tiber on which Rome was built;
some undoubtedly came into the area later, as Rome’s influence grew. No direct evidence
remains on the matter, but it nevertheless seems certain that there was a racial as well as a
social difference between patricians and plebeians, with the latter having much less Nordic
blood than the former.

Several social and political developments worked to diminish the racial distinction
between patrician and plebeian with the passage of time. One of these developments was
the patron-client relationship; another was the incorporation of an Etruscan element into
the Roman population, including the acceptance of a number of gentes of Etruscan nobles
into the Roman patrician class; a third was the extension of citizenship to the plebs.

As the social bond between patricians and plebeians grew, the social distance lessened.
Many plebeians became, through hard work and good fortune, wealthy enough to rival the
patrician class in their standard of living. And, although marriage between patrician and
plebeian was strictly forbidden, there was nevertheless a flow of patrician genes into the
plebeian class as a result of irregular liaisons between patrician men and plebeian women.

Latins, Sabines, Etruscans. Very eatly in its history, Romulus’ hilltop village of Latins joined
forces with a neighboring village of Sabines, the Titienses. The Sabines and the Latins
were of very closely related Indo-European stocks, and the amalgamation did little to
change social institutions, other than doubling the number of senators.

A few years later, however, the Etruscan Luceres—of non-Indo-European stock—were
absorbed by the growing Rome. Although the Etruscans remained a tribe apart from the
Latin and Sabine inhabitants of the city, without patrician status, this condition was
destined not to last.

It was Tarquin’s successor, Servius Tullius, who wrought changes which were to have

much more profound racial consequences: in essence, Servius made the plebs a part of the
populus Romanus. He accomplished this by overshadowing the patrician assembly, the
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Comitia Curiata, with two new popular assemblies, one civil and one military. For
administrative purposes, Servius divided the city and its territory into thirty “tribes.” These
thirty administrative divisions, or wards, were tribal in name only, however; they were
based solely on geography, and not on birth. The patricians still ruled in the new Comitia
Tributa, or tribal assembly, and provided the magistrates for the new wards, but Servius
had laid the same groundwork for future political gains by the Roman plebs which
Cleisthenes, just a few decades later, laid in Athens by reorganizing the tribal basis of the
Athenian state along purely geographical lines.

Servius certainly cannot be accused of being a democrat. Yet he clearly initiated the
process which eventually led to the ascendancy of gold over blood in Roman society, just
as Solon had done in Athens a few years eatlier.

The successor of Servius Tullius, Tarquinius Superbus (Tarquin the Proud), partly
repealed the changes the former had made. And Tarquin the Proud’s reign marked the
end of Etruscan domination of Rome, as well as the end of the monarchy. The Tarquins
were driven out of Rome by the Latins and Sabines in 509 B.C. (according to tradition),
and the Roman Republic was born. But the Etruscan kings (among whom Servius is
included, although his origins and ethnicity are uncertain) had brought about two lasting
changes which were racially significant: the Roman aristocracy of Indo-European Latins
and Sabines had received a substantial non-Indo-European admixture by the admission of
the nobility of the Luceres to patrician status, and the principle that citizenship (and its
attendant rights and powers) should belong solely to the members of a racial elite had
been compromised.

The following centuries saw the political power of the plebs increase greatly relative to
that of the patricians, while wealth continued to gain weight relative to race and family.
The Romans survived the founding of the Republic by roughly a millennium, but we are
not concerned in this series with the political and cultural details of their history, except as
these details have a salient racial significance. Therefore, the emphasis in the following
historical summary is rather different than that found in most textbooks on Roman
history.

Let us focus on four factors: first, the growing racial diversity of the Roman state; second,
the eventual decadence of Rome’s patricians; third, the differential in birthrates between
Rome’s patrician and plebeian classes; and fourth, the effects on the Roman peasantry of
large-scale slavery as a capitalist institution.

Non-White Immigration. The Romans were an energetic and martial people, and the power,
influence, and wealth which they wielded grew enormously during the period from the
end of the sixth to the last quarter of the first century B.C., the life-span of the Republic.
First all of Italy, then the rest of the Mediterranean world and the Middle East, and finally
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much of Nordic Europe came into their possession. This vast area under Roman rule was
inhabited by a great diversity of races and peoples. As time passed, the rights of
citizenship were extended to more and more of them. Citizens or not, there was a huge
influx of foreign peoples into Rome and the other parts of Italy. Some came as slaves, the
spoils of Rome’s victorious wars, and many came voluntarily, attracted by Rome’s growing
wealth. After the Republic became the Empire, in the last quarter of the first century B.C,,
the flow of foreigners into Italy increased still further. The descendants of the Latin
founders of Rome became a minority in their own country. Above all other factors, this
influx of alien immigrants led to Rome’s demise and the extinction of the race which built
her into the ruler of the wotld.

The importance of the immigration factor is, of course, barely mentioned, if at all, in the
school history texts being published today, because those who control the content of the
textbooks have planned the same fate for White America as that which overtook White
Rome.

Nevertheless, the writers of Classical antiquity themselves clearly recognized and wrote
about the problem, as do those few of today’s professional historians with courage enough
to buck the blackout on the mention of race in history. An example of the latter is the
distinguished Swedish historian Martin Nilsson, for many years professor at the University
of Lund. In his Imperial Rome, Nilsson wrote:

Of greater variety than elsewhere was the medley of races in the capital, where
individuals congregated from all quarters, either on business with the rulers and the
government or as fortune seekers in the great city, where great possibilities were open
to all. It is almost impossible for us to realize the extraordinarily motley character of
the Roman mob. The only city in our own day which can rival it is Constantinople, the
most cosmopolitan town in the world. Numerous passages in the works of Classical
authors refer to it, from Cicero, who calls Rome a city formed by the confluence of
nations, to Constantius, who, when he visited Rome, marveled at the haste with which
all the human beings of the world flocked there...

There were Romans who viewed the population of the capital with deep pessimism.
In Nero’s time (37-68 A.D.) Lucan said that Rome was not peopled by its own
citizens but filled with the scourings of the world. The Oriental [by Oriental Nilsson
means Levantine, not Mongoloid] element seems to have been especially strong,.

Jews, in particular, in order to get their hands on the wealth there, flocked to Rome in
such enormous numbers that Emperor Tiberius, under pressure from the common people
on whom the Jews were preying, was obliged to order them all deported in 19 A.D. The
Jews sneaked back in even greater numbers, and Tiberius’ brother, Emperor Claudius, was
forced to renew the deportation order against them a few years later, but without success.
They had become so numerous and so well entrenched that the emperor did not have the
energy to dislodge them.
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Another distinguished historian, the late Tenney Frank, professor at Bryn Mawr and Johns
Hopkins, made a careful survey of Roman tomb inscriptions. He studied 13,900
inscriptions, separating them into categories based on the ethnicity or probable ethnicity
indicated by the names and corollary evidence. Professor Frank estimated that by the end
of the first century A.D. 90 per cent of the free plebeians in Rome were Levantines or
part-Levantines. Fewer than ten per cent could claim unmixed Italian ancestry, and of
these even fewer were of pure Indo-European stock.

One problem which Frank ran into was the tendency of non-Italians to disguise their
ancestry by changing their names. It was easy enough to separate Greek and Syrian and
Hebrew names from Latin ones, but a Latin name which had been adopted rather than
inherited could often only be detected by noting the non-Latin names of the parents on
the same tomb.

Then too, just as Jewish name-changers today often give themselves away by choosing a
non-Jewish first name which has become so popular among their brethren that few non-
Jews would dream of burdening their own children with it (Murray, Seymour, Irving are
examples), Frank found the same clues among many “Latin” names.

As for the Greek names, the great majority of them did not belong to Hellenes but to
Levantines from the remnants of Alexander’s Oriental empire. The Roman poet Juvenal
(62-142 A.D.) alluded to this when he wrote:

Sirs, I cannot bear

This Rome made Grecian; yet of all her dregs

How much is Greek? Long since Orontes’ [a river| stream
Hath fouled our Tiber with his Syrian waters,

Bearing upon his bosom foreign speech

And foreign manners...

C. Northcote Parkinson, the noted author and historian, sums up the effect of centuries of
uncontrolled immigration in his East and West (1963): “Rome came to be peopled very
largely by Levantines, Egyptians, Armenians, and Jews; by astrologers, tipsters, idlers, and
crooks.” The name “Roman,” in other words, came to mean as little as the name
“American” is coming to mean today. And yet, just as White Americans are bringing
about their downfall through greed and timidity and indifference, so did Rome’s patricians
cause their own end.

Bread and Circuses. In Rome’s earliest days, when the populus Romanus was entirely of noble
birth, duty, honor, and responsibility counted for everything, as mentioned above. A
Roman valued nothing above his honor, put nothing before his obligations to the
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community. Even after Rome’s conquests brought wealth and luxury to her citizens, her
patricians could still produce men like Regulus, stern, honorable, unyielding.

But wealth inexorably undermined the old virtues. Decadence rotted the souls of the
noble Romans. While the mongrel mobs were entertained by the debased spectacles in the
Colosseum (not unlike the distraction of today’s rabble by non-stop television), the
patricians indulged themselves with every new vice and luxury that money and a
resourceful merchant class could provide. Pampered, perfumed, manicured, and attended
by numerous slaves, the effete aristocracy of the first century A.D. was a far cry from the
hard and disciplined ruling class of a few centuries earlier.

Just as there are Americans today who understand where the weakness and lack of
discipline of their people are leading them and who speak out against these things, so were
there Romans who tried to stem the tide of decadence engulfing the Republic. One of
these was M. Porcius Cato (“the Censor”), whose public career spanned the first half of
the second century B.C.

Cato was born and raised on his father’s farm and then spent 26 years fighting in Rome’s
legions before entering politics. Early in his career, having been appointed governor
(praetor) of Sardinia, Cato set the pattern he would follow the rest of his life: he expelled all
the moneylenders from the island, earning the undying hatred of the Jews and a reputation
as a fierce anti-Semite.

Totlonia bust of Cato

Later Cato was elected censor in Rome. The duties of a censor were to safeguard public
morality and virtue and to conduct a periodic census of people and property for military
and tax purposes. Cato took these duties very seriously. He assessed jewelry and other
luxury items at ten times their actual value, and he dealt promptly and severely with
disorder and degeneracy.

In the Senate Cato spoke out repeatedly against the foreign influences in philosophy,
religion, and lifestyle which were encroaching on the traditional Roman attitudes and
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manners. As a result, Rome’s “smart set” condemned him (privately, for he was too
powerful to attack openly) as an archreactionary and an enemy of “progress.”

In the field of foreign policy, Cato was adamantly opposed to the integration of the
Semitic East into the Roman world. He wanted Rome to concentrate on the western
Mediterranean and to deal with the Levant only at sword point. Unfortunately, there were
few men of Cato’s fiber left among the Romans by the second century.

Declining Birthrate. One of the most fateful effects of decadence was the drastic decline in
the birthrate of the Roman nobility. Decadence is always accompanied by an increase in
egoism, a shifting of focus from race and nation to the individual. Instead of looking on
bearing and raising children as a duty to the state and a necessity for the perpetuation of
their gens and tribe, upper-class Romans came to regard children as a hindrance, a
limitation on their freedom and pleasure. The “liberation” of women also contributed
heavily to this change in outlook.

The failure of the patrician class to reproduce itself alarmed those Roman leaders with a
sense of responsibility to the future. Emperor Augustus tried strenuously to reverse the
trend by issuing several decrees regarding family life. Heavy penalties were set for celibacy
or for marriage with the descendants of slaves. Eventually, Augustus ordered that every

noble Roman between the ages of twenty-five and sixty must be married or, at least,
betrothed.

In 9 A.D. tax advantages and other preferences were granted to the parents of three or
more children; unmarried persons were barred from the public games and could not
receive inheritances, while the childless married person could receive only half of any
inheritance left to him. All these measures failed. Augustus’ own daughter, Julia, was a
thoroughly liberated member of the “jet set” of her time, who considered herself far too
sophisticated to be burdened with motherhood; in embarrassment, Augustus banished her
to an island.

From the dictatorship of Julius Caesar to the reign of Emperor Hadrian, a century and a
half, one can trace the destinies of forty-five leading patrician families: all but one died out
during that period. Of 400 senatorial families on the public records in 65 A.D., during the
reign of Nero, all trace of half of them had vanished by the reign of Nerva, a single
generation later.

Rise of Capitalism. As the patricians declined in numbers, the Roman peasantry also
suffered, but for a different reason. The later years of the Republic saw the rise of
agricultural capitalism, with wealthy entrepreneurs buying up vast estates, working them
with slaves and driving the freeborn small farmers out of the marketplace. By the tens of
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thousands the Latin and Sabine yeomen were bankrupted and forced to abandon their
farms. They fled to the city, where most of them were swallowed up in the urban mob.

The capitalist nouveaux riches who came to wield much of the power and influence in Rome
lost by the dwindling patricians were an altogether new type of Roman. Petronius’
fictional character Trimalchio is their archetype. Tenney Frank wrote of these “new
Romans™:

It is apparent that at least the political and moral qualities which counted most in the
building of the Italian federation, the army organization, the provincial administrative
system of the Republic, were the qualities most needed in holding the Empire
together. And however brilliant the endowment of the new citizens, these qualities
they lacked. The Trimalchios of the Empire were often shrewd and daring
businessmen, but their first and obvious task, apparently was to climb by the ladder of
quick profits to a social position in which their children, with Romanized names,
could comfortably proceed to forget their forebears. The possession of wealth did not,
as in the Republic, suggest certain duties toward the commonwealth.

Many historians have remarked on the fact that the entire spirit of the Roman Empire was
radically different from that of the Roman Republic. The energy, foresight, common
sense, and discipline which characterized the Republic were absent from the Empire. But
that was because the race which built the Republic was largely absent from the Empire; it
had been replaced by the dregs of the Orient. The change in attitudes, values, and
behavior was due to a change in blood. The changing racial composition of Rome during
the Republic paved the way for the unchecked influx of Levantine blood, manners, and
religion during the Empire.

But it also set the stage for a new ascendancy of the same Northern blood which had first
given birth to the Roman people. We will look at the conquest of Rome by the Germans.
First, however, we must backtrack and see what had been happening in the North during
the rise and fall of Rome.

One of the Principal Indo-European Peoples Who Founded Europe
Celts Were Fierce Warriors, Master Craftsmen
Roman Conguest Drowned Celtic Europe in Blood

In the last few chapters we have dealt with those Indo-European peoples which, after
leaving their homeland north of the Black Sea and the Caspian Sea, between the Urals and
the Dnieper, invaded regions of the world heavily populated by alien races. Some—the
Aryans, Kassites, Mitanni, Hittites, Phrygians, and Philistines—went into the Middle East,
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conquered the natives, and then gradually sank down into them through racial mixing over
the course of millennia.

Others—the Achaeans, Dorians and Latins—went southwest, into the Greek and Italian
peninsulas, conquered the aboriginal Mediterraneans already there, and founded the great
civilizations of Classical antiquity. Although the racial differences between them and the
natives were not as great as for those who went into the Middle East, mixing took its toll
of these Indo-Europeans as well, and they gradually lost their original racial character.

The Indo-Europeans who invaded [the north] of Europe were able to remain racially pure,
to a much greater extent than their cousins who invaded the more southerly and easterly
regions, even to the present day. They established, in effect, a new Indo-European
heartland in northern Europe. We shall look at four great divisions of these Indo-
European peoples: the Celts, Germans, Balts, and Slavs. These divisions are distinguished
one from another by language, geography, and time of appearance on the stage of world
history, as well as by their subsequent fates. But one salient fact should be kept in mind
throughout the individual treatments of the Celts, Germans, Balts, and Slavs which follow:
they are all branches from the same trunk.

Originally, Celt, German, Balt, and Slav were indistinguishably Nordic. The Celts were the
first group to make an impact on the Classical world, and so we will deal with them first.
(The “C” may be pronounced either with an “s” sound, the result of French influence, or
with a “k” sound. The latter was the original pronunciation.) The reason the Celts
interacted with the Greeks and Romans before the other groups did is that their
wanderings took them farthest south. The Roman conquest of southeastern Europe, Gaul,
and Britain destroyed the greater part of Celtic culture, as well as doing an enormous
amount of racial damage.

But the Celts themselves, as much as anyone else, were responsible for the decline of their
racial fortunes. They settled in regions of Europe which, although not so heavily
Mediterraneanized as Greece and Italy, were much more so than the German, Baltic, and
Slavic areas. And, as has so often been the case with the Indo-Europeans, for the most
part they did not force the indigenous populations out of the areas they conquered, but
made subjects of them instead. Thus, many people who think of themselves as “Celts”
today are actually more Mediterranean than Celtic. And others, with Latin, Germanic, or
Slavic names, are actually of nearly unmixed Celtic descent. In this chapter we will look at
the origins of the Celts and at their interaction with the Romans.

The eatly Celts were not literate, and we are, therefore, dependent on Classical authors for
much of what we know about Celtic mores, lifestyles, and behavior, as well as the physical
appearance of the Celts themselves. The fourth-century Byzantine writer, Ammianus
Marcellinus, drawing on reports from the first century B.C., tells us that the Celts (or
Gauls, as the Romans called them) were fastidious, fair, and fierce:
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The Gauls are all exceedingly careful of cleanliness and neatness, nor in all the country
could any man or woman, however poor, be seen either dirty or ragged. Nearly all are
of a lofty stature, fair and of ruddy complexion: terrible from the sternness of their
eyes, very quarrelsome, and of great pride and insolence. A whole troop of foreigners
would not be able to withstand a single Gaul if he called his wife to his assistance, who
is usually very strong and with blue eyes.

All the Classical writers agree in their descriptions of the Celts as being tall, light-eyed, and
with blond or red hair, which they wore long. Flowing, abundant mustaches seem to have
been a Celtic national trait. And the favorite national pastime seems to have been fighting.
Born to the saddle and bred to arms, the Celts were a warlike race, always ready for a
brawl. Excellent horsemen and swordsmen, they were heartily feared by all their enemies.

Perhaps we should not be surprised that these equestrian warriors invented chain-link
armor and iron horseshoes and were the first to learn how to make seamless iron tires for
wagons and war chariots. But the Celts were also the inventors of soap, which they
introduced to the relatively unwashed Greeks and Romans. Their inventive genius also
manifested itself in the numerous iron woodworking tools and agricultural implements
which they developed. They did not build castles, as such, but depended instead on
strategically located hilltops, fortified with earthworks and palisades, as places of retreat in
wartime. Gradually these hill forts, or oppida (as the Romans called them), gained
permanent inhabitants and enough amenities so that they could be considered towns.
They became the sites of regular fairs and festivals, and centers of trade as well as defense.

Celtic society, following the customary Indo-European pattern, was hierarchical. At the
top was a fighting and hunting aristocracy, always purely Celtic. At the bottom were the
small farmers, the servants, and the petty craftsmen. The racial composition of this class
varied from purely Celtic to mostly Mediterranean, depending on the region.

Relations between the sexes were open and natural, and—in contrast to the norm for
Mediterranean societies—Celtic women were allowed a great deal of freedom. When the
wife of Sulpicius Severus, a Romanized fourth-century historian, reproached the wife of a
Celtic chieftain for the wanton ways of Celtic women, the Celtic woman replied: “We
tulfill the demands of nature in a much better way than do you Roman women: for we
consort openly with the best men, whereas you let yourselves be debauched in secret by
the vilest.” In fourth-century Rome, of course, virtually all the wealth was in the hands of
“the vilest” men: Jews, Syrians, and other Oriental immigrants who dominated commerce
and constituted the nouveanx riches.

The ancestors of the Celts brought the solar religion of their Indo-European homeland

with them to the areas they invaded; three-armed and four-armed swastikas, as solar
symbols, are an omnipresent element in Celtic art, as is the four-spoked sun wheel. One of
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the most widely revered Celtic gods, Lug (or Lugh), had many of the attributes of the
Germanic Wotan, and one of his designations, Longhanded Lug, referred to his role as a
solar deity, whose life-giving force reached everywhere. By the time of the Roman
conquest, however, many extraneous elements had become inseparably blended into
Celtic religion. The druids practiced not only solar rites, but some rather dark and nasty
ones of Mediterranean origin as well.

Many later writers have not been as careful as Caesar was and tend to lump all Celtic-
speaking populations together as “Gauls,” while sharply distinguishing them from the
Germans. As a matter of fact, there was a much greater affinity between the Celts and the
Germans, despite the language difference, than there was between the truly Celtic
elements among the Gauls and the racially different but Celtic-speaking Mediterranean
and Celtiberian elements.

In the British Isles the racial effects of the fifth-century B.C. Celtic invasions varied. In
some areas indigenous Nordic populations were reinforced, and in others indigenous
Mediterranean or mixed populations diluted the fresh Nordic wave. Around 400 B.C.
Celts invaded northern Italy in strength, establishing a permanent presence in the Po
valley, between the Alps and the Apennines. They pushed out the resident Etruscans and
Ligurians, founded the city of Milan, and began exploring possibilities for further
expansion south of the Apennines.

In 390 B.C. a Celtic army under their chieftain Brennus defeated the Roman army and
occupied Rome. The Celts were not prepared to stay, however, and upon payment of an
enormous ransom in gold by the Romans they withdrew again to northern Italy.

In the following centuries there were repeated clashes between adventurous Celts and the
people of the Classical civilizations to the south. In the third century B.C. a Celtic army
ravaged Macedonia and struck deep into Greece, while another group of Celts, the
Galatae, invaded central Asia Minor. Three centuries later the latter were still in place; they
were the Galatians of the New Testament. Celtic bands continued to whip Roman armies,
even to the end of the second century B.C.,; but then Roman military organization and
discipline turned the tide. The first century B.C. was a time of unmitigated disaster for the
Celts. Caesar’s conquest of Gaul was savage and bloody, with whole tribes, including
women and children, being slaughtered by the Romans.

By the autumn of 54 B.C, Caesar had subdued Gaul, having destroyed 800 towns and
villages and killed or enslaved more than three million Celts. And behind his armies came
a horde of Roman-Jewish merchants and speculators, to batten on what was left of Gallic
trade, industry, and agriculture like a swarm of locusts. Hundreds of thousands of blond,
blue-eyed Celtic girls were marched south in chains, to be pawed over by greasy, Semitic
flesh-merchants in Rome’s slave markets before being shipped out to fill the bordellos of
the Levant.
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Vercingetorix. Then began one, last, heroic effort by the Celts of Gaul to throw off the yoke
of Rome, thereby regaining their honor and their freedom, and—whether consciously or
not—reestablishing the superiority of Nordic mankind over the mongrel races of the
south. The ancestors of the Romans had themselves established this superiority in
centuries past, but by Caesar’s time Rome had sunk irretrievably into the quagmire of
miscegenation and had become the enemy of the race which founded it.

The rebellion began with an attack by Ambiorix, king of the Celtic tribe of the Eburones,
on a Roman fortress on the middle Moselle. It spread rapidly throughout most of
northern and central Gaul. The Celts used guerrilla tactics against the Romans, ruthlessly
burning their own villages and fields to deny the enemy food and then ambushing his
vulnerable supply columns.

For two bloody years the uprising went on. Caesar surpassed his former cruelty and
savagery in trying to put it down. When Celtic prisoners were taken, the Romans tortured
them hideously before killing them. When the rebel town of Avaricum fell to Caesat’s
legions, he ordered the massacre of its 40,000 inhabitants.

Meanwhile, a new leader of the Gallic Celts had come to the fore. He was Vercingetorix,
king of the Arverni, the tribe which gave its name to France’s Auvergne region. His own
name meant, in the Celtic tongue, “warrior king,” and he was well named.

Vercingetorix came closer than anyone else had to uniting the Celts. He was a charismatic
leader, and his successes against the Romans, particularly at Gergovia, the principal town
of the Arverni, roused the hopes of other Celtic peoples. Tribe after tribe joined his rebel
confederation, and for a while it seemed as if Caesar might be driven from Gaul.

But unity was still too new an experience for the Celts, nor could all their valor make up
for their lack of the long experience of iron discipline which the Roman legionaries
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enjoyed. Too impetuous, too individualistic, too prone to rush headlong in pursuit of a
temporary advantage instead of subjecting themselves always to the cooler-headed
direction of their leaders, the Celts soon dissipated their chances of liberating Gaul.

Finally, in the summer of 52 B.C., Caesar’s legions penned up Vercingetorix and 80,000 of
his followers in the walled town of Alesia, on the upper Teaches of the Seine. Although an
army of a quarter-million Celts, from 41 tribes, eventually came to relieve besieged Alesia,
Caesar had had time to construct massive defenses for his army. While the encircled
Alesians starved, the Celts outside the Roman lines wasted their strength in futile assaults
on Caesar’s fortifications.

In a valiant, self-sacrificing effort to save his people from being annihilated, Vercingetorix
rode out of Alesia, on a late September day, and surrendered himself to Caesar. Caesar
sent the Celtic king to Rome in chains, kept him in a dungeon for six years, and then,
during the former’s triumphal procession of 46 B.C., had him publicly strangled and
beheaded in the Forum, to the wild cheers of the city’s degraded, mongrel populace.

After the disaster at Alesia, the confederation Vercingetorix had put together crumbled,
and Caesar had little trouble in extinguishing the last Celtic resistance in Gaul. He used his
tried-and-true methods, which included chopping the hands off all the Celtic prisoners he
took after one town, Uxellodunum, commanded by a loyal adjutant of Vercingetorix,
surrendered to him.

Decadent Rome did not long enjoy dominion of the Celtic lands, however, because
another Indo-European people, the Germans, soon replaced the Latins as the masters of
Europe.

Ancient Germans, Traditions Closest to those of Ancient Indo-Europeans
German Growth, Roman Imperialism Led to Conflict

The first wave of Battle-Axe People to leave the ancient Nordic heartland in the forests
and steppes of southern Russia appeared in the Germanic area of northern Europe even
before the Neolithic Revolution had become well established there, prior to 4,000 B.C. It
would be incorrect, of course, to refer to these earliest Nordic immigrants as “Germans.”
All that can be said of them, just as of those immigrants south of them who later gave
birth to the Celts, is that they were Indo-Europeans. The process of cultural-ethnic
differentiation had not resulted in the fairly clear-cut distinctions which allowed one group
of people to be identified as Germans, another as Celts, and a third as Balts until
approximately the first half of the first millennium B.C.
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By about 2,000 B.C., however, the ancestors of the Germans—call them proto-
Germans—were at home in southern Sweden, the Danish peninsula, and the adjacent
lands between the Elbe and the Oder. To the east were the proto-Balts, to the west and
south the proto-Celts. From this tiny proto-German homeland, about the size of the state
of Tennessee, the Germans expanded their dominion during the ensuing 3,000 years over
all of Europe, from Iceland to the Urals, ruling over Celts, Balts, Slavs, Latins, and Greeks,
as well as the non-Indo-European peoples of the Roman Empire. After that it was
Germanic peoples, primarily, who discovered, settled, and conquered North America and
who, until the internal decay of the last few decades, wielded effective political power even
over the non-White hordes of Asia and Africa.

Seventeen centuries before the Teutonic Order conquered the Baltic lands, German
expansion eastward along the southern shore of the Baltic Sea had extended German
settlement and rule from the Oder to the Vistula. At the same time, expansion was also
taking place toward the west and the south, bringing about mingling—and often
conflict—between Germans and Celts. With the Roman conquest of Gaul in the first
century B.C., direct conflict between the expanding Germans and still mighty and
expanding Rome became inevitable.

Actually the death struggle between Latins and Germans began even before Caesar’s
subjection of Gaul. Late in the second century two neighboring German tribes, the
Cimbrians and the Teutons, left their homes in the Danish peninsula because, they said, of
the sinking of much of their low-lying land into the sea. Some 300,000 in number, they
headed south, crossing the Tyrolese Alps into northern Italy in 113 B.C., where they asked
the Romans for permission either to settle or to cross Roman territory into the Celtic
lands to the west. The Roman consul, Papirius Carbo, attempted to halt them, and they
defeated his army. The Germans then proceeded westward into Gaul and went as far as
Spain, where they raised havoc. Ten years later, however, they returned to northern Italy.

This time they were met by a more competent Roman general, the consul Gaius Marius.
In two horrendous battles, in 102 and 101 B.C., Marius virtually exterminated the Teutons
and the Cimbrians. So many Teutons were massacred at Aquae Sextiae in 102 that,
according to a contemporary Roman historian, their blood so fertilized the earth that the
orchards there were especially fruitful for years afterward, and German bones were used
to build fences around the vineyards. At Vercelli the Cimbrians met a similar fate the
following year; more than 100,000 were slaughtered. When the German women saw their
men being defeated, they first slew their children and then killed themselves in order to
avoid the shame of slavery.

The annihilation of these two German nations was followed by a few decades in which

Italy remained relatively safe from further incursions from the north. The Germans’
territory was bounded, roughly, on the east by the Vistula and on the south by the

260



Danube. In the west the boundary was less definite, and the Germans west of the Rhine
came into repeated conflict with Roman armies in Gaul.

Tacitus on the Germans. The Romans were naturally curious about the teeming tribes of
tierce, watlike people beyond the Rhine who dared contest their conquest of the lands in
northern Gaul, and several Roman writers enumerated them and described their way of
life, most notably the historian Gaius Cornelius Tacitus. Writing in a first-century Rome
which was thoroughly mongrelized, Tacitus was strongly impressed by the Germans’
apparent racial homogeneity:

I concur in opinion with those who deem the Germans never to have intermarried
with other nations but to be a pure and unmixed race, stamped with a distinct
character. Hence, a family likeness pervades the whole, though their numbers are so
great. Their eyes are stern and blue, their hair ruddy, and their bodies large, powerful
in sudden exertion, but impatient of toil and not at all capable of sustaining thirst and
heat. They are accustomed by their climate to endure cold and hunger.

When the Germans fight, wrote Tacitus, perhaps remembering the example of the
Teutons and Cimbrians, “they have within hearing the yells of their women and the cries
of their children.”

Tradition relates that armies beginning to give way have been rallied by the females,
through the earnestness of their supplications, the interposition of their bodies, and
the pictures they have drawn of impending slavery, a calamity which these people bear
with more impatience for their women than themselves.

If these appeals were not sufficient to elicit honorable behavior from each and every
German, Tacitus added, their fellow tribesmen dealt with them severely: “Traitors and
deserters are hanged; cowards and those guilty of unnatural practices are suffocated in
mud under a hurdle.” Subject to the same punishment as cowards and homosexuals were
draft dodgers: those who failed to present themselves for military service when
summoned.

The education of the German youth stressed not only bravery and skill in arms, but loyalty
in the highest degree. Tacitus gives an interesting description of the mutual obligations
between a German leader and his companions in arms:

The Germans transact no business, public or private, without being armed, but it is
not customary for any person to assume arms until the state has approved his ability
to use them. Then, in the midst of the assembly, either one of the chiefs, or the father,
or a relative, equips the youth with a shield and a spear. These are to them the manly
gown (foga wvirilis); this is the first honor conferred on youth. Before, they are
considered as part of a household; afterwards, of the state.

261



There is a great emulation among the companions as to which shall possess the
highest place in the favor of their chief, and among the chiefs as to which shall excel
in the number and valor of this companions. It is their dignity and their strength
always to be surrounded by a large body of select youth: an ornament in peace, a
bulwark in war.

Thus, already in Tacitus’ time, was the foundation in existence upon which the medieval
institutions of chivalry and feudalism would rest. The philosopher Lucius Annaeus Seneca,
also writing in the first century, shared Tacitus’ respect for the Germans’ martial qualities:
“Who are braver than the Germans? Who more impetuous in the charge? Who fonder of
arms, in the use of which they are born and nourished, which are their only care?”

Caesar, Tacitus, and other writers also described other attributes of the Germans and
various aspects of their lives: their shrines, like those of the Celts and the Balts, were in
sacred groves, open to the sky; their family life (in Roman eyes) was remarkably virtuous,
although the German predilection for strong drink and games of chance must have been
sorely trying to wives; they were extraordinarily hospitable to strangers and fiercely
resentful of any infringements on their own rights and freedoms; each man jealously
guarded his honor, and a liar was held in worse repute than a murderer; usury and
prostitution were unknown among them.

Death Struggle Between Germany and Rome Decided Fate of White Race
Hermann Was Savior of Europe & White Race

Julius Caesatr’s conquest of all the Celts and Germans west of the Rhine and his punitive
raids into the German lands on the other side of the river bought time for the Romans to
concentrate their military efforts against the still independent Celts inhabiting the Swiss
and Austrian Alps and the lowlands between the Alps and the Danube, from Lake
Constance to Vienna. More than three decades of intermittent warfare by Caesar and his
successors finally subdued these Celts, and their lands became the Roman provinces of
Rhaetia, Noricum, and Pannonia.

By 15 B.C. the Danube had been established as the dividing line between the Roman
Empire and the free German lands to the north—or Germania Magna, as the Romans
named this territory bounded on the west, the south, and the east by the Rhine, the
Danube, and the Vistula, respectively. The conquered German lands west of the Rhine, in
Alsace, Luxembourg, Belgium, and the southern Netherlands, were divided into the
Roman provinces of Upper and Lower Germany.
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In 12 B.C. Emperor Augustus sent his stepson Drusus, who had played a major role in the
subjection of the Celts, to the mouth of the Rhine to launch an invasion of Germania
Magna. Although initially unsuccessful, Drusus led repeated campaigns against the
Germans, and by 9 B.C. had defeated several tribes, most notably the Chatti, and pushed
more than 200 miles into Germania Magna, reaching the Elbe.

At this point an aside on the names of the German tribes may be helpful; otherwise we
may easily become confused by the proliferation of often-conflicting designations given to
the various tribes and groupings of tribes by the Romans, the Germans, and others.
Because the ancient Germans were, for most practical purposes, illiterate (the Germans’
runes were used for inscriptions but not for writing books), the earliest German tribal
names we have are those recorded by the Romans: Batavi, Belgae, Chatti, Chauci,
Cherusci, Cimbri, Eburones, Frisii, Gothones, Hermunduri, Langobardi, Marcomanni,
Saxones, Suevi, Teutones, etc. It is assumed that in most cases these were reasonable
approximations to the actual German names.

In some cases these tribal names assigned by the Romans of Caesar’s time have survived
in the names of modern nations or provinces: Belgium, Saxony, Lombardy, Gotland, and
so on. More often they have not; the great stirring up of the nations of Europe between
the latter part of the second century and the middle of the sixth century A.D.—the
Voelkerwanderung, or wandering of the peoples—profoundly changed the German tribal
groupings. Some tribes vanished without a trace; others reappeared as elements in new
tribal configurations which combined many of the older tribes. Thus, the Saxons of the
eighth century consisted not only of the Saxones known to the Romans, but of many
other tribal elements as well. The Franks likewise arose after Caesat’s time as a
confederation of many German tribes. The Romans referred to all the German tribes
collectively as Germani, but this was apparently originally the name of only a single minor
tribe, which later lost its independent existence. In similar manner the Romanized Franks
of a later day referred to all their German neighbors by the name of a single tribal
grouping which arose during the oelkerwanderung, the Alamanni; the French name for any
German is still Allemand.

Over the next dozen years the Roman military machine continued to consolidate and
expand its conquests in Germania Magna. Most of the independent tribes left were those
east of the Elbe. Some, like the Marcomanni, had been forced to leave their ancestral
lands in the west and resettle east of the Elbe in order to avoid defeat by the Romans. The
Germans were on the defensive everywhere, and they seemed well on the way to suffering
the collective fate of the Celts.

They were finally beginning to learn one vital lesson, however: they must either unite in
the face of the common enemy or become extinct; the independence of the various tribes
was a luxury they could no longer afford. A king of the Marcomanni, Marbod, succeeded
in uniting most of the tribes east of the Elbe and organizing a standing draft army of

263



70,000 infantry and 4,000 cavalry from among them, the first time the Germans had
accomplished such a feat.

The imperial representative in the conquered German lands was Publius Quintilius Varus,
who was more a lawyer and a politician than a general. As an administrator he was brutal,
arbitrary, and rapacious. Overturning all local customs, contemptuous of German
tradition and sensibility, Varus applied the same measures against the tribes of Germania
Magna which he had used earlier while he was proconsul in the Middle East and which
Caesar had employed successfully to break the spirit of the Celts in Gaul. He succeeded
instead in transforming the respect Germans had learned for Roman power into a bitter
and implacable hatred.

The 19th-century English historian Edward Creasy describes especially well the German
reaction to Varus and his army:

Accustomed to govern the depraved and debased natives of Syria, a country where
courage in man and virtue in woman had for centuries been unknown, Varus thought
that he might gratify his licentious and rapacious passions with equal impunity among
the high-minded sons and pure-spirited daughters of Germany. When the general of
any army sets the example of outrages of this description, he is soon faithfully imitated
by his officers and surpassed by his still more brutal soldiery. The Romans now
habitually indulged in those violations of the sanctity of the domestic shrine and those
insults upon honor and modesty by which far less gallant spirits than those of our
Teutonic ancestors have often been maddened into insurrection.

Hermann the Cheruscer. As the latter-day Romans were shortly to learn, the Germans dared a
great deal. There came to the fore among the wretched, conquered tribes a German leader
cast in the mold of the Celt Vercingetorix. Unlike the case with the latter, however, this
new leader’s daring brought success. He was Hermann, son of Segimar, king of the
Cherusci. The Romans called him Arminius. In Creasy’s words:

It was part of the subtle policy of Rome to confer rank and privileges on the youth of
the leading families in the nations which she wished to enslave. Among other young
German chieftains Arminius and his brother, who were the heads of the noblest house
in the tribe of the Cherusci, had been selected as fit objects for the exercise of this
insidious system. Roman refinements and dignities succeeded in denationalizing the
brother, who assumed the Roman name of Flavius and adhered to Rome throughout
all her wars against his country. Arminius remained unbought by honors or wealth,
uncorrupted by refinement or luxury. He aspired to and obtained from Roman enmity
a higher title than ever could have been given him by Roman favor.

Shortly before 1 A.D. Hermann went to Rome to learn the Roman ways and language. He
was seventeen or eighteen years old. He served five years in a Roman legion and became a
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Roman citizen, a member of the equites, or knightly class. He was sent by Augustus to aid
in the suppression of the rebellion in Pannonia and Dalmatia.

What Hermann learned about the Romans redoubled his hatred of them. Again, Creasy’s
words on the subject can hardly be bettered:

Vast, however, and admirably organized as the fabric of Roman power appeared on
the frontiers and in the provinces, there was rottenness at the core. In Rome’s
unceasing hostilities with foreign foes and still more in her long series of desolating
civil wars, the free middle classes of Italy had almost wholly disappeared. Above the
position which they had occupied an oligarchy of wealth had reared itself; beneath that
position a degraded mass of poverty and misery was fermenting. Slaves, the chance
sweepings of every conquered country, shoals of Africans, Sardinians, Asiatics,
Illyrians, and others, made up the bulk of the population of the Italian peninsula. The
toulest profligacy of manners was general in all ranks...

With bitter indignation must the German chieftain have beheld all this and contrasted
it with the rough worth of his own countrymen: their bravery, their fidelity to their
word, their manly independence of spirit, their love of their national free institutions,
and their loathing of every pollution and meanness. Above all he must have thought
of the domestic virtues which hallowed a German home; of the respect there shown
to the female character and of the pure affection by which that respect was repaid. His
soul must have burned within him at the contemplation of such a race yielding to
these debased Italians.

When he returned to his people at the age of twenty-five, Hermann was given a Roman
command under Varus. He immediately set to work organizing a revolution. The most
difficult obstacle he had to overcome was neither the Germans’ lack of military stores or
even a single walled fortress, nor their traditional disunity; it was the opposition from the
conservative faction among his own people.

As is always so with conservatives, they preferred immediate prosperity under Roman rule,
through the trade opportunities it offered or through advantages bestowed on individual
leaders by the Romans, to freedom, honor, and the long-range preservation and
promotion of their own stock. One of the most hostile of these Romanized conservatives
was Hermann’s own father-in-law. Nevertheless, Hermann prevailed over the conservative
opposition and won most of the leaders of the Cherusci and the neighboring tribes to his
conspiracy.

In the summer of 9 A.D. Varus’ army, consisting of five legions, was encamped among
the Saxons, west of the Weser in the modern state of North Rhine-Westphalia. Late in the
month of September Hermann contrived to have a localized rebellion break out among
some tribes to the east, and messengers soon arrived at Varus’ camp with news of the
insurrection. Varus immediately set out with three of his legions to crush the revolt, giving
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Hermann the task of gathering up the Romans’ German auxiliary forces and following
him.

Hermann sprang his carefully planned trap. Instead of gathering an auxiliary force to
support Varus, he sent his agents speeding the revolutionary call to the tribes, far and
near. Hermann then set out in pursuit of Varus, catching up with him amid the wild
ravines, steep ridges, and tangled undergrowth of the Teutoburger Forest, about 20 miles
west of the Weser, near the present town of Detmold. The progress of the Roman army
had been severely hampered by the heavy autumn rains and the marshy condition of the
ground, and Hermann fell on Varus’ legions with a suddenness and fury which sent the
Romans reeling.

For nearly three days the battle raged with a ferocity which exacted a heavy toll from both
sides. The Germans employed guerrilla tactics, suddenly attacking the floundering Roman
columns from an unexpected quarter and then withdrawing into the dense forest before
the Romans could group themselves into effective fighting formation, only to attack again
from a different quarter. On the third day of battle the exhausted remnants of Varus” army
panicked and broke, and the Germans annihilated them. Once more, we will let Creasy tell
the story:

The Roman officer who commanded the cavalry, Numonius Vala, rode off with his
squadrons in the vain hope of escaping by thus abandoning his comrades. Unable to
keep together or force their way across the woods and swamps, the horsemen were
overpowered in detail and slaughtered to the last man... Varus, after being severely
wounded in a charge of the Germans against his part of the column, committed
suicide to avoid falling into the hands of those whom he had exasperated by his
oppressions. One of the lieutenant generals of the army fell fighting; the other
surrendered to the enemy. But mercy to a fallen foe had never been a Roman virtue,
and those among her legions who now laid down their arms in hope of quarter drank
deep of the cup of suffering, which Rome had held to the lips of many a brave but
unfortunate enemy. The infuriated Germans slaughtered their oppressors with
deliberate ferocity, and those prisoners who were not hewn to pieces on the spot were
only preserved to perish by a more cruel death in cold blood.

Only a tiny handful of Romans escaped from the Teutoburger Forest to carry the news of
the catastrophe back to the Roman forts on the other side of the Rhine. Varus’ legions
had been the pick of Rome’s army, and their destruction broke the back of the Roman
imperium east of the Rhine. A furious German populace rose up and exacted a grisly
vengeance on Roman judges, Jewish speculators and slave dealers, and the civil servants
Augustus had sent to administer the conquered territories. The two Roman legions
remaining in Germania Magna were able to extricate themselves to Gaul only after hard
tighting and severe losses.
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The tidings struck Rome like a thunderclap of doom. The aged Augustus felt his throne
tremble. He never fully recovered from the shock, and for months afterward he let his hair
and beard grow, and was seen by his courtiers from time to time pounding his head in
despair against the palace wall and crying out, “Oh, Varus, Varus, give me back my
legions!”

Hermann’s great victory by no means ended the Roman threat to the Germans east of the
Rhine, and many more battles were to be fought before Rome finally accepted, in 17 A.D.,
the Rhine and the Danube as a boundary between Roman and German territory. Clearly,
though, that September day in 9 A.D. is a watershed of world history; the battle of the
Teutoburger Forest is one of the half-dozen most decisive events in the history of the
White race. Had Hermann lost that day to Varus, or had the conservatives among the
Germans succeeded in aborting or betraying his revolution, the heart of Germany would
have been Romanized. The land of the Angles and the Saxons and the Goths would have
been permanently open, as was Rome, to the filth of the Levant: to Oriental customs and
religion; to the mercantile spirit which places monetary gain above all else in life; to the
swart, cutly-haired men who swarmed in the marketplaces of the Mediterranean world,
haggling over the interest on a loan or the price of a blond slave girl.

Hermannschlacht memorial

The Nordic spirit, the Faustian spirit, which is the unique possession of that race which
burst into Europe from the eastern steppes more than 6,000 years ago; the spirit which
carried Greece to the heights and impelled the earliest Romans to impose a new order on
the Italian peninsula; the spirit which had eventually succumbed to racial decay in the
south and which had been crushed out of the Celts of Gaul and Britain—that spirit would
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also have been crushed out of the Germans and replaced by the spirit of the lawyers and
the moneychangers.

The fact that that spirit survived in the Germans, that it thrived again in Britain after the
Saxon conquest, that it lived in the Vikings who sailed their dragon ships across the
Atlantic to the New World five centuries after that, that after another ten centuries it
carried our race beyond the bounds of this planet—is due in very large measure to the
passion, energy, skill, and courage of Hermann the Cheruscer.

Four hundred years were yet to pass and a great deal more German blood shed before the
German ascendancy over Rome became final and irreversible, but the events of 9 A.D.
presaged everything which followed. After Hermann’s mighty feat the decaying Roman
Empire was almost continuously on the defensive rather than the offensive. Although the
southwestern corner of Germania Magna, encompassing the headwaters of the Rhine and
the Danube (the area which had been abandoned by the Marcomanni prior to the
Hermannschlachi), was later colonized by Rome; and although Emperor Trajan added the
trans-Danubian province of Dacia to Rome’s possessions at the beginning of the second
century, no really serious program of conquest of German lands was again attempted.

The German unity which Hermann forged did not last long, unfortunately. Although he
outmaneuvered his rival Marbod, who was forced to seek Roman protection, Hermann
himself lost his life to an assassin a few years later. Traditional intertribal rivalries and
jealousies came to the fore again. Just as Roman decadence prevented the Romans from
conquering the Germans in the ensuing decades, so did German disunity prevent the
reverse.

Migrating Germans, Invading Huns, Expanding Slavs Destroyed Roman Order
Hun Horde Routed Goths, Burst into Central Europe. Attila Yields to Gothic 1 alor;
Germans Drive Asiatics from Europe

The Gothic nation, as was mentioned in the previous chapter, had established itself on the
southern shore of the Baltic, around the mouth of the Vistula, before 300 B.C. Prior to
that the Goths had lived in southern Sweden.

Like the other Germans of their time, the Goths were tall, sturdily built, and Nordic in
coloration, with blue or grey eyes and hair colors ranging from red to almost white.
Roman reports describe them as the tallest of the Germans, with especially large hands
and feet—perhaps a trait resulting from the local mixture of Indo-European and Cro-
Magnon races in Sweden.
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Soon they were also the richest of the Germans. In direct contact with the amber-
gathering Baltic tribes to the east, the Goths monopolized the amber trade. For centuries
Gothic caravans loaded with furs and amber pushed southward to sell their goods in the
trading centers of the Roman Empire.

Then, in the third quarter of the second century of the present era, during the reign of
Roman Emperor Marcus Aurelius, the Goths began a general movement to the southeast.
Hundreds of thousands of them, taking their families, their cattle, and all their household
goods, marched back toward the ancient Indo-European homeland their ancestors had
left thousands of years earlier.

The Goths west of the Dniester—the Visigoths—moved down into the Danubian lands
west of the Black Sea, where they inevitably came into conflict with the Romans. They
conquered the Roman province of Dacia for themselves, after defeating a Roman army
and killing a Roman emperor (Decius) in the year 251.

Toward the end of the third century, during the reign of Diocletian, the Empire was
divided into eastern and western halves, for administrative and military purposes. The
progressive breakdown of communications led eventually to separate de facto powers, one
centered in Rome and the other in Byzantium (later renamed Constantinople).

During the first three-quarters of the fourth century, despite occasional raids, a state of
relatively peaceful coexistence between Goths and Romans pervaded. Especially in the
eastern half of the Empire, diplomacy and bribery were used to hold the Goths at bay.
During the reign of Constantine (306-337) 40,000 Goths were recruited into the Roman
army, and they thenceforth were the bulwark of the Eastern Empire.

The Huns. 1t was in the reign of Emperor Valens, in the year 372, that the greatest menace
to the White race, both Germans and Romans, since the beginning of recorded history
suddenly appeared on the eastern horizon. From the depths of Central Asia a vast horde
of brown-skinned, flat-nosed, slant-eyed little horsemen—fast, fierce, hardy, bloodthirsty,
and apparently inexhaustible in numbers—came swarming across the steppe around the
north end of the Caspian Sea. They were the Huns.

The first to feel their impact were the Alans, living south of the Don between the Black
Sea and the Caspian Sea. The Hunnic horde utterly crushed the Alans, some of whose
remnants retreated southward into the Caucasus Mountains, while others fled westward in
confusion, seeking refuge among the Goths. In the Caucasus today traces of the Nordic
Alans are found in the Ossetes, whose language is Indo-European and who are taller and
lighter than the Caucasic-speaking peoples around them.
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Next the Huns fell upon the Ostrogoths and routed them. The aged Ostrogothic king,
Hermanric, slew himself in despair, and his successor, Vitimer, was killed in a vain effort
to hold back the Brown flood. The Ostrogothic kingdom disintegrated, and its people
streamed westward in terror, with the Huns at their heels.

Athanaric, king of the Visigoths, posted himself at the Dniester with a large army, but the
Huns crossed the river and defeated him, inflicting great slaughter on his army. Thus, the
Visigoths too were forced to retreat westward. Athanaric petitioned Valens for permission
for his people to cross the Danube and settle in Roman lands to the south. Valens
consented, but he attached very hard conditions, which the Goths, in their desperation,
were forced to accept: they were required to surrender all their weapons and to give up
their women and children as hostages to the Romans.

The Goths crossed the Danube in 376 and settled in the Roman province of Lower
Moesia, which corresponds roughly to modern Bulgaria. There the Romans took shameful
advantage of them. Roman-Jewish merchants, in return for grain and other staples, took
the hostage children of the Goths as slaves. The Goths secretly rearmed themselves and
rose up. For two years they waged a war of revenge, ravaging Thrace, Macedonia, and
Thessaly. Finally, on August 9, 378, in the great battle of Hadrianople, the Gothic cavalry,
commanded now by Fritigern, annihilated Valens’ infantry (most of whom were also
Goths), and the emperor himself was killed. This was the worst defeat Rome had suffered
since the Goths defeated and killed Decius 127 years earlier, and the battle decisively
changed the conduct of future wars. Heretofore, Roman infantry tactics had been
considered unbeatable, but Fritigern’s Goths had shown what heavy cavalry could do to
infantry unprotected by its own cavalry.

The emperor of the eastern half of the Empire who succeeded Valens took a much more
conciliatory stance toward the Goths, and they were confirmed in their possession of
much of the territory south of the Danube which they had seized between 376 and 378.
The Huns, meanwhile, had occupied Gothic Dacia (present-day Romania), as well as all
the lands to the east.

The ancient homeland of the Nordic race was now in the hands of non-Whites.

For more than four millennia wave after wave of White warriors had come out of the
eastern steppe to conquer and colonize Europe: Achaeans, Dorians, Latins, Celts,
Germans, Balts, Slavs, Cimmerians, Scythians, Sarmatians, and uncounted and unnamed
peoples before all these. But the Sarmatians were the last; after the Huns drove them and
the Goths out, no other White barbarians were to come riding out of the east.

For the next thousand years the eastern steppe which had been the breeding ground of the

Nordic race became the invasion route into Europe for periodic waves of non-White
hordes from Asia: Huns, Avars, Turks, Magyars, Mongols.
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The Huns contented themselves, for the time being, with that portion of Europe between
the Carpathians and the Danube, leaving the Romans and the Germans elsewhere to their
own devices. Rome, a hollow shelf peopled largely by Levantines and ruled in effect by a
gaggle of filthy-rich Middle Eastern moneylenders, speculators, and merchants, depended
for her continued existence upon cleverness and money rather than real strength.
Germans menaced her and Germans defended her, and the Romans concentrated their
energies on playing German off against German. The game succeeded in the Eastern
Empire, more or less, but not in the Western Empire. A Frank, Arbogast, was the chief
adviser—and effective master—of Western Emperor Eugenius in the year 394, having
assassinated Eugenius’ predecessor. The emperor of the East, Theodosius, sent his Gothic
army against Arbogast, and Arbogast called on his fellow Franks for support. The two
German armies fought at Aquileia, near modern Venice, and the Goths defeated the
Franks.

Two of the leaders of Theodosius’ army were Alaric the Bold, a Gothic prince, and
Stilicho, a Vandal. After the battle of Aquileia Stilicho, nominally subordinate to
Theodosius, became the effective master of the Western Empire. Alaric was chosen king
of the Visigoths by his tribe and decided to challenge Stilicho, but as long as Stilicho lived
he was able to hold Alaric at bay. The emasculated and Levantinized Romans, unable to
face the Germans man to man, bitterly resented their German allies as much as they did
their German enemies. This resentment, born of weakness and cowardice, finally got the
better of the Romans in 408, and they conspired to have their protector, Stilicho,
murdered. Then the Romans in all the Italian cities butchered the wives and children of
their German allies—60,000 of them.

This foolish and brutal move sent Stilicho’s German soldiers into Alaric’s arms, and Italy
was then at the Goth’s mercy. Alaric’s army ravaged large areas of the peninsula for two
years in revenge for the massacre of the German families. Alaric demanded a large ransom
from the Romans and forced them to release some 40,000 German slaves.

Then, on the night of August 24, 410, Alaric’s Goths took Rome and sacked the city. This
date marked, for all practical purposes, the end of the capital of the world. Rome had
endured for 1,163 years and had ruled for a large portion of that time, but it would never
again be a seat of power. For a few more decades the moribund Empire of the West
issued its commands from the fortress city of Ravenna, 200 miles north of Rome, until the
whole charade was finally ended in 476. The Empire of the East, on the other hand,
would last another thousand years.

The Huns, meanwhile, had not long contented themselves with Dacia, but had begun
expanding westward again, wreaking such havoc that whole nations uprooted themselves
and fled as the Huns advanced. The Vandals, a German people closely related to the
Goths; the Alans who had been driven westward from the Transcaucasian steppe; and the
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Suebians poured across the Rhine into Gaul in 400, setting still other German nations,
such as the Franks, Burgundians, and Alamanni, into motion.

Attila, King of the Huns. The Huns halted their westward push for more than 40 years while
they consolidated their hold on all of central and eastern Europe, and on much of
northern Europe as well. In 433 they gained a new king, whose name was Attila. In 445,
when Attila established his new capital at Buda, in what is now Hungary, the empire of the
Huns stretched from the Caspian Sea to the North Sea.

In 451 Attila began moving west again, with the intention of seizing Gaul and then the
rest of the Western Empire. His army consisted not only of Huns but also of contingents
from all the conquered peoples of Europe: Ostrogoths, Gepids, Rugians, Scirians, Heruls,
Thuringians, and others, including Slavs. One contingent was made up of Burgundians,
half of whom the Huns had subjugated (and neatly annihilated) in 436. The struggle
between the Burgundians and the Huns forms the background for the German heroic
epic, the Nibelungenlied. Attila’s mixed army threw western Europe into a state of terror as
it advanced. So great was the devastation wrought on the countryside that Attila was given
the nickname “the Scourge of God,” and it was said that grass never again grew where his
horse had trod. Two armies, one commanded by Aetius, the last of the Western Empire’s
Roman generals, and the other by Theodoric, King of the Visigoths, rode against Attila.
Aetius and Theodoric united their armies south of the Loire, in central Gaul, and
compelled Attila to withdraw to the north-east. Attila carefully chose the spot to halt his
horde and make his stand. It was in a vast, open, and nearly level expanse of ground in
northeastern France between the Marne and the Seine, where his cavalry would have ideal
conditions for maneuvering. The region was known as the Catalaunian Plains, after the
Catalauni, a Celtic people.

In a furious, day-long battle frightful losses were inflicted on both sides, but the Visigoths,
Franks, free Burgundians, and Alans of Aetius and Theodoric had gained a decisive
advantage over the Huns and their allies by nightfall. Attila retreated behind his wagons
and in despair ordered a huge funeral pyre built for himself. He intended neither to be
taken alive by his foes nor to have his corpse fall into their hands. King Theodoric had
fallen during the day’s fighting, and the command of the Visigothic army had passed to his
son, Thorismund. The latter was eager to press his advantage and avenge his father’s death
by annihilating the Hunnic horde.

The wily Roman Actius, however, putting the interests of his dying Empire first,
persuaded Thorismund to allow Attila to withdraw his horde from Gaul. Aetius was afraid
that if Thorismund completely destroyed the power of the Huns, then the Visigoths
would again be a menace to the Empire; he preferred that the Huns and the Visigoths
keep one another in check.
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Attila and his army ravaged the countryside again, as they made their way back to
Hungary. The following year they invaded northern Italy and razed the city of Aquileia to
the ground; those of its inhabitants who were not killed fled into the nearby marshes, later
to found the city of Venice.

But in 453 Attila died. The 60-year-old Hun burst a blood vessel during his wedding-night
exertions, following his marriage to a blonde German maiden, Hildico (called Kriernhild
in the Nibelungenlied). The Huns had already been stripped of their aura of invincibility by
Theodoric, and the death of their leader diminished them still further in the eyes of their
German vassals. The latter, under the leadership of Ardaric the Gepid, rose up in 454. At
the battle of the Nedao River in that year it was strictly German against Hun, and the
Germans won a total victory, completely destroying the power of the Huns in Europe.

The vanquished Huns fled eastward, settling finally around the shores of the Sea of Azov
in a vastly diminished realm. They left behind them only their name, in Hungary.
Unfortunately, they also left some of their genes in those parts of Europe they had
overrun. But in eighty years they had turned Europe upside down. Entire regions were
depopulated, and the old status quo had vanished.

Christianity Spreads from Levant to Dying Roman Empire, then to Conguering Germans
Germans ‘Aryanize’ Christian Myths, but Racially Destructive Ethics Retained

During the turbulent and eventful fifth century the Germans largely completed their
conquest of the West. In the early years of that century German tribesmen, who had been
raiding the coast of Roman Britain for many years, began a permanent invasion of the
southeastern portion of the island, a development which was eventually to lead to a
Germanic Britain.

In 476 Odoacer, an Ostrogothic chieftain who had become a general of Rome’s armies,
deposed the last Roman emperor and ruled in his own name as king of Italy. Meanwhile
the Visigoths were expanding their holdings in Gaul and completing their conquest of
Spain, except for the northwestern region already held by their Suebian cousins and an
enclave in the Pyrenees occupied by a remnant of the aboriginal Mediterranean inhabitants
of the peninsula, the Basques.

And throughout the latter part of the century the Franks, the Alemanni, and the
Burgundians were consolidating their own holds on the former Roman province of Gaul,
establishing new kingdoms and laying the basis for the new European civilization of the
Middle Ages. Everywhere in the West the old, decaying civilization centered on the
Mediterranean gave way to the vigorous White barbarians from the North.
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Oriental Infection. But the Germans did not make their conquest of the Roman world
without becoming infected by some of the diseases which flourished so unwholesomely in
Rome during her last days. Foremost among these was an infection which the Romans
themselves had caught during the first century, a consequence of their own conquest of
the Levant. It had begun as an offshoot of Judaism, had established itself in Jerusalem and
a few other spots in the eastern Mediterranean area, and had traveled to Rome with Jewish
merchants and speculators, who had long found that city an attractive center of
operations.

It eventually became known to the world as Christianity, but for more than two centuries
it festered in the sewers and catacombs of Rome, along with dozens of other alien
religious sects from the Levant; its first adherents were Rome’s slaves, a cosmopolitan lot
from all the lands conquered by the Romans. It was a religion designed to appeal to slaves:
blessed are the poor, the meek, the wretched, the despised, it told them, for you shall
inherit the earth from the strong, the brave, the proud, and the mighty; there will be pie in
the sky for all believers, and the rest will suffer eternal torment. It appealed directly to a
sense of envy and resentment of the weak against the strong.

By the end of the third century Christianity had become the most popular as well as the
most militant of the Oriental sects flourishing among the largely non-Roman inhabitants
of the decaying Roman Empire. Even as late as the first years of the fourth century, under
Emperor Diocletian, the Roman government was still making efforts to keep the
Christians under control, but in 313 a new emperor, Constantine, decided that 7f you can’t
lick “em, join "emr and he issued an imperial edict legitimizing Christianity.

Although one of Constantine’s successors, Julian, attempted to reverse the continuing
Christianization of the Roman Empire a few years later, it was already too late: the Goths,
who made up the bulk of Rome’s armies by this time, had caught the infection from one
of their own slaves, a Christian captive whom they called Wulfila. Wulfila was a tireless
and effective missionary, and the Goths were an uprooted and unsettled people, among
whom the new religion took hold easily. Wulfila’s translation of the Bible into Gothic
greatly speeded up the process.

Before the end of the fourth century Christianity had also spread to the Vandals,
Burgundians, Lombards, Gepids, and several other German tribes. A little over a century
later the powerful nation of the Franks was converted. By the beginning of the second
quarter of the sixth century, the only non-Christian Whites left were the Bavarians,
Thuringians, Saxons, Frisians, Danes, Swedes, and Norse among the Germans—and
virtually all the Balts and Slavs.

274



One can only understand the rapid spread of Christianity during the fourth and fifth
centuries by realizing that, for all practical purposes, it had no opposition. That is, there
was no other organized, militant, proselytizing church competing effectively with the
Christian church.

The Christians had many individual opponents, of course: among the Romans several of
the more responsible and civic-minded emperors, such as Diocletian, as well as what was
left of the tradition-minded aristocracy; and among the Germans many farsighted leaders
who resisted the imposition of an alien creed on their people and the abandonment of
their ancient traditions. Athanaric, the great Gothic chieftain who led his people across the
Danube in 376 to save them from the invading Huns, was notable in this regard.
Athanaric and the other traditionalists failed to halt the spread of Christianity, because
they were only individuals. Although there were pagan priests, the traditional German
religion never really had a church associated with it. It consisted of a body of beliefs, tales,
and practices passed from generation to generation, but it had no centralized organization

like Christianity.

German religion was a folk-religion, which grew organically out of the people and out of
the land they occupied. The boundary between a tribe’s most ancient historical legends
and its religious myths, between its long-dead heroes and chieftains and its gods, was
blurred at best. Because German religion belonged to the people and the land, it was not a
proselytizing religion; the German attitude was that other peoples and races likewise had
their own folk-religions, and it would be unnatural to impose one race’s religion on
another race.

And because German religion was rooted in the land as well as in the people, it lost some
of its viability when the people were uprooted from their land. It is no coincidence that
the conversions of the Goths, Vandals, Burgundians, Lombards, Franks, and many other
German tribes took place during the Voelkerwanderung, a period of strife, disorientation,
and misery for many of those involved: a period when whole nations lost not only their
ancient homelands but also their very identities.

After the VVoelkerwanderung ended in the sixth century, the Christianization of the remaining
pagan peoples of Europe proceeded much more slowly—and generally by fire and sword
rather than by peaceful missionary effort. Whereas the Franks had become Christians
more or less painlessly when their king Clovis (Chlodweg) converted for political reasons
at the end of the fifth century, it was another 300 years before the Frankish king
Charlemagne (Karl the Great) was able to bring about the conversion of his Saxon
neighbors, and he accomplished that only by butchering half of them in a series of
genocidal wars. Farly Christianity, in contrast to German religion, was as utterly intolerant
as the Judaism from which it sprang. Even Roman religion, which, as an official state
religion, equated religious observance with patriotism, tolerated the existence of other
sects, so long as they did not threaten the state. But the early Christians were inspired by a
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fanatical hatred of all opposing creeds. Also in contrast to German and Roman religion,
Christianity, despite its specifically Jewish roots, claimed to be a universal (i.e., “catholic”)
creed, equally applicable to Germans, Romans, Jews, Huns, and Negroes.

The Christians took the Jewish tribal god Yahweh, or Jehovah, and universalized him.
Originally he seems to have been a deity associated with one of the dormant volcanoes of
the Arabian peninsula, a god so distinctly Semitic that he had a binding business contract
(“covenant”) with his followers: if the Jews would remain faithful and obedient to him, he
would deliver all the wealth of the non-Jewish peoples of the world into their hands.
Observant Jews even today remind themselves of this by fastening mezuzoth to the door
frames of their homes, wherein the verses from their Torah spelling out the Jews’ side of
their larcenous deal with Yahweh are inscribed (Deuteronomy 6:4-9, 11:13-21; Yahweh’s
reciprocal obligations are in the verses immediately following). Nevertheless, the early
Christian church, armed with an effective organization and a proselytizing fervor, and
armored with a supreme contempt for everything non-Christian, was able to supplant
Jupiter and Wotan alike with Yahweh.

The Germans, however, recreated the Semitic Yahweh in the image of their own Wotan,
even as they accepted the new faith. The entire Christian ritual and doctrine, in fact, were
to a large extent “Aryanized” by the Germans to suit their own inner nature and lifestyle.
They played down the slave-religion aspects of Christianity (“the meek shall inherit the
earth”) and emphasized the aspects which appealed to them (“I come bearing not peace,
but a sword”). The incoherence and the multitude of internal inconsistencies of the
doctrine made this sort of eclecticism easy. In general, the Germans accepted without
difficulty the Christian rituals—especially those which, like Christmas, Easter, and
Thanksgiving were deliberately redesigned to correspond to pagan rituals and festivals of
long standing—and the myths (parthenogenesis, turning water into wine, curing the blind,
resurrection from the dead, etc.), and they ignored the ethics (turn the other cheek, all
men are brothers, etc.). A Frank of the seventh or eighth century would tremble in
superstitious awe before some fragment of bone or vial of dried blood which the Church
had declared a sacred relic with miracle-working powers—but if you smote him on the
cheek you would have a fight on your hands, not another cheek turned.

As for the brotherhood of man and equality in the eyes of the Lord, the Germans had no
time for such nonsense; when confronted with non-Whites, they instinctively reached for
the nearest lethal weapon. They made mincemeat out of the Avars, who were cousins to
the Huns, in the seventh century, and the Christianized Franks or Goths of that era would
know exactly what to do with a few hundred thousand rioting American Blacks; they
would, in fact, positively relish the opportunity to do what needed doing.

It could not have been expected to be otherwise. In the first place, a totally alien religion

cannot be imposed on a spiritually healthy people—and the Germans were still essentially
healthy, despite the dislocations caused by the oelkerwandernng. Christianity had to be
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modified to suit their nature—at least, temporarily. In the second place, the average
German did not have to come to grips with the alien moral imperatives of the Sermon on
the Mount. All he had to do was learn when to genuflect; wrestling with Holy Writ was
exclusively the problem of the clergy.

It was not until the Reformation, in the sixteenth century, that the laity began studying the
Bible and thinking seriously about its contents. Even then, however, the tendency was to
interpret alien teachings in a way that left them more or less compatible with natural
tendencies.

But Christian ethics—the slave morality preached in the Roman catacombs—was like a
time bomb ticking away in Europe—a Trojan horse brought inside the fortress, waiting
for its season. That season came, and the damage was done. Today Christianity is one of
the most active forces working from within to destroy the White race.

From the Christian churches came the notion of “the White man’s burden,” along with
the missionaries who saw in every African cannibal or Chinese coolie a soul to be saved,
of equal value in the eyes of Jehovah to any White soul. It is entirely a Christian impulse—
at least, on the part of the average American voter, if not the government—which sends
American food and medical supplies to keep alive swarming millions of Asiatics, Africans,
and Latins every time they have a famine, so that they can continue to outbreed Whites.

The otherworldly emphasis on individual salvation, on an individual relationship between
Creator and creature which relegates the relationship between individual and race, tribe,
and community to insignificance; the inversion of natural values inherent in the exalting of
the botched, the unclean, and the poor in spirit in the Sermon on the Mount, the
injunction to “resist not evil’—all are prescriptions for racial suicide. Indeed, had a
tiendishly clever enemy set out to concoct a set of doctrines intended to lead the White
race to its destruction, he could hardly have done better. The “White guilt” syndrome
exploited so assiduously by America’s non-White minorities is a product of Christian
teachings, as is the perverse reverence for “God’s chosen people” which has paralyzed so
many Christians’ wills to resist Jewish depredations.

Not the least of the damage done by the Christianization of Europe was the gradual
replacement of White tradition, legend, and imagery by that of the Jews. Instead of
specifically Celtic or German or Slavic heroes, the Church’s saints, many of them
Levantines, were held up to the young for emulation; instead of the feats of Hermann or
Vercingetorix, children were taught of the doings of Moses and David. Europeans’ artistic
inspiration was turned away from the depiction of their own rich heritage and used to
glorify that of an alien race; Semitic proverbs and figures of speech took precedence over
those of Indo-European provenance; Europeans even abandoned the names of their

ancestors and began giving Jewish names to their children: Samuel and Sarah, John and
Joan, Michael and Mary, Daniel and Deborah.
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Despite all these long-term consequences of Christianity, however, the immediate
symptoms of the infection which the conquering Germans picked up from the defeated
Romans were hardly noticeable; White morals and manners, motivations and behavior
remained much as they had been, for they were rooted in the genes—but now they had a
new rationale. And it is only fair to note that even today a fairly substantial minority of
White men and women who still think of themselves as Christians have not allowed their
sounder instincts to be corrupted by doctrines suited to a following of mongtrelized slaves.
They ignore the Jewish origins of Christianity and justify their instinctive dislike and
distrust of Jews with the fact that the Jews, in demanding that Jesus be killed, became a
race forever accursed (“His blood be on us and on our children”).

They interpret the divine injunction of brotherhood as applying only to Whites. Like the
Franks of the Middle Ages, they believe what suits them and conveniently forget or invent
their own interpretation for the rest. Were they the Christian mainstream today, the
religion would not be the racial menace that it is. Unfortunately, however, they are not;
virtually none are actively affiliated with any of the larger, established Christian churches.

Lberians, Phoenicians, Celts, Romans, Gotbhs, Jews,
and Moors Gave Spain Racial Diversity
Jews Infest Spain, Betray it to Muslim Invaders
Moors End Gothic Rule, Are Stopped by Franks
White Reconguest of Spain Takes Over 700 Years

Just as the southeastern-most region of Europe—the lands bordering the Black Sea on the
west and north—has been a borderland contested between Whites and non-Whites over
the course of most of our recorded history, so also has Europe’s southwesternmost
projection, the Iberian peninsula, been a racial battlefield throughout the centuries.
Serving as a natural gateway into Europe from Africa, Iberia has repeatedly been used by
invaders from the south, and the racial consequences may be seen in Spain and Portugal
today, where an exceptionally wide range of racial types is to be found.

Cadiz, Malaga, and Cordoba were all established originally by the Phoenicians, and the
name Spain itself is of Phoenician origin.

As early as 600 B.C. the Greeks had also established colonies in Iberia, mainly on the coast
of northern Catalonia (the northeastern part of the peninsula), for the same reason as the
Phoenicians. The Greeks later expanded southward along the Catalonian coast and down
into Valencia.

278



Around 500 B.C. the first Celts arrived. Only in the northwestern part of Iberia, in Galicia
and Asturias, did the Celts remain relatively unmixed.

The Basques have undoubtedly undergone a certain amount of racial admixture with
Indo-Europeans over the last 2,500 years, but their speech remains as the sole example of
a Mediterranean language still extant on western European soil.

In 480 B.C. the Carthaginians, a Semitic people of Phoenician origin, in response to a plea
for help from their Phoenician cousins in Cadiz who were attempting to put down an
Iberian insurrection, invaded the peninsula. Once in, the Carthaginians decided to stay and
they settled down to a long period of expansion and economic exploitation.

Semitic Beachhead. 1n 237 B.C., after the First Punic War, in which Rome took Sicily away
from Carthage, the Carthaginians made the fateful decision to strengthen their beachhead
on European soil. They began a general conquest and colonization of those parts of Iberia
not already under their control. During this process the Carthaginian general Hamilcar
Barca founded the cities of Cartagena and Barcelona, the latter named for his own family.

Rome regarded the Carthaginian moves in Iberia—in particular, the siege of the Greek
colony of Saguntum (modern Sagunto, on the Valencian coast)}—as a casus bellz; thus
commenced the Second Punic War. After a long and difficult struggle against the
redoubtable Hannibal, Rome crushed Carthage and found herself in possession of a new
province: Iberia. Although it then took the Romans 75 years to pacify all the Iberians,
Celts, and Celtiberians of the peninsula, it remained Roman for more than five centuries.
The Roman imprint on Spanish culture and politics, as well as on the racial destiny of the
peninsula was very strong.

The Roman conquest ended the power of the Semitic Carthaginians in Iberia, but on the
heels of Rome’s legions came another plague of Semites to batten on the rich province:
the Jews. In their inimitable fashion they wormed their way into every aspect of the
Iberian economy, and it was not long before there was hardly a commercial transaction
anywhere in the peninsula in which money did not rub off on some Jew’s palm.

So many Jews flocked to Roman Spain, and they multiplied so prodigiously there, that
today the Jews of the world still divide themselves into two categories: those descended
from the Jews of the Iberian peninsula, who are called Sephardim, and those descended
from the Jews who battened on central and eastern Europe instead, who are called
Ashkenazim. Spain was for the Jews like New York and Miami Beach rolled into one: a
commercial center with great natural resources where they could become filthy rich, and a
place in the sun where they could then sit on their accumulated shekels in leisure and
comfort.
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Euric may be considered the founder of the Gothic Kingdom of Spain. He died in 484.
His successors, Visigoths and Ostrogoths, ruled the peninsula for the next 227 years.

By the time of Recared I, who reigned from 585 to 601, Gothic Spain was again renowned
for its wealth—and again the Jews found that wealth irresistible. The Goths, however,
were not so willing as the Romans had been to allow the Jews to eat up the whole country,
and in consequence there was almost continual strife between Goths and Jews, with the
latter incessantly scheming, agitating, and whining of “persecution.”

Much to their later regret, the Goths did not deal decisively with their Jewish problem.
Instead, they allowed themselves to be convinced by their bishops that a sprinkling of holy
water would cure the Jews of their ancestral ways. King Sisibert, around the year 620,
forced 80,000 Jews to be baptized, and an even larger number were driven from the
kingdom.

Half a century later one of his successors, Wamba, was obliged to take similar measures
against the Jews, so troublesome had they again become. In 673 he expelled from the
Gothic realm all who would not submit to baptism, while the citizens of several Spanish
communities acted on their own initiative and dealt with local Jewish merchants and
moneylenders in a more forceful and effective way.

Although King Wamba was a strong ruler, who successfully put down a Basque rebellion
and maintained his frontiers against his Frankish neighbors to the north and Arab pirates
raiding by sea from the south, prosperity had already begun taking its toll of Gothic vigor.
It was Wamba’s immediate predecessor, Recesuinto!” who, at the insistence of the
Church, took the first direct step toward Gothic racial suicide (if we do not count as such
Sisibert’s allowing baptized Jews to pass as Gentiles a few years earlier) when he abolished
the longstanding ban against intermarriage.

Prior to Recesuinto’s reign, the racial pride of the Goths had remained intact. None but
Goths might rule, and Goths might marry none but Goths. The penalty for violation of
this ban was quite severe: both partners were burned at the stake. Thus, the blood of the
Goths had remained unmixed with that of their Roman, Iberian, and Jewish subjects.
Recesuinto allowed Goths to marry baptized Jews and anyone else who claimed Christian
beliefs, and the nobility of Spain has since been tainted heavily with the Semitic blood of
department-store heiresses, or the equivalent thereof in that pre-department-store era.

The Jews conspired all the more against the Goths, and the successors of Recesuinto and
Wamba were obliged to take measures against them on a number of occasions. They
failed, however, to rid their kingdom of the pestilence, because they did not apply the
same measures against baptized Jews as against their unbaptized brethren. This

10°Also called Recceswinth. (Note of the Ed.)
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shortsightedness finally led to the undoing of the Goths during the reign of Roderic, who
took the throne in 709.

While the men of Roderic’s race had grown soft and indecisive over the course of the
dozen generations which had passed since the time of Adolf, unable finally even to cope
with a gaggle of money-hungry Semites in their midst, a new Semitic danger had begun to
rise to the south of them.

Fall of Spain. Treason delivered Ceuta into the hands of the Arabs and their allies in 711,
and an Arab-Moorish invasion force sailed across the strait and seized a beachhead in
Andalusia. Roderic’s army fought the invaders in a fierce, three-day battle at Xeres (now
Jerez de la Frontera), about thirteen miles inland from Cadiz, under a blazing July sun. The
Moors under their Berber general Tariq, won, and the Goths retreated to their cities.

The Gothic cities were well fortified and had withstood Arab raiding parties more than
once, but as soon as Tariq’s dusky horde appeared outside the walls of each city in 711,
the Jews inside, by prearrangement, threw open the gates.

For their part, the Jews were more than ready to trade masters. They had hopes, which
were soon realized, that under Arab rule they would be able to regain the wealth, power,
and privileged position they had held under the Romans. They bitterly hated the Goths for
attempting to assimilate them into the Spanish population and make them work for their
daily bread alongside Christian Spaniards.

Before word of the Jews’ treachery could be spread and the Goths could separate them—
baptized and otherwise—from the general population and neutralize them, the invaders
held virtually all the strong-points. Within a few months the greater part of Gothic Spain
was in Muslim hands, and only scattered survivors made their way northward across the
Pyrenees or into one of two remaining Gothic enclaves. One of these, in the southeast,
fell to the Arabs a few years later. Only in the mountains of the north, in Asturias, were
the Goths able to hold back the Semitic tide permanently.

The victorious Semites and their mixed-race allies from north Africa did not long remain
content with their conquests south of the Pyrenees. In 722 they invaded Gothic Gaul and
seized Narbonne, Carcassonne, and several other towns. Ten years later, with an
enormous army of Arabs and Moors behind him, the Arab governor of Spain, Abd ar-
Rahman (whose name is spelled in various ways by different authors), began a new drive
to the north, laying waste Gothic and Frankish areas of Gaul alike. His aim was to add all
of Europe to the Muslim realm.

Eudes, also known as Odo, the Gothic count of Aquitaine, tried to hold back the invaders
at the Garonne but failed. He then combined his remaining forces with an army of Franks
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and German volunteers from across the Rhine, under the leadership of Charles (Karl),
count of the Austrasian Franks. The armies of Chatles and Abd ar-Rahman met in the
rolling champagne country of east-central France, between the towns of Tours and
Poitiers, in October 732. The ensuing battle was one of the most momentous in the
history of our race. The great historian Edward Gibbon also draws on medieval sources in
his description of the battle:

In the six first days of desultory combat, the horsemen and archers of the East
maintained their advantage: but in the closer onset of the seventh day the Orientals
were oppressed by the strength and stature of the Germans, who, with stout hearts
and iron hands, asserted the civil and religious freedom of their posterity. The epithet
of Martel, the Hammer, which has been added to the name of Chatles, is expressive of
his weighty and irresistible strokes... The victory of the Franks was complete and
final; Aquitaine was recovered by the arms of Eudes; the Arabs never resumed the
conquest of Gaul, and they were soon driven beyond the Pyrenees by Charles Martel
and his valiant race.

Though forced to retreat south of the Pyrenees, the Arabs and the other Muslim invaders
of Spain remained in the peninsula for nearly 800 years, and the genetic damage they
wrought there was great. Islam, like Christianity, makes no distinction of race; all that
counts is religion, not blood.

After this the Arabs and Moors were gradually pushed back toward Africa in a series of
bloody wars with their neighbors to the north. Not until 1492 was the reconquest of the
peninsula finally completed. In that year the unbaptized Jews were expelled en masse from
the country they had betrayed eight centuries earlier, and the remaining pockets of Moors
followed them ten years later. The Inquisition, which had been established in 1478, dealt
to a limited extent with the baptized Jews.

Unending Struggle Between Enropean and Asian in the East
Slavic Lands Repeatedly Overrun by Asian Hordes
Sviatoslav, Viking Ruler, Stamps out Khazar Pest

Mongol Terror Rules Russia for 250 Years

Today the geographical boundary between Europe and Africa-Asia runs roughly from the
Strait of Gibraltar eastward across the Mediterranean to the Aegean Sea, along the eastern
and northern shores of the Black Sea, thence along the spine of the Caucasus range to the
Caspian Sea, and northward along the Urals to the Arctic Ocean. Somewhat more roughly
a racial boundary follows the same course, dividing Whites to the north and west from
non-Whites to the south and east.
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Throughout history the borderlands on either side of this boundary have been contested
between White and non-White, between European and Asian, and the contest has been
tiercer, bloodier, crueler, and more unrelenting than any of the wars Europeans have
fought among themselves. This is as it should be, considering the vastly greater stakes:
when European fought European, the outcome determined which sovereign taxes would
be paid to or the language one’s descendants would speak, but when European fought
Asian the issue was whether or not one’s descendants would be White.

The contest actually began long before the dawn of history, nearly 10,000 years ago, when
the Mediterraneans of northern Africa and the Middle East began infiltrating Europe
during the Neolithic period, Mediterraneanizing the southern coastal regions of the
continent.

The second phase began about 6,000 years ago with a European counterattack. The
Nordic Indo-Europeans sent wave after wave of conquerors, not only into
Mediterraneanized Southern Europe and the Cro-Magnon realm in the North, but also
into Asia and northern Africa. This phase lasted roughly 4,000 years and, as we have seen
in earlier chapters in this series, had mixed success.

The third phase began about sixteen centuries ago, in the year 372, when the Huns came
swarming around the north end of the Caspian Sea into southern Russia, a Brown
pestilence from Mongolia.

Europe managed to stem the Brown tide in each case, but only at enormous cost. Huge
areas of Europe were overrun by the Huns and their successors: Avars, Bulgars, Khazars,
Magyars, Patzinaks, Cumans, Mongols, and Ottomans. Sometimes it was more than a
century before the invaders could be expelled, and a great deal of racial mixing took place
meanwhile.

Some European territory was lost permanently. Even today a large section of the ancient
Indo-European homeland on the western shore of the Caspian Sea remains racially
Mongoloid, while pockets of racially mixed population can be found throughout Eastern
and Southeastern Europe. In other areas the languages of the invaders have displaced the
original European languages, even where most of the Asian genes left behind have been

thoroughly diluted.

Will there be a fourth phase in the age-old struggle between Europe and Asia? Without a
doubt, although it is difficult to forecast the exact form it will take, or even which side will
be on the offensive. Certainly, Central Asia has thoroughly lost the threatening aura it had
in the days of Genghis Khan and the Golden Horde, and modern Turkey, wracked by
internal problems, does not seem a menace to Europe, except in the stream of immigrant
workers it is sending into the Western nations.
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On the other hand racial Europe—including both Russia and the United States—is as
disunited and as spiritually confused as it has ever been. If it is to regain the initiative in
the struggle for possession of the planet, it must first regain a measure of unity, based on
racial consciousness, and build new spiritual foundations for itself. The principal purpose
of this series is to aid in the building of the necessary racial consciousness. So, let us begin
looking again at the details.

Perhaps the greatest tragedy of the Hun invasion was the disaster which befell the Alans.
The godlike race of Odin and Frigg, of Thor and Balder, met its Ragnarok.

Although the Alan nation was not annihilated, its Golden Age was over. Some were
driven south into mountain strongholds high in the Caucasus, where they maintained a
national identity for another five centuries. Others fled westward, and most of these
shared the fate of the Vandals in Africa. The rest became vassals of the Huns and were
turned against their own race.

Then, in the middle of the sixth century, even before Europe had recovered from the
desolation left by the Huns, the next Brown wave struck. Driven westward by intertribal
warfare in Central Asia, an amalgamation of Mongol tribes known to Europeans as the
Avars invaded the Russian steppe in 560. Conquering the Slavs as they went, they were
only halted when they came up against the Franks on the Elbe, in 562.

The Avars virtually annihilated the Gepids, to which nation the noble Ardaric, vanquisher
of the Huns, had belonged, and seized the Gepids’ territory in Pannonia (modern
Hungary), thenceforth centering the Avar empire there. They also dislodged the German
Lombards (Langobarden, i.e., “long-beards”) from their ancestral lands, and the latter then
invaded Italy, seizing most of the northern half of the peninsula (568-572) and making
Pavia the capital of a new Lombard kingdom.

The Avar strength peaked before 600 and declined quite rapidly thereafter, except in
Pannonia. Throughout the first quarter of the seventh century one group of Slavs after
another asserted its independence of the Avar rulers, and by 626, in which year an Avar
attack on Constantinople was repelled, the Slavs had inherited nearly the whole of the
Avar empire outside Pannonia.

In 576 another Brown wave lapped at Europe’s eastern frontier, as a Turkish tribe invaded
the Caucasus and established a beachhead along the northwestern shore of the Caspian.
Compared to the two waves which had preceded them, this was a relatively minor one,
but it was to have by far the most lethal consequence for Europe in the long run: the new
invaders called themselves Khazars.

The Khazars themselves also underwent a transformation during the eighth century: they
adopted Judaism as their religion, and thereafter their national character began to change.
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From a warlike, nomadic people interested mainly in raiding and fighting, they became a
nation of armed merchants and tax collectors. As the principal power in the region north
of the Caucasus, they controlled trade between the Arab power to the south, the Turkish
power to the east, the Volga-Bulgar power to the north, the Magyar power to the west,
and the Byzantine power to the southwest.

Unfortunately, a substantial portion of the trade controlled by the Khazars was in White
slaves, with the Slavs bearing the brunt. So many Slavs, both male and female, were
shipped southward and eastward by their Khazar rulers that their very name gave rise to
the word “slave.”

Rurik arrived in northern Russia, near Novgorod, in or about the year 856, and his arrival
is considered to mark the beginning of Russian national history.

Prince Rurik, ruler of Novgorod, died in 879, and he was succeeded by his kinsman Oleg,
a Norwegian by birth, who united the principalities of Novgorod and Kiev and then
energetically expanded the territory under Rus rule. Viking Russia rapidly became the
principal power in the east.

In 964 Rurik’s grandson Sviatoslav, later acclaimed “the Great,” ascended the throne of
Russia. Christian missionaries were beginning to ply their trade in Russia, and Sviatoslav’s
mother Olga had allowed herself to be baptized, but this proud Viking lord would have
none of it; he insisted on holding to the faith of his Scandinavian forebears.

It is fitting that such a warrior, almost as soon as he took the rule, chose as his first task
the elimination of the Khazar pestilence. In 965 he utterly laid waste the Khazar empire
(to the accompaniment, no doubt, of loud wails protesting his “anti-Semitism”). It can
only be regretted that he did not hunt down and dispatch the last member of the tribe;
instead he merely scattered them to the four winds, and their descendants, who make up
the bulk of eastern Europe’s Jews, are taking their revenge to this day on the White world.

Back in Central Europe the Magyars, as soon as they had taken possession of Hungary,
became the scourge of their German, Slav, and Byzantine neighbors for the next half
century, raiding as far afield as Bremen, Orleans, and Constantinople. In 954 a raiding
party of close to 100,000 Magyars swept through Bavaria and into Franconia, crossed the
Rhine at Worms, and devastated northeastern France. They raped, burned, and butchered
their way through Rheims and Chalons into Burgundy, then crossed the Alps into Italy to
pillage Lombardy.

Again it was the Germans to the rescue. The following year another Magyar army invaded

Bavaria and besieged Augsburg. Otto I, the Saxon king, arrived with an army of only
10,000 men and annihilated the Magyar force, in the battle of the Lechfeld. The Germans
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pursued and slew fleeing Magyars for three days following the battle, and the Magyars
were never after that a major threat to Europe.

It should be noted here that there was a fair amount of diversity in the various Asian
waves which had been impinging on Europe’s eastern frontier since the fourth century.
All the groups involved spoke languages of the Ural-Altaic group (the Magyars spoke a
Uralic language; all the others spoke Altaic); they were all mounted nomads; and they all
contained a strong Mongoloid racial element.

It was primarily in this last feature that the diversity was found. Each group passed
through a vast expanse of territory in reaching Europe, and this territory was not empty.
Although the Sarmatians were the last White group to enter Europe from the east, there
were other Whites left in Turkistan—and even further east—who didn’t make it to
Europe before the first Brown wave from Central Asia washed over them and submerged
them.

Some of the Asian invaders traveled quite rapidly through the peoples between their own
homelands and Europe, absorbing little if any White blood on the way, while others took
centuries to make the passage. Even those who did not linger among White or part-White
populations often had absorbed some White genes as a result of the slave trade. From the
fourth century through the 15th century there was an enormous traffic in White slaves,
with millions of Slavs trudging eastward in slave caravans. Thus, while the Mongols who
struck in the 13th century passed like lightning from Mongolia to the eastern border of
Europe, their chieftain, Genghis Khan, was described by contemporaries as having green
eyes and reddish hair—undoubtedly a consequence of the slave trade. Some Turkish
leaders were described as almost White in appearance.

Finally, we must remember that race treason is not a new phenomenon. Conquered Slav,
Sarmatian, and German peoples sometimes became military auxiliaries of their Brown
conquerors. When Attila was defeated by the Visigoths in 451 at Chalons, his horde
consisted not only of Brown Huns but also of a number of White allies from the
territories through which he had passed.

The first years of the 13th century saw the rise of the next and most terrible of the Asian
menaces. In 1206 a Mongol chieftain, Temujin, succeeded in unifying the numerous,
perennially quarreling factions and tribes of Mongolia. He then set out on a career of
conquest which has never been equaled. In preparation for this career he changed his
name to Genghis Khan, “lord of the earth.” Genghis Khan’s first raiding parties reached
Europe in 1221 and won several victories over the princes of southern Russia. He died in
1227, giving Europe a brief respite which it failed to put to good use. When the Mongol
horde appeared on Europe’s border again in 12306, a campaign of terror not matched since
the days of the Huns was unleashed.
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Whole areas of southern Russia were depopulated, and Mongol raiders struck deep into
the Balkans, Hungary, northern Russia, Poland, and even Germany. In scenes
foreshadowing the winter of 1944-5; hundreds of thousands of terrified refugees fled
westward as the Mongols, moving rapidly across frozen rivers in the dead of winter,
destroyed everything in their path. In Russia the Mongols even sent squadrons back into
cities which had been sacked a few days earlier, in order to hunt down and kill any
survivors who might have crept out of their hiding places.

An army of Germans, Poles, and Teutonic Knights, under the command of Duke Henry
IT of Silesia, attempted to halt the Mongols at Liegnitz, Prussia. In a battle fought there on
April 9, 1241, the Europeans were decisively defeated. Just two days later another Mongol
column completely destroyed the Hungarian army at the Sajo River, about a hundred
miles northeast of Budapest.

These two crushing defeats left Central Europe completely at the mercy of the Mongols,
who proceeded to consolidate their hold on Hungary and made plans to invade Italy,
Austria, and Germany the following winter. Just after Christmas of 1241 they started
westward across the frozen Danube—when suddenly a messenger arrived from
Karakorum, 6,000 miles to the east, bearing word that Ogatai, Genghis Khan’s successor,
had died. The Mongols immediately turned their army around and marched back to the
east, never to return.

All of eastern and southern Russia remained under occupation by the Mongol horde,
however, and the rest of Russia escaped occupation only by acknowledging itself a vassal
state and paying tribute to the Mongols. |[...]

The Janissaries. The most effective means which the Ottomans employed in their struggle
against White Europe, and the most humiliating to their White adversaries, was their corps
of Janissaries. The Janissaries were the Ottomans’ elite army and they were entirely White.

During the reign of Emir Orkhan (1326-1359), the Ottoman ruler who first seized
European soil, an edict was issued commanding the Emir’s White subjects to deliver to
him each year exactly a thousand young, male children. These children, who were required
to have faces “white and shining,” were torn from their mothers’ breasts and then raised
by the Turks with special care and rigor, trained in arms from a tender age and
conditioned to give absolute obedience to their masters. Their military discipline was
especially severe, but they were liberally rewarded for courage and proficiency.

The yearly levy of a thousand White children was continued for 300 years, until 1648, and
during that period the Janissaries came to be the most efficient and feared corps of
warriors in the world. They sustained the Turkish power in Central Europe, while the
Mongol power in Eastern Europe withered. Hungary was the unfortunate battleground
between Europeans and the Turks and their Janissaries during much of this time, with
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ownership of various parts or the whole passing back and forth from one side to the
other.

At times the Turks entertained dreams of a general conquest of Europe, and it was not
until the failure of their second siege of Vienna in 1683 that they began a slow retreat
which lasted almost another two and one-half centuries. Even today Turkey retains a
beachhead of several thousand square miles on the European side of the Bosporus.

The Ottoman Turks were the last of the Asian invaders of Europe, but they were certainly
not the least. Their occupation has left as severe a racial imprint on the Balkan peoples—
Yugoslavs, Albanians, Greeks, Bulgarians, and Rumanians—as the Mongol occupation did
on the Russians.

Nevertheless, there remain today many groups throughout the Balkans which are as White
as any group in Western FEurope: some are immigrants from the north during recent
centuries, while others are the descendants of clans and tribes which jealously guarded the
purity of their blood and were able to avoid substantial racial mixture even during the
darkest days of Asian occupation.

Mighty Saga of the Northmen. Ninth and 10th Centuries:
Viking Trinmphs in Western Europe
Purest White Heritage Survives in North Atlantic Land
Scarcity, Spirit of Heroism Impelled V'ikings. Christianity,
Lack of Northern Solidarity Bring End to 1/iking Age

Just as it was the Northmen who, by imposing order on Europe’s eastern frontier in the
second half of the first millennium, stiffened that frontier and made Russia a White racial
bulwark against the non-White hordes of Asia, it was also the Northmen who, in the same
era, pushed Europe’s western frontier westward across the great, unknown Ocean Sea,
opening up new lands for settlement by succeeding generations of our race.

Called many names—Danes, Geats, Norsemen, Rus, Swedes, Varangers—they are best
known to us by the name which is also used to characterize both the age in which they
flourished and the way of life of many of them: Vikings. Like two great waves of raiders,
conquerors, and colonizers before them, the Goths and the Anglo-Saxons, they came
from the Nordic heartland: southern Sweden and Norway, the Danish peninsula, the
adjoining portion of northern Germany, and the nearby North Sea and Baltic islands.

They are of special interest to us in our endeavor to understand who we are, not so much
because most of us have Viking forebears (although a great many people with immediate
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roots in Ireland, Scotland, England, and northwestern France, as well as in Scandinavia,
do), but because they give us a clearer, more detailed picture of that pure essence of Indo-
Europeanism of Whiteness—which is the common heritage of all of us, whether our
recent ancestors were Germans, Celts, Balts, or Slavs, than we can obtain from a study of
any other European people.

German in language like the Goths and the Anglo-Saxons, the Vikings retained other
aspects of Germanic culture which those eatlier emigrants from the Nordic heartland had
already lost by the dawn of the Viking Age. In particular, the Vikings held to their Indo-
European religion and world view longer than any of the other Germanic peoples. They
also remained hardier, fiercer in battle, and more venturesome than those who had been
softened by the more civilized living to the south.

The Vikings not only serve us as an especially useful epitome of Whiteness at a time when
our survival demands a renewal of the best of our old values and strengths, but they also
provide us with a clear reminder of the danger inherent in one of our most lethal
weaknesses: excessive individualism and lack of racial solidarity. A study of the Vikings
acquaints us with both the best and the worst (or, in this age, the least affordable) of the
characteristics of our race.

A tenth-century Viking narrative poem, Rigsthula (Song of Rig), provides a fanciful account
of the origins of the Scandinavian population. In it a traveler named Rig (i.e., “king”) is
given lodging at three dwellings. At each he manages to impregnate the woman of the
house before he leaves, thereby fathering three sons.

The first woman is old and wrinkled, and she dwells in a hovel. The son she bears for Rig
is dark, stooped, and ugly. He is named Thrall, and from him is descended the race of
serfs and slaves, the hewers of wood and the carriers of water. The second woman is
younger, better looking, better housed, and more industrious. Her son by Rig is a sturdy,
light-eyed boy, and is given the name Karl. From Karl is descended the race of free
peasants and craftsmen. The third woman is young, tall, blond, and lovely, and the house
in which she lives is large and magnificent. She bears Rig a son who is strong and straight
of limb, white of skin, fair of hair, light of eyes, and quick of mind. He is named Jarl
(Earl), and he quickly learns the magic of the runes and the mastery of weapons. He hunts,
rides, fights, and fears no man. From him is descended the race of kings and lords of the
earth.

Rig himself is identified with the Norse god Heimdall, the whitest of all the gods and the
father of all mankind. Rigsthula reminds us of the ancient Aryan religious work, the Rigveda,
which, more than twenty centuries earlier, also gave a fanciful account of the origins of the
races. It is clear that Rig’s descendants via Thrall represent the dark, round-headed
element in the Scandinavian population, and that this element was at some time in the past
held in a servile status by a largely Nordic ruling class.
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Scandinavian mythology may also reflect racial memories of early contacts between
Nordic invaders and Cro-Magnon natives, in the numerous references to “frost giants.” In
any event, by the dawn of the Viking Age a general mixing had taken place. Thralls may
still have been darker, on the average, than the free farmers or the nobility, but one could
tind Nordic slaves, largely the consequence of the Viking policy of enslaving prisoners of
war, and one could also find darker elements among the wealthy and powerful, as
evidenced by the names of such leaders as Halfdan the Black (ninth-century king of a
Viking realm in southern Norway). By far the dominant racial element among the Vikings,
however, was Nordic.

To the north of the Northmen, in Norway, Sweden, and Finland, were the Lapps, a very
primitive race which lived a nomadic life and gained its sustenance primarily from the
reindeer of the forest and tundra. The sixth-century historians Jordanes and Procopius
describe the Lapps as being culturally little above the beasts on which they preyed. Both
racially and linguistically the Lapps were closely related to the Finno-Ugric tribes to the
east. They were short, predominantly dark (although today some Lapps are blond,
apparently having absorbed Nordic genes), broad-nosed, and extremely round-headed.
They were certainly partly, and perhaps wholly, responsible for the dark element among
the Vikings, although there was little mixing between Vikings and Lapps during the Viking
Age, because of their entirely different lifestyles. The mixing must have taken place during
the prehistoric period, perhaps shortly after the proto-Germans arrived in Scandinavia and
before they had driven the ancestors of the Lapps further north.

The isolation by terrain and climate of many Viking communities did not prevent the
Vikings from having a remarkable unity of culture, language, and spirit but it certainly did
not encourage political unity. Viking individualism seemed to be inimical to a sense of
racial solidarity. While more subjective races to the south were often drawn together by
the perceived need for mutual support in the face of a hostile world, Vikings were much
more inclined to face the world as individuals. Their loyalty and sense of community
seldom extended beyond the fighting band to which they belonged—or, at most, to that
limited region of Norway or Denmark or whatever which they considered “home”—and
they would as gladly, or almost as gladly, hew down the Vikings of a rival band as a
monastery full of trembling priests in some southern land. Within the band, however, the
Viking ethos demanded a solidarity as uncompromising as that of the other Germanic
peoples of their time.

On the Continent too the ninth century was a period of growing pressure from the north.
A Frankish chronicler writes:

The number of ships increases; the endless flood of Vikings never ceases to grow

bigger. Everywhere Christ’s people are the victims of massacre, burning, and plunder.
The Vikings overrun all that lies before them, and none can withstand them. They
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seize Bordeaux, Perigueux, Limoges, Angouleme, Toulouse; Angers, Tours, and
Orleans are made deserts. Ships past counting voyage up the Seine... Rouen is laid
waste, looted, and burned. Paris, Beauvais, Meaux are taken; Melun’s stronghold is
razed to the ground; Chartres occupied; Evreux and Bayeux looted; and every town
invested.

Just as in England and Ireland, however, Vikings who at first came only to seize women
and gold later came to seize land as well. This process reached its climax eatly in the 10th
century when a Viking band wrested away from the West Franks a substantial piece of
territory in northwestern France, south of the lower Seine. In 911 the Frankish king
Charles the Simple, the great-great-grandson of Charlemagne, gave legal sanction to this
conquest by recognizing the Viking leader Ganga-Hrolf as his vassal and confirming the
latter in the ownership of the land which his band had already seized.

Ganga-Hrolf (i.e., Hrolf the Ganger or Ralph the Walker, so named because he was too
large to be carried by any horse), called Rollo by the French, in turn submitted to baptism
and settled down to the task of enlarging and consolidating his domain. He was the first
Duke of Normandy, as his land came to be known, after its Nor(se)man conquerors.

Purest Cultural Heritage. 1celand—which suffered its last attack by White-slaving pirates as
late as the 19th century—and the other Viking islands survived the raids, but Greenland
did not.

Today these North Atlantic islands, of which Iceland with its quarter-million inhabitants is
the most significant, preserve the Viking cultural heritage in its purest form. The modern
Icelandic and Faroese languages are neatly identical to the Old Norse spoken by the
Vikings, while English and the other Germanic languages have undergone great changes
during the last 1,000 years. In folkways as well, many Viking traits have been preserved in
the islands, especially in Iceland and the Faroes. There has even been a return to the
Viking religion by some Icelanders in recent years.

Racially, Iceland does not present quite as pure a picture as one might wish, for the ninth-
century Viking settlers were not all jarls and karls; they brought their thralls along with
them as well. Despite this lapse, their descendants today are biologically closer to the
original Viking stock than the population of any other country. This racial quality is
reflected not only in the tallest average statute in the White world, but in the highest
literacy rate (a hundred per cent) as well. Not only do all Icelanders read and write, but a
far higher proportion of them are authors than is true for any other country. And, despite
her tiny population, which is able to support only a single university, Iceland is able to
boast a larger per capita Nobel Laureate quota than any other nation on earth.
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Iceland is outstanding in another respect as well: alone among the White nations of the
wortld it does not bear the curse of non-White minorities; it has no Blacks, no Jews, no
Vietnamese, no Mexicans. Iceland has not been invaded for the last 1,000 years, except
during the Second World War, when the country was occupied by American troops. The
bulk of the foreigners withdrew after the war, and Icelanders insisted that future U.S.
troops sent to man the air base which the United States was allowed to maintain on the
island include no non-Whites.

The greatest debt that the White race owes to Icelanders is for their preservation of the
Norse literary heritage: the Viking sagas. While church officials in other European
countries were rounding up and burning all the pre-Christian books they could lay their
hands on during the Middle Ages, Icelandic scholars were busy writing down the sagas
which still existed only in oral form and transcribing, annotating, and expanding those
which had been put into writing earlier. Even where we must use extreme caution in
drawing historical data from the sagas, they give us a clear and unambiguous picture of the
Viking ethos and the Viking world view, of Viking attitudes, beliefs, feelings and
temperament. Fortunately, when it is Norse history we want we have the records of the
Vikings’ literate Frankish and English cousins to supplement and clarify the semi-
legendary material of the sagas. From these records we can also gain a good deal of insight
into some of the external forces and circumstances which raised the curtain on the Viking
Age in the eighth century and then lowered it in the 11th.

One of the forces was certainly the tide of Christendom which was rising over Europe
from the south during the eighth century. The Franks had become Christianized during
the sixth century, after their king, Chlodwig (Clovis), accepted baptism, but the Saxons,
the immediate neighbors of the Northmen, rejected the alien religion from the Levant and
held to their ancestral ways, as did the Northmen themselves, of course.

Genocidal Evangelism. Beginning in 772, a year after he became sole king of the Franks upon
the death of his brother Catloman, Katl, later known to the French as Charlemagne, son
of Pepin the Short and grandson of Karl the Hammer, waged a thirty-two year campaign
of genocidal evangelism against the Saxons. The campaign began with Katl’s destruction
of the Irminsul, or World Pillar, the Saxon equivalent of the Norse World Ash, Yggdrasil,
located in the Saxons’ most sacred grove, at Eresburg (on the site of the present Marburg),
and it became bloodier, crueler, and more intolerant as it wore on.

In 774, at Quierzy, Karl issued a proclamation that he would kill every Saxon who refused
to accept the sweet yoke of Jesus. Henceforth a contingent of Christian priests
accompanied the Frankish army on its expeditions against the Saxons, and in every Saxon
village those who refused to be baptized by the priests were slaughtered on the spot.

Karl’s savagery reached a peak in the tenth year of the evangelism: in 782, at Verden on
the Aller, with the blessing of the Church, he had 4,500 Saxon nobles beheaded. Twelve
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years later, in 794, he introduced a policy under which every third Saxon was uprooted
from his land and forced to resettle among Franks or other Christianized tribes. Fairly
early in this campaign, in 777, one of the most prominent of the Saxon chieftains,
Widukind, took shelter among the Danes and appealed to their king, Sigfred, for
assistance against the Franks. Although the Danes were wary of becoming involved in a
tull-scale war against the formidable Karl, they and the other Northern peoples were put
on their guard, and they became increasingly indignant over the Frankish suppression of
the Saxons’ religion.

Karl’s brutal campaign against the Saxons undoubtedly helped raise a certain
consciousness in the North of the spiritual and cultural differences which separated
Scandinavia from those lands which had fallen under the yoke of the Christian Church.

The internal forces leading to the eruption of the Vikings from their Northern fjords were
even stronger than the external ones. Among the former was a very high birthrate
specifically among the most active and aggressive of the Northmen, the result of their
customary practice of polygyny.

According to the 11th-century German ecclesiastical historian, Adam of Bremen, every
Swede of more than average substance kept two or three wives, while the nobility had no
limit to the number of women they allowed themselves. For example, Harald Fairhair, the
Norwegian warrior who unified Norway in the ninth century and became its first king, had
as many as 40 sons by some accounts, at least nine of whom are known to history; and
Harald’s son Erik Bloodaxe had at least eight sons who grew to manhood.

In the capitalistic South such a practice may have meant only that the cleverest and
crookedest paper-shufflers—i.e., the richest men—would have more progeny, on the
average, than honest workingmen, but in the hard living North, where every man’s mettle
was tested almost daily by his environment and by his fellows, it was marvelously eugenic:
the strong, the able, and the aggressive had proportionately more children than they would
have had in a monogamous society.

Another interesting eugenic contrast between North and South is provided by the
Christian practice of clerical celibacy. Although there were many periods during the
Middle Ages in which violations were commonplace, as eatly as the fourth century the
Church began insisting on total celibacy for the higher clergy. With the growing incidence
of monasticism after the sixth century, a greatly increased portion of the population of
Christian Europe was subjected to the rule of celibacy.

In the Middle Ages the clerical life was not, as is often the case today, simply a refuge for
those who could succeed at nothing else; it was usually the only route to scholarship—and
often the only route to literacy as well—and it attracted many able and intelligent men,
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whose genes were then lost to their race. For a thousand years, until the Reformation,
there was a selective draining away of Christian Europe’s intellectual vitality.

The high birthrate among the most active and energetic elements of the population in the
Northern countries led to land-hunger and the drive for external conquests. In the words
of 17th-century English statesman and writer Sir William Temple: “Each of these
countries was like a mighty hive, which, by the vigor of propagation and health of climate,
growing too full of people, threw out some new swarm at certain periods of time that took
wing and sought out some new abode, expelling or subduing the old inhabitants and
seating themselves in their rooms.” This state of affairs also held long before the Viking
Age, of course.

In addition to the generalized effects of a high birthrate, two other consequences of
polygyny which bore on the rise of viking as a way of life were the large numbers of
second, third, fourth, and later sons in the families of Norse landholders—sons left
without inheritance and without land, unless they could wrest it away from someone
else—and a shortage of women.

The most popular way to solve the latter problem was to go on a raid and carry off
women from Ireland, England, or France, although there was also a heavy traffic in Slav
slave girls from the Rus realms. The Hrafnsmal tells of life in Harald Fairhair’s court:
“Glorious is their way of life, those warriors who play chess in Harald’s court. They are
made rich with money and fine swords, with metal of Hunaland and girls from the east.”

The political consolidation which began taking place in Scandinavia in the ninth century
served as an especially strong impetus to Viking colonizers. As mentioned eatlier, the
Vikings were extremely individualistic, extremely resentful of any encroachments on their
freedom of action. After Harald Fairhair won a great sea victory at Hafrsfjord over the
Viking chieftains of western Norway in 872, many of them left Norway with their
households and their followers and settled in Iceland and the smaller islands of the Notrth
Atlantic rather than submit to Harald’s rule.

A century later, political consolidation having been achieved, Scandinavian monarchs
began to realize the policy advantages in bringing their people into the same religious
camp as their neighbors to the south. The first to take the step was Denmark’s Harald
Bluetooth, son of King Gorm the Old. In 965, fifteen years after Gorm’s death, Harald
allowed himself to be baptized, and then he undertook the forcible conversion of the rest
of the Danes: a move which did not sit well with many and led to further emigration and
turmoil in the North. It also led eventually to Harald’s deposition and banishment.

The Last 1Viking. The coming of Christianity to the Viking world eventually meant the end
of that world, but it did not change the Viking ethos immediately, as is evidenced by the
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life of a man who was certainly one of the most remarkable of all the Vikings, and the last
of the truly great ones: Harald Sigurdsson, who, after he became king of Norway, was also
known as Harald Hardraada (Hard Ruler) and Harald the Ruthless.

His deeds are the subject of one of the most fascinating of the Viking sagas (King Harald’s
Saga), which we would be inclined to dismiss as an unusually imaginative work of heroic
fiction, were it not solidly confirmed by the historical record.

The Vikings’ fighting spirit had been sapped by Christianity, but an even larger factor in
their demise was their inability to keep in check their quarrels among themselves, combine
their forces against outsiders, and thus match the growing power of kings in more unified
lands than their own. Excessive individualism took its final toll.

Centuries of Colonialism Yield Benefits, Perils
Nearly All Black Slaves Went to 1berian America
Economic Colonialism 1Is Racial Treason

With the close of the Viking Age in the latter half of the 11th century, we left the
prehistoric period, with all its pagan vigor, behind us in the previous chapter and entered
an era described more or less fully by contemporary written accounts.

Our aim here, in accord with the purpose of this entire series, is to select from the wealth
of historical material covering the events of the last 900 years that which is especially
pertinent to racial developments, rather than to political, religious, economic, artistic,
scientific, or other cultural aspects of life—keeping always in mind, of course, that, in the
final analysis, race and culture are inseparable.

We have already noted, however briefly, the racial developments in Iberia through the
15th century (chapter 19) and in Eastern Europe through the 17th century (chapter 20).
Most of what follows will be concerned with the North and the West of Europe: more
specifically, with the people of that region and their expansion over the globe.

For five centuries after the abandonment of the settlements in North America!l, Europe
staggered along under the burden of a number of problems: battling Moors, Turks, and
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Mongols on its southern and eastern frontiers and often well inside those frontiers;
yielding up the last of its spiritual and mental freedom and settling into a straitjacket of
superstition and orthodoxy, as the Christian Church tightened its grip on all of Europe;
succumbing to the Black Death by the tens of millions, as this dread scourge swept over
the land in the 14th century and killed every fourth European. In addition to these
problems imported into Europe from Asia, the Europeans were no slouches at generating
problems of their own, and territorial and dynastic warfare continued to take their toll

throughout the Middle Ages.

By the beginning of the 15th century, however, the indomitable spirit of the White race
was clearly making gains on several fronts: material, intellectual, and spiritual. On the first
of these, European energy and inventiveness had kept up a slow but steady increase in
productivity, both in agriculture and in the crafts, so that, despite the ravages of war and
plague, the accumulation of wealth in all social strata had resulted in an average standard
of living vastly higher than in any Asian land.

In the fifth decade of the century the German printer Johann Gutenberg of Mainz
developed the process of printing with movable, metal type to the point that the mass
production of books could be undertaken. For the first time in the life of the race the
recording and general dissemination of man’s accumulated knowledge to all with the wit
and the will to profit by it became a practical matter. And it was only in Europe that this
wit and will were manifested. Some of the eatlier developments in the printing craft had
come from Asia—ink and paper, for example—but the explosion in knowledge resulting
from Gutenberg’s work was confined almost entirely to our own European ancestors. By
the end of the 15th century 1,000 new titles per year were being produced by Europe’s
book printers. By 1815 the number had climbed to 20,000 per year.

Even on the spiritual front there was progress. The Church, grown soft, corrupt, and
overconfident in the centuries since the Saxons and the Vikings had been forced to the
baptismal font, was spoiling for an upset by the end of the 15th century. It had laid the
basis for its own downfall, and eatly in the following century its monopoly in matters of
the spirit was dealt two lethal blows, first by Martin Luther in Germany (1517), and, a little
over a decade later, by King Henry VIII in England. It is one of history’s sweetest ironies
that Martin Luther was a Saxon and King Henry was the descendant of Norman Vikings.

Amerind Fate and Black Tide. The native Amerinds found by the Spaniards in the West
Indies were, like those of the mainland, of Mongoloid derivation, being the descendants of
Mongoloid peoples who had begun crossing the Bering Strait from Siberia to North

1 Pierce has in mind the unsuccessful conquest of parts of the American continent by the Vikings, a section
omitted in this abridgement. (Note of the Ed.)
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America some 12,000 years ago and had then gradually propagated throughout the empty
North and South American continents and the adjacent islands.

Since the Spaniards’ entire purpose in the New World was economic exploitation, not the
propagation of their own race, they did not deliberately liquidate the native population. In
some areas, however, that was the inadvertent effect of the Spanish conquest. The Indians
were not constitutionally suited to the unremitting slave labor in the gold and silver mines
and on the sugar plantations which was forced on them by their new masters, and they
died like flies under the Spanish yoke. An enormous toll was also taken by smallpox, a
disease endemic among the Europeans but one to which the Amerinds, isolated as they
had been for thousands of years, had no natural immunity. It virtually depopulated the
Caribbean islands and then wreaked havoc among the mainland Indians. (The Indian
revenge was syphilis, a New World disease entirely new to the Europeans—at least, in the
new and virulent form in which it existed among the Amerinds.)

Because of the inadequacy of the Indians as a local labor force, the Spaniards almost
immediately began importing Negro slaves from West Africa. The latter belong to a race
ideally suited to the plantation labor of that era. The Blacks were first used in the West
Indies, then on the Brazilian mainland. Approximately a million of them were imported in
the period 1550-1650, and by the latter date they had completely replaced the Amerind

natives as a slave labor force on the Caribbean islands.

Approximately 150,000 Spaniards and Portuguese had migrated to the New World by the
middle of the 17th century, and natural increase had raised their number to about 400,000.
They ruled over about 9,000,000 Indians—and a growing population of mestizos (Indian-
White mixed breeds), Blacks, mulattos, and Indian-Black mixed breeds. Only on the island
of Cuba was there anything approaching a truly White Spanish or Portuguese community.

From the beginning of the 17th century, however, Northern Europeans—English,
French, and Dutch—began seriously contesting the Iberians’ claims on the New World.
By 1650 nearly 50,000 English (and a few thousand French and Dutch) immigrants were
settled on Caribbean land wrested away from the Spaniards, and another 50,000 had
landed in North America.

In sharp contrast to the Spanish and Portuguese colonists, the great bulk of the Northern
Europeans came to the New World not to exploit non-White labor and make money, but
to settle and work the land themselves, in all-White communities. Thus, colonialism
acquired two quite distinct meanings in the 17th and 18th centuries: a strictly economic
meaning, which applied to all the Southern European and some of the Northern
European colonies; and a racial meaning, which applied almost exclusively to the colonies
of the Northerners.
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The tropical climate of the Caribbean did not treat the Northerners as well as it did the
Southern Europeans, however, and about half of those who settled there were killed off
by fever. After reaching a total of around 100,000 by 1700, most of them moved on to
North America. The ones who remained switched to Iberian-style colonialism and began
importing Blacks to work Caribbean sugar plantations in much greater numbers than the
Spanish and Portuguese had.

During the 18th century nearly three million Black slaves were brought into the Caribbean
by the English. Another three million were imported by the Iberians, the great majority of
them going to Brazil. This established an overwhelmingly non-White population base for
the Central and South American area.

It was only in the 19th century that this bleak racial picture for Latin America began to
change, and then only in the southernmost part of the region, the consequence of a large
influx of new European immigrants (most of them from Southern Europe) into an area
which had previously had a very sparse Amerind population and had not been considered
suitable for economic exploitation with Black labor by the early Spanish and Portuguese
colonists. Today the only countries in South America which are substantially White are
Uruguay (nearly 100 per cent), Argentina (between 80 and 90 per cent), and Chile
(approximately 50 per cent).

Of the 9.5 million Negroes imported in the three centuries between 1550 and 1850, 4.25
million went to Brazil and other parts of northern South America, and 4.5 million went to
the Caribbean and Central America. Another quarter of a million went to southern South
America, and only half a million went to the southernmost colonies of North America.

As mentioned above, most of the Northern Europeans who came to the New World had
quite different motives than did the Spanish and Portuguese. Most of the latter came only
to make money, and relatively few brought their women with them; from the beginning
miscegenation was common in the areas controlled by the Iberians.
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The Northerners, on the other hand, came for the land and the opportunity for a new life
on a new frontier. They brought their women and their plows with them, and for the most
part, they did their own labor. They saw in the Indians no opportunity for economic
exploitation, but only a danger to their families. Until missionaries began making
Christians of the Indians and taking their side against the Whites, the latter just pushed
them aside, took their land, and formed all-White communities of farmers, craftsmen, and
tradesmen, as they had in Europe.

Colonization Elsewhere. In Australia the Europeans (neatly all British) encountered an
extremely primitive native race—in some features even more primitive than the Negro—
numbering around a quarter of a million. Disease and deliberate liquidation by the
Europeans had reduced the Australian aborigines to about 60,000 by the beginning of this
century. Even today, under protection from the Australian government, they have
recovered to only 80,000 and remain largely isolated from the predominantly Northern
European population of 13 million.

In New Zealand the non-White native population was less primitive, being of Polynesian
stock. The European settlers reduced the number of these Polynesians (Maoris) from an
initial 250,000 to about 40,000 at the beginning of this century. Since then a misguided
White policy of deliberate coddling has resulted in a population explosion back up to the
quarter-million mark. Today, among a White New Zealand population of only three
million, the still-expanding Maori minority, mostly urbanized, poses a growing racial
threat.

First the Portuguese, then in succession the Spanish, the Dutch, the English, the Danes,
the French, and the Austrians attempted to control the trade between Europe and India.
In every case the motivation was strictly economic, not racial.

Although the long English experience in India had a profound influence on the national
psyche of England, it provided no net benefits to the White race. The soldietly spirit of
duty and uncomplaining self-sacrifice in the service of one’s kind eventually was perverted
into a maudlin sense of obligation to the conquered scum of the earth. It was Kipling who
said it best:

Take up the White Man’s burden
Send forth the best ye breed

Go, bind your sons to exile

To serve your captives’ need;

To wait in heavy harness

On fluttered folk and wild

Your new-caught, sullen peoples,
Half-devil and half child...

Take up the White Man’s burden
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And reap his old reward:
The blame of those ye better,
The hate of those ye guard.

When the Indians became restless again after the Second World War, superstition and
moral softness kept the English from dealing with them as Robert Clive had. In the end,
though colonialism in its day had made some Englishmen very rich, nothing was left
except the superstition and the softness. And because of that superstition and softness, it
is now the Indians and the other conquered races who are colonizing England without
opposition from the English.

The story of southern Africa is different, but equally instructive. Although the Portuguese
first found it, they saw no economic opportunities there and did not colonize it.

It was, in the 15th century, an almost empty land, with only a few thousand yellow-
skinned Bushmen eking out an existence there by hunting and gathering. The Negroes still
had not emerged from their jungles, far to the north. The Dutch established the first
settlement in southern Africa in 1652, at the Cape of Good Hope, but its purpose was
only to provide a way station for their maritime traffic between Europe and the East
Indies. Five years later, however, the first Dutch farmers arrived and established
farmsteads in the vicinity of the way station. By 1671 Dutch colonists were expanding
from the Cape Colony deep into the interior of southern Africa, driving herds of cattle
and horses before them and building farms and villages as they went. Mixed with the
Dutch trekkers into the interior were an increasing number of German colonists. In 1688
a group of French Huguenot refugees from the anti-Protestant massacres of the Counter-
Reformation arrived. From this group are descended the many South Africans of today
bearing French names. Although southern Africa had become a de facto racial colony by
the beginning of the 18th century, it was still a de jure economic colony, under the control
of the Dutch East India company. The Company, whose sole interest was profit, saw itself
losing control of what had been intended to be only a provisioning facility for its ships on
the way to and from the East Indies. Consequently, in 1707 it made the fateful decision to
stop providing assistance to European families who wanted to settle in its African colony.

In 1717, guided by the same profit-oriented reasoning, it decided to import Black slaves
rather than bring more White craftsmen and artisans into the colony to meet a labor
shortage. The consequence of these capitalist policies was that, when the Dutch East India
Company finally disappeared from the scene in 1795, a century and a half after the arrival
of the first settlers, there were still only 15,000 Whites in southern Africa. Furthermore,
they had started down the deadly path of dependence on Black labor, rather than total
White self-sufficiency. The loss of homogeneity had far-reaching, negative results, which
are still felt today. The final end for the Whites there can be, at most, a matter of two
decades away.
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The hard lesson taught by the different results of the European colonization of North
America, Latin America, Australia, New Zealand, India, and southern Africa is that the
only type of colonization with lasting significance is racial colonization; and that racial
colonization can succeed only when Whites are willing and able to clear the land of non-
White inhabitants and keep it clear.

Jew vs. White: More than 3,000 Years of Conflict
Jewish Religion Holds Jews To Be “Chosen” as Rulers of World
Jewish Leaders Find Hatred Necessary
There Can Be No Peace Between Predator and Prey

The purpose of this series of historical articles is the development of a fuller knowledge
and understanding of the White past in its readers, in the hope that these things will in
turn lead to a stronger sense of White identity and White solidarity. Other races—Arabs,
Mongols, Amerinds, Negroes, and the rest—have come into the story only to the extent
that they have interacted with Whites and influenced the White destiny. One can turn to
other sources for more information on them.

There is one alien race, however, which has exerted such a strong influence on the White
destiny since Roman times—and especially during the past century—and which poses
such an overwhelming threat to that destiny today that it deserves special treatment. That
race—which in the taxonomic sense is not a true race at all, but rather a racial-national-
ethnic entity bound together partly by ties of blood; partly by religion; partly by common
traditions, customs, and folkways; and wholly by a common sense of identity and
perceived common interests—is, of course, the Jewish race.

In early Neolithic times the ancestors of the Jews shared the Arabian peninsula with their
Semitic cousins, the Arabs, and presumably were indistinguishable from them. Desert
nomads like the other Semites, they gained their sustenance from their herds of camels,
sheep, and goats.

In the first half of the second millennium B.C. the first written references to the Jews
appeared, the consequence of their contacts with literate peoples in Egypt and
Mesopotamia during their roamings. The reviews were uniformly unfavorable. In a
research paper published this year, for example, the noted Egyptologist, Professor Hans
Goedicke, chairman of the Department of Near Eastern Studies at Johns Hopkins
University, associates an inscription on an Egyptian shrine of the goddess Pakht, dated to
the 15th century B.C., with the departure of the Jews of Egypt which is fancifully related
in the Old Testament’s Book of Exodus. The inscription reads, in part: “And when I
allowed the abomination of the gods to depart, the earth swallowed their footsteps.”
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The Egyptians had reason enough to consider their departing Jewish guests “the
abomination of the gods,” if there is any truth in the Biblical description of the Jews’
sojourn in Egypt. In the Book of Genesis the Jewish narrator boastfully tells of his fellow
tribesmen’s takeover of the Egyptian economy and virtual enslavement of the Egyptian
farmers and working people through the sort of financial chicanery which still seems to be
their principal stock in trade today: When Joseph, the son of Israel (Jacob), became “ruler
over all the land of Egypt” after gaining a corner on the local commodities market, he
invited all his relatives in to “eat the fat of the land.” (Genesis 41-45) But eventually,
according to the first chapter of the Book of Exodus, there ascended the throne of Egypt
a new pharaoh “who knew not Joseph” and who liberated the country from the grip of
the Jewish moneylenders and grain brokers, eventually driving them from Egypt.

So the Egyptians may have been “prejudiced”—but, then, so was everyone else. The great
Roman historian Cornelius Tacitus (ca. 55-117 A.D.) wrote: “When the Assyrians, and
after them the Medes and Persians, were masters of the Oriental wotld, the Jews, of all
nations then held in subjection, were deemed the most contemptible.” (Histories, book 5,
chapter 8)

The Jews first came into contact with Whites in the Middle East no later than the 12th
century B.C., during the Jewish migration into Philistia (Palestine). The Philistines
themselves, an Indo-European people, had invaded the area and conquered the native
Canaanites only a few years before the Jews arrived (see the 11th chapter in this series for
a narrative of the Philistine-Jewish conflict).

In later centuries the Jews spread beyond Palestine into all the corners of the
Mediterranean and Middle Eastern world, in part by simply following their mercantile
instincts and in part as a consequence of their misfortunes in war. In the eighth century
B.C. they were conquered by the Assyrians, who deported some 27,000 of them, and in
the sixth century by the Babylonians, who hauled another batch of them away. It was
during these forcible dispersions that the Jews’ view of themselves as a “chosen people,”
infinitely superior to their conquerors, first stood them in good stead by helping them
maintain their solidarity.

Esther Turns a Trick. The sort of resentment and hostility which the Jews generate among
their Gentile hosts by behavior based on the deep-seated belief that the world is their
oyster is illustrated well by the Old Testament tale of Esther. Set in the fifth century B.C,,
it suggests that the Persians of that era had already had their fill of Jewish arrogance and
pushiness and wanted badly to get rid of their Semitic guests.

The Jewish response to Persian anti-Semitism was to slip a Jewish prostitute into the
palace of the Persian king, concealing her Jewishness until she had used her bedroom
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skills to win the king’s favor and turn him against his own nobles. The ensuing slaughter
of 75,000 Persian noblemen described in the Book of Esther is probably a figment of the
Jewish imagination, but it is nevertheless still celebrated with glee and gloating, more than
2,400 years after the event, by Jews around the world in their annual Purim festival.

Unfortunately, later massacres instigated or perpetrated by the Jews against their non-
Jewish hosts in response to anti-Semitism were all too real. The great English historian
Edward Gibbon describes some of these which took place in the first and second
centuries A.D.:

From the reign of Nero (54-68) to that of Antoninus Pius (138-161) the Jews
discovered a fierce impatience of the dominion of Rome, which repeatedly broke out
in the most furious massacres and insurrections.

Humanity is shocked at the recital of the horrid cruelties which they committed in the
cities of Egypt, of Cyprus, and of Cyrene, where they dwelt in treacherous friendship
with the unsuspecting natives, and we are tempted to applaud the severe retaliation
which was exercised by the arms of the legions against a race of fanatics, whose dire
and credulous superstition seemed to render them the implacable enemies not only of
the Roman government but of human kind.

In Cyrene they massacred 220,000 Greeks; in Cyprus 240,000, in Egypt a very great
multitude. Many of these unhappy victims were sawn asunder, according to a
precedent to which David had given the sanction of his example. The victorious Jews
devoured the flesh, licked up the blood, and twisted the entrails like a girdle round
their bodies. (History of the Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire, chapter XVI)

Actually, very little of humanity is shocked at the recital of these Jewish atrocities today,
for the simple reason that the carefully laundered “approved” textbooks used in the
schools omit any mention of them. Instead, humanity is treated to one television
“documentary” after another, from “Holocaust” to “Masada” in which the blameless,
longsuffering Jews are “persecuted” by their enemies.

When one looks at all of Jewish history from the time of the Egyptian sojourn to the
present, the outstanding feature which emerges is its endless series of cycles, each
consisting of a period of increasingly arrogant and blatant depredations by the Jews against
their hosts, followed by a period of reaction, in which either the exasperated Gentiles
slaughter, drive out, and otherwise “persecute” the Jewish offenders; or the Jews manage
to get the drop on their hosts instead and arrange a slaughter of Gentiles; or both.

Dual Existence. Indeed, this feature of Jewish history is not only outstanding, it is essential:
without it the Jews would have ceased to exist by Roman times, at the latest. For the Jews
are a unique people, the only race which has deliberately chosen a dual mode of national
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existence, dispersed among the Gentile nations from which they suck their sustenance and
at the same time fiercely loyal to their center in Zion, even during the long periods of their
history when Zion was only an idea instead of a sovereign political entity.

Without the diaspora the concrete Zion, i.e., the state of Israel, could not exist; and
without the abstract Zion—i.e., the concept of the Jews as a united and exclusive whole,
divinely ordained to own and rule the world—the diaspora could not exist.

Israel would not survive a year, were it not for the flow of “reparations” payments from
West Germany, the billions of dollars in economic and military aid from the United States,
and, most of all, the threat of armed retaliation by the United States against any Arab
nation which actually makes a serious effort to dispossess the Jews of their stolen Arab
territory.

It is certainly not love for the Jews on the part of the masses of Germans and Americans
which maintains this support for Israel. It is instead a combination of two things: first, the
enormous financial and political power of the Jews of the United States, the latter
exercised primarily through the dominant Jewish position in the controlled news media;
and second, the influence of a relatively small but vocal and well-organized minority of
Jew-worshipping Christian fundamentalists, who accept at face value the Jews’ claim to be
the divinely ordained rulers of the world.

And the diaspora would survive little more than a generation, were it not for the Jewish
consciousness, the concept of Zion. It is this alone which keeps the dispersed Jews from
becoming assimilated by their Gentile hosts, for the Jewish consciousness inevitably raises
a barrier of mutual hatred between Jews and Gentiles.

How can a Jew of the diaspora, who is taught from the cradle that he belongs to a
“chosen race,” do other than despise the ggyizz around him, who are not even considered
human beings by his religious teachers? How can he do other than hate them for holding
back him and his fellow Jews from the world dominion which he believes belongs
rightfully to the Jewish nation? And how can Gentiles fail to sense this contempt and
hatred and respond in kind?

Action and Reaction. In recapitulation, the dynamic of the interaction between Jew and
Gentile is this: as soon as the Jews have infiltrated a Gentile land in sufficient numbers so
that their organized efforts can be effective, they begin exploiting and manipulating. The
more wealth and power they accumulate, the more brazenly and forcefully they attempt to
accumulate still more, justifying themselves all the while with the reminder that Yahweh
has promised it all to them anyway.
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Any tendency to empathize or identify with their hosts is kept in check by a nonstop
recitation of all the past wrongs the Gentile world has done them. Even before anti-
Semitism exists in reality, it exists in the Jewish imagination: the Gentiles hate them, they
believe, and so they must stick together for self-protection.

Sure enough, before the Jews’ solidarity has a chance to erode appreciably, the Gentiles
are hating them. The Gentiles react to the Jews mildly at first and then with more and
more resentment and energy as the Jewish depredations continue. It is this action-reaction
combination, the hatred and counter-hatred, which keeps the Jews from being absorbed
into the host nation.

Finally there is an explosion, and the most nimble Jews flee to begin the cycle over again
in another Gentile land, while the slow ones remain to suffer the pent-up fury of their
outraged hosts. The memory of this explosion is assiduously cultivated by the surviving
Jews and becomes one more grudge they bear against the Gentile world. They still
remember and celebrate the explosions of the Egyptians, the Persians, the Romans, and
two dozen other Gentile peoples over the last thirty-five centuries or so, exaggerating their
losses and embellishing the details every time in order to make the memories more
poignant, while the Gentiles in each case forget within a generation or two.

These periodic outbursts against the Jews have actually served them doubly well: not only
have they been invaluable in maintaining the Jewish consciousness and preventing
assimilation, but they have also proved marvelously eugenic by regularly weeding out from
the Jewish stock the least fit individuals. Jewish leaders, it should be noted, are thoroughly
aware of the details of this dynamic. They fully recognize the necessity of maintaining the
barrier of hatred between their own people and the rest of the world, just as they
understand the value of an occasional explosion to freshen the hatred when assimilation
becomes troublesome.

The blame for the decay of the Roman world has often been placed on the Jews. Indeed,
some especially brazen Jewish writers have proudly accepted that blame and have even
boasted that Christianity was invented deliberately by zealous Jews to further subvert and
weaken the Roman Empire. The truth of the matter, however, is that, so long as Roman
society was healthy and the Roman spirit strong and sound, both were immune to Jewish
malice and Jewish scheming. It was only after Rome was no longer Roman that the Jews
were able to work their evil there. After the old virtues had already been largely abandoned
and the blood of the Romans polluted by that of a dozen races, the Jews, of course, did
everything to hasten the process of dissolution. They swarmed over decaying Rome like
maggots in a putrefying corpse, and from there they began their infiltration of the rest of
Europe. Thus, the Jews established themselves in every part of Europe over which Rome
claimed dominion, and, wherever they could, they remained after that dominion ended.
Except in the Mediterranean provinces and in Rome itself, however, their numbers
remained relatively small at first.
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Despising farming and all other manual activity, they engaged almost exclusively in trade
and finance. Thus, their presence was confined entirely to the towns, and even a relatively
large commercial center of ten or fifteen thousand inhabitants might have no more than a
few dozen Jews. Even their small numbers did not prevent nearly continuous friction
between them and their Gentile neighbors, however. As Europe’s population, commerce,
industry, and wealth grew during the Middle Ages, so did the numbers of Jews everywhere
and with them the inevitable friction.

Everyone has heard of the wholesale expulsions of Jews which occurred in virtually every
country of Burope during the Middle Ages: from England in 1290, from Germany in
1298, trom France in 13006, from Lithuania in 1395, from Austria in 1421, from Spain in
1492, from Portugal in 1497, and so on. What many do not realize, however, is that the
conflict between Jew and Gentile was not confined to these major upheavals on a national
scale. Hardly a year passed in which the Jews were not massacred or expelled from some
town or province by an exasperated citizenry. The national expulsions merely climaxed in
each case a rising popular discontent punctuated by numerous local disturbances.

Bred to Business. In addition to the benefits of racial solidarity, the Jews were probably
better businessmen, on the average, than their Gentile competitors. The Jews had been
bred to a mercantile life for a hundred generations. The result was that all the business—
and all the money—of any nation with a Jewish minority tended to gravitate into the
hands of the Jews. The more capital they accumulated, the greater was their advantage,
and the easier it was to accumulate still more.

Of course, the Jews were willing to share their wealth with their Gentile hosts—for a
price. They would gladly lend money to a peasant, in return for a share of his next crop or
a lien on his land; and to a prince, in return for a portion of the spoils of his next war.
Eventually, half the citizens of the nation were hopelessly in debt to the Jews.

Such a state of affairs was inherently unstable, and periodic explosions were inevitable.
Time after time princes and people alike found that the best way out of an increasingly
tight financial squeeze was a general burning of the Jews’ books of account—and of the
Jews too, if they did not get out of the country fast enough. The antipathy which already
existed between Jews and Gentiles because of the Jews’ general demeanor made this
solution especially attractive, as did the religious intolerance of the times.

One would think that one episode of this sort in any country would be enough for the
Jews, and that they would thenceforth stay away from a place where they were so
manifestly unwelcome. But they could not. Any country in Europe temporarily without a
Jewish minority to soak up the country’s money like a sponge had an irresistible attraction
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for them. Before the embers of the last general Jew-burning were cool, other Jews were
quietly sneaking in to take the place of the ones who had been slaughtered.

The great 19th-century Russian writer Nikolai Gogol embodied this extraordinary Jewish
peculiarity in a character in his Taras Bulba, the story of a Cossack chieftain. The character,
Yankel, is one of a group of Jewish, merchants and their dependents who have attached
themselves to the Cossacks’ camp. One day the Cossacks rid themselves of the Jewish
pests by throwing them all in the Dnieper and drowning them—all except Yankel, who
hides beneath a wagon. While the massacre is taking place, Yankel trembles in fear of
being discovered. As soon as it is over and things have quieted down again, he creeps
from his hiding place. The reader expects that Yankel will then waste no time putting as
much distance between himself and the Cossacks as possible. But, no; Yankel instead
rushes to set up a stall and begin selling gunpowder and trinkets to the men who have just
drowned his kinsmen. His eagerness to resume business seems doubled by the fact that
now he has no competitors.

The Jews were often able to ameliorate their situations greatly during the Middle Ages by
establishing special relationships with Gentile rulers. They served as financial advisers and
tax collectors for the princes of the realm and of the Church, always ready with rich bribes
to secure the protection of their patrons when the hard-pressed common folk began
agitating against them. They made themselves so useful to some rulers, in fact, that they
were favored above Christian subjects in the laws and decrees of those rulers.

The Frankish emperor Chatlemagne was one who was notorious for the favors and
privileges he bestowed on the Jews, and his successor followed his example.

The medieval Church was at least as much at fault as the royalty in showing favor to the
Jews. There were exceptions to the rule, however: several Church leaders heroically stood
up for the common people and condemned the Jews for exploiting them. One of these
was Agobard, a ninth-century bishop of Lyons. Agobard lost his struggle with Louis, but
his efforts had a long-range effect on the conscience of many of his fellow Franks.
Despite the enormous financial power of the Jews and the protection their bribes bought
them, they were continually overreaching themselves: whenever they were given a little
rope, they eventually managed to hang themselves. No matter how much favor kings,
emperors, or princes of the Church bestowed on them, the unrest their usury created
among the peasants and the Gentile tradesmen forced the rulers to slap them down again
and again.

The hatred between Jews and Gentiles was so intense by the 12th century that virtually
every European country was obliged to separate the Jews from the rest of the populace.
For their own protection the Jews retreated into walled ghettos, where they were safe
from the fury of the Gentiles, except in cases of the most extreme unrest. And for the
protection of the Gentiles, Jews were obliged to wear distinctive clothing. After the
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Church’s Lateran Council of 1215, an edict forbade any Jew to venture out of the ghetto
without a yellow ring (“Jew badge”) sewn on his outer garment, so that every Gentile he
met could beware him.

But these measures proved insufficient, for they failed to deal with the fundamental
problem: so long as the Jews remained Jews, there could be no peace between them and
any other people.

Edward the Great. In England, for example, throughout the 13th century there were
outbreaks of civil disorder, as the debt-laden citizens sporadically lashed out at their
Jewish oppressors. A prominent Jewish historian, Abram Sachar, in his .4 History of the Jews
(Knopf, 1965), tells what happened next:

At last, with the accession of Edward I, came the end. Edward was one of the most
popular figures in English history. Tall, fair, amiable, an able soldier, a good
administrator, he was the idol of his people. But he was filled with prejudices, and
hated foreigners and foreign ways. His Statute of Judaism, in 1275, might have been
modeled on the restrictive legislation of his contemporary, St. Louis of France. He
forbade all usury and closed the most important means of livelihood that remained to
the Jews. Farming, commerce, and handicrafts were specifically allowed, but it was
exceedingly difficult to pursue those occupations.

Difficult indeed, compared to effortlessly raking in capital gains! Did Edward really expect
the Jews in England to abandon their gilded countinghouses and grub about in the soil for
cabbages and turnips, or engage in some other backbreaking livelihood like mere goyzn?
God’s Chosen People should work for a living?

Edward should have known better. Fifteen years later, having finally reached the
conclusion that the Jews were incorrigible, he condemned them as parasites and mischief-
makers and ordered them all out of the country. They were not allowed back in until
Cromwell’s Puritans gained the upper hand 400 years later. Meanwhile, England enjoyed
an unprecedented Golden Age of progress and prosperity without a Jew in the land.

Unfortunately, the other monarchs of Europe, who one after another found themselves
compelled to follow Edward’s example, were not able to provide the same long-term
benefits to their countries; in nearly every case the Jews managed to bribe their way back
in within a few years.
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Middle Ages Were Era of Slow, Ordered Evolution. Eastern Europe Had Different Excperience With
Jews than West. Reformation Resulted in Increased Judaization of Western Europe. Inside the White
Citadel, Jews Wreak Havoc on Society. Capitalists, Reds Collaborate Against West

This chapter continues the history of the interaction of the Jews with the European
peoples, begun in the previous chapter, and carries it from the Middle Ages into the
modern era.

The salient characteristic of the Middle Ages was order. The feudal society of the early
Middle Ages (from ca. 700 until ca. 1200) was a highly structured society: not only did
every man have his place and every place its man, but the relationship of each man to
every other was strictly defined. From the lord of the manor down to the village idiot,
every person was bound to others by mutual responsibilities and obligations.

The corporate society which flourished in Western Europe from the mid-12th century
until its destruction by the rise of finance capitalism in the 18th century was able to
approach the ideal primarily because it was a substantially homogeneous society, and its
institutions had developed organically over a very long period of time.

Both in theory and in practice corporatism had its flaws, the principal one being that it
gained stability at the expense of innovation: medieval society was extraordinarily
conservative, and technical progress came at a somewhat slower pace than it might have in
a less-regulated society. On the other hand, a reasonable degree of stability is always a
prerequisite for continuing progress, and the medieval compromise may not have been so

bad after all.

Insofar as personal freedom was concerned, the socially irresponsible “do your own
thing” attitude definitely was not so common as it is today, but neither was there a lack of
opportunities for the adventurous element among the population to give expression to its
urges. It should be remembered that the most common theme of the folk tales which had
their origin in the Middle Ages—exemplified in the Grimm brothers’ collection—was that
of the young man setting out alone into the world to make his fortune. Certainly, there
was more personal freedom, in practice, in the Middle Ages for the average craftsman
than there was in the capitalist period of mass production which followed.

For our purpose here, the essential thing about medieval society was that it was an
ordered, structured society, with a population base which was, in each particular region,
homogeneous. Thus, it was a society imbued with certain natural defenses against
penetration by alien elements. The Jew in medieval Europe had relatively little elbow
room. He did not fit into the well established, well ordered scheme of things. He was an
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outsider looking into a self-sufficient world which had little use for his peculiar talents.
This was the situation for the better part of a millennium, and throughout that long period
the foremost goal of the Jew was to destroy the order, to break down the structure, to
loosen the bonds which held European society together, and thereby to create an opening
for himself.

Otrder is the Jew’s mortal foe. One cannot understand the role of the Jew in modern
European history unless one first understands this principle. It explains why the Jew is the
eternal Bolshevik: why he is a republican in a monarchist society, a capitalist in a corporate
society, a communist in a capitalist society, a liberal “dissident” in a communist society—
and, always and everywhere, a cosmopolitan and a race mixer in a homogeneous society.
And, in particular, it explains the burning hatred the Jews felt for European institutions
during the Middle Ages. It explains why the modern Jewish spokesman, Abram Sachar, in
his A History of the Jews, frankly admits that the universal attitude of the Jews toward
medieval European society was, “Crush the infamous thing!”

Yet, even in the Middle Ages the Jews did not do badly for themselves, and they certainly
had little cause for complaint, except when their excesses brought the wrath of their hosts
down on their heads. As was pointed out in the previous chapter, the Jews established an
early stranglehold on the commerce of Europe, monopolizing especially foreign trade.
Their real forte, however, was in two staples of commerce forbidden to most Gentiles in
Christian Europe: gold and human flesh. Aristotle’s denunciations of usury had influenced
the leaders of the Church against moneylending, and the practice was consequently
forbidden to Christians on religious grounds—although the ban was not always strictly
observed. The field was left almost entirely to the Jews, who, in contrast to the Christians,
used their religion as an explicit justification for usury.

Moses, the purported author of this basis for all Jewish business ethics, was speaking from
the experience the Jews had already gained in Egypt when he indicated that the ultimate
goal of moneylending to the strangers in a land “to which thou goest” was to “possess”
the land. When it came to the slave trade, the words of Moses were not just permissive,
but imperative: “Both thy male and female slaves, whom thou shalt have, shall be of the
heathen [goyiz] that are round about you; of them shall ye buy male and female slaves...”
(Leviticus 25:44-40). It is truly said by the Jews themselves that the Hebrew spirit breathes
in every word of the Old Testament!

In Eastern Europe and the Mediterranean area the guild system did not reach the full
development that it did in the West and the North of Europe, and Jews in Russia, Poland,
Lithuania, and parts of Italy engaged in a few trades besides moneylending and slave
dealing: the liquor business, in particular. Jews eventually owned most of the inns of
Eastern Europe. They also monopolized the garment industry throughout large areas of
the East and the South, and the Jewish tailor, the Jewish rag-picker, and the Jewish used
clothes peddler are proverbial figures.
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The relatively greater opportunities for exploitation of the Gentiles in the East, not to
mention the strong presence of the Khazar-descended Jews there, led to a gradual
concentration of Europe’s Jews in Poland and Russia during the Middle Ages. By the
latter part of the 18th century, half the world’s Jews were living in Poland. Their power
became so great that many medieval Polish coins, minted during periods when Jews were
in charge not only of collecting the taxes, but also of administering the treasury itself, bore
inscriptions in Hebrew. The Jews even acquired title to the land on which many Polish
and Russian churches stood, and they then charged the Christian peasants admission to
their own churches on Sunday mornings.

In the West the Europeans froze the Jews out of the industrial and much of the
commercial life of medieval society; in the East the Jews froze the Europeans out. In
much of Eastern Europe, Jews became the only mercantile class in a world of peasants
and laborers, and they used all their cunning and all the power of their wealth to keep their
Gentile hosts down. Reaction inevitably set in the East, however, just as it had in the
West. The 17th century was a period of great uprisings against the Jews, a period when
such heroes as the great Cossack hetman and Jew-killer, Bohdan Khmelnytsky, flourished.

In the 18th century the rulers themselves were finally obliged to take strong measures
against the Jews of the East, so bad had the situation become. Russia’s Catherine the
Great (1729-96), who had inherited most of Poland’s Jews after the partition of the latter
country, extended and enforced prohibitions against them which not only limited their
economic activity but banned them altogether from large areas.

It is this which goes a long way toward explaining how the Poles, saddled with a
communist government consisting almost entirely of Jews after the Second World War,
have been able in the last three decades to do what Adolf Hitler could not: namely, make
Poland into a country which is virtually Jew-free today. Of more immediate relevance at
this point in our story, it is the relatively weaker natural resistance to Jews in the West
which suggests why it was relatively easy for the Jews there to take advantage of the
breakdown of the medieval order and the dissolution of long-established social structures
in order to make new openings for themselves.

The Reformation. Another factor which undoubtedly made the West more susceptible to the
Jews was the Reformation, the lasting effects of which were confined largely to Europe’s
northwestern regions, in fact, to the Germanic-speaking regions: Germany, Scandinavia,
England and Scotland, Switzerland. The Church of Rome and its Eastern Orthodox
offshoot had always been ambivalent in their attitudes toward the Jews. On the one hand,
they fully acknowledged the Jewish roots of Christianity, and Jesus’ Jewishness was taken
for granted. On the other hand, the Jews had rejected Jesus’ doctrine and killed him,
saying, “His blood be on us and on our children” (Matthew 27:25), and the medieval
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Church was inclined to take them at their word. In addition to the stigma of deicide the
Jews also bore the suspicion which naturally fell on heretics of any sort. During the
Middle Ages people took Christianity quite seriously, and anyone professing an
unorthodox religious belief, whether he actively sought converts or not, was considered a
danger to the good order of the community and to the immortal soul of any Christian
exposed to him.

What the Protestant reformers did for the Jews was give the Hebrew Scriptures a much
more important role in the life of the peoples of Europe than they had enjoyed previously.
Among Catholics it was not the Bible but the Church which was important. The clergy
read the Bible; the people did not. The people looked to the clergy for spiritual guidance,
not to the Bible. Among Protestants that order was reversed. The Bible became an
authority unto itself, which could be consulted by any man. Its Jewish characters—
Abraham, Moses, Solomon, David, and the rest—became heroic figures, suffused with an
aura of sanctity. Their doings and sayings became household bywords.

It is ironic that the father of the Reformation, Martin Luther, who inadvertently helped
the Jews fasten their grip on the West, detested them and vigorously warned his Christian
followers against them. His book o den Jueden und ibren Luegen (On the Jews and their Lies),
published in 1543, is a masterpiece. Luther’s antipathy to the Jews came after he learned
Hebrew and began reading the Talmud. He was shocked and horrified to find that the
Hebrew religious writings were dripping with hatred and contempt for all non-Jews.
Luther wrote:

Do not their Talmud and rabbis say that it is no sin to kill if a Jew kills a heathen, but
it is a sin if he kills a brother in Israel? It is no sin if he does not keep his oath to a
heathen. Therefore, to steal and rob, as they do with their usury, from a heathen is a
divine service. For they hold that they cannot be too hard on us nor sin against us,
because they are the noble blood and circumcised saints. We, however, are cursed
goyim. And they are the masters of the world and we are their servants, yea, their cattle.

Alas, Luther could not have it both ways. He had already sanctified the Jews by elevating
the status of their history, their legends, and their religion to that of Holy Writ. His
translation of the Old Testament into German and his dissemination of the Jewish
scriptures among his followers vitiated all his later warnings against the Jews. Today the
church he founded studiously ignores those warnings.

Luther had recognized the evils in the Christian Church of his day and in the men who
ruled the Church. He also recognized the evil in the Jews and the danger they posed to
Europe. He had the courage to denounce both the Church and the Jews, and for that the
White race will be indebted to him for as long as it endures. The great tragedy of Luther is
that he failed to go one step further and to recognize that no religion of Jewish origin is a
proper religion for men and women of European race. When he cut himself and the
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majority of the Germanic peoples off from Rome, he failed at the same time to cut away
all the baggage of Jewish mythology which had been imposed on Europe by Rome.
Instead he made of that baggage a greater spiritual burden for his people than it already
was.

The consequence was that within a century of Luther’s death much of Northern Europe
was firmly in the grip of a new superstition as malignant as the old one, and it was one in
which the Jews played a much more explicit role. Before, the emphasis had been on the
New Testament: that is, on Christianity as a breakaway sect from Judaism, in which the
differences between the two religions were stressed. The role models held up to the
peoples of Europe were the Church’s saints and martyrs, most of whom were non-Jewish.
The parables taught to children were often of European origin. Among the Protestants the
Old Testament gained a new importance, and with it so did the Hebrew patriarchs as role
models, while Israel’s folklore became the new source of moral inspiration for Europe.
Perhaps nothing so clearly demonstrates the change, and the damage to the European
sense of identity which accompanied it, as the sudden enthusiasm for bestowing Hebrew
names on Christian children.

The Reformation did more for the Jews than merely sanctifying the Old Testament. It
shattered the established order of things and brought chaos in political as well as spiritual
affairs—chaos eagerly welcomed by the Jews. Germany was so devastated by a series of
bloody religious wars that it took her a century and a half to recover. In some German
principalities two-thirds of the population was annihilated during the conflicts between
Catholics and Protestants in the period 1618-1648, commonly known as the “Thirty Years
Wat.”

Everywhere during the 17th century the Jews took advantage of the turmoil, moving back
into countries from which they had been banned (such as England), moving to take over
professions from which they had been excluded, insinuating themselves into confidential
relationships with influential leaders in literary and political circles, profiting from the
sufferings of their hosts and strengthening their hold, burrowing deep into the rubble and
wreckage of medieval society so that they could more easily undermine whatever rose in
its stead.

The French Revolution. In the following century came Europe’s next great cataclysm, which
broke down what was left of the old order. It was the French Revolution—and it was the
tirst major political event in Western Europe in which Jews played a significant role, other
than as financiers. Even so, public feeling against the Jews was such that they still found it
expedient to exercise much of their influence through Gentile front men.

Honore Gabriel Riqueti, Comte de Mirabeau (1749-91), the Revolution’s fieriest orator—
the spendthrift, renegade son of an aristocrat, disowned by his father and always in need
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of a loan—was one of these. Another was the bloodthirsty monster Maximilien Marie
Isidore de Robespierre (1758-94), dictator of the Revolutionary Tribunal which kept the
guillotine busy and spilled France’s best blood into the gutters of Paris while the rabble
cheered. Both Mirabeau and Robespierre worked tirelessly for their Jewish patrons,
supporting legislation granting new rights and privileges to the Jews of France and
denouncing French patriots who opposed the Jewish advances.

It was in the new series of European wars spawned by the Revolution, in which Napoleon
Bonaparte (1769-1821) was the leading figure, that the Jews extended the gains they had
made in France to much of the rest of Europe. Behind Napoleon’s armies, which were
kept solvent by Jewish moneylenders, marched a ragtag band of Jews to oversee the
pulling down of all barriers against their brethren in each country in which French arms
triumphed. Ghettos were abolished, all restrictions on Jewish activities were declared void,
and anyone who spoke out against the Jews was in danger of being put before a military
firing squad.

Despite the enormous services he performed for the Jews, it is clear from his comments,
on many different occasions, that Napoleon personally despised them. “The Jews are a
vile people, cowardly and cruel,” he said in reference to some of the atrocities committed
by Jews during the Reign of Terror.

In a letter of March 6, 1808, to his brother Jerome, Napoleon wrote: “I decided to
improve the Jews. But I do not want more of them in my kingdom. Indeed, I have done
all to prove my scorn of the vilest nation in the world.” And when, in 1807, Napoleon
issued decrees limiting the extent to which Jewish moneylenders could prey on the French
peasantry, the Jews screamed in rage against him.

But the damage had already been done; Napoleon had pulled down the last of the barriers,
and by the time of his disgrace and exile the Jews were solidly entrenched nea