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Preamble

CONSERVATISM, when that word was first used in a political sense,
correctly implied the maintenance of existing governmental and social
institutions and their preservation from all undesirable innovation
and substantial change. In Europe and the United States, however,
the term has now acquired a quite different and linguistically im-
proper meaning: it implies the restoration of political and social
institutions that were radically changed and subverted to produce
the governmental and social institutions that now exist.

Strictly speaking, therefore, ‘conservatism” has come, paradoxi-
cally, to mean reaction, an effort to purge the nation’s social and
political organization of deleterious accretions and revolutionary
changes imposed upon it in recent times, and to restore it to the pris-
tine state in which it existed at some vaguely or precisely defined
time in the past. The persons who now call themselves conservatives,
if they mean what they propose, are really reactionaries, but eschew
the more candid word as prejudicial in propaganda.

In Britain, for example, persons who by conviction call them-
selves conservative (as distinct from politicians who think the
word useful to stimulate the glands of their victims) have no wish
to conserve and preserve the existing situation, which has resulted
from the invasion of their country by hordes of aliens who are, by
a biological necessity, their racial enemies. On the contrary, they
desire a reaction, a return to the time when the British Isles were the
property of the creators of their civilization, the Aryan inhabitants,
whether Celtic or Teutonic in origin. And I doubt whether there
is any contemporary institution — not even the present degrada-
tion of the Monarchy — that a British “conservative” would wish
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to preserve as it now is and without restoring it to its condition in
some more or less specific period of the past.

In the United States, a comparable mutation of the word’s po-
litical meaning has taken place during the decades through which
[ have lived. | began as an American conservative: | wished to pre-
serve the American society in which I grew up, not because 1 was
unaware of its many and gross deficiencies, but because I saw it
threatened by cunningly instigated agitation for changes that would
inevitably destroy it and might ultimately result in a reversion to
total barbarism. And with the euphoria of youth, I imagined that
the existing structure, if preserved from subversion, would, under
the impact of foreseeable and historically inevitable events, accom-
modate itself to the realitics of the physical and biophysical world
and perhaps give to the nation an era of Roman greatness.

Over the years, as the fatal subversion proceeded gradually,
relentlessly, and often stealthily, and was thoughtlessly accepted
by a feckless or befuddled populace, | became increasingly aware
that ‘conservatism’ was a misnomer, but | did entertain a hope that
the current of thought and feeling represented by the word might
succeed in restoring at least the essentials of the society whose
passing | regretted. And when [ at last decided to involve myself in
political effort and agitation, I began a painful and very expensive
education in political realities.

Since I have held positions of some importance in several of
what seemed the most promising “conservative” movements in
the United States, for which [ was in one way or another a spokes-
man, and ] was at the same time an attentive observer of the many
comparable organizations and of the effective opposition to all such
efforts, friends have convinced me that a succinct and candid ac-
count of my political education may make some contribution to the
historical record of American “conservatisin,” should someone in
an unpredictable future be interested in studying its rise and fall.

Memoirs and recollections are always subject to the subtly
perverting influence of hindsight. Prometheus always abdicates
to Epimetheus, try as we may to exclude the intruder. The opin-
ions that I held and the positions that I took at any given point in
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my education are recorded in the articles that I contributed to the
periodicals of the groups and organizations in which 1 supposed
myself to have a leading part and to which my principal contribution
was precisely writing and speaking on their behalf. Scripta manent.
Writing preserves thoughts and sentiments that quickly fade
from the consciousness that entertained them and are inevitably
dispersed in the amalgam of a newer present. Therefore, to verify
and validate the political and cultural positions that I took during
the decades of my education, [ have documented my account with
a selection of what seem to me the most important, but yet typical,
articles that 1 published, and have added at the end of this volume
a complele bibliography for anyone who may wish to look further.
Whether, as some of my friends tell me, these articles, although
mere journalism, written for the passing day, have some permanent,
perhaps literary, value, is not for me to judge and is not relevant
here. The present volume is to be a contribution, perhaps minor and
necessarily personal, to the history of the “conservative” movement
in the United States.

When [ called these articles typical, ] meant only that they fairly
represented my position at the time they were written. I do not
pretend, and would not suggest, that they were typical of the oddly
amorphous reaction in the United States that was called “conserva-
tism” or “patriotism” by sympathizers and called “extremism” or
“Fascism” by our racial enemies and their lackeys.

I think | may claim without immodesty that | always saw reality
more clearly than anyone in the motley procession of self-appointed
“leaders” who, inspired by illusory hopes and imagined certainties,
arose to “save the nation”, fretted out their little hour on the dar-
kling stage of an almost empty theatre, and vanished, sometimes
pathetically, into the obscurity from which they came. What [ dare
not affirm is that 1 ever saw reality as clearly as some of the shrewd
men who cynically exploited — and exploit — the residue of pa-
triotic sentiment and the confused instinct of self-preservation that
remains in the white Americans who still respond to one or another
variety of “right-wing” propaganda.

If you consider objectively the career of a highly successful
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confidence man who is profitably vending patriotic nostrums to
worried Americans, you cannot prove that the man did not, with
lucid sagacity and cold realism, take into account all the multiple
factors of the present situation and by a penetrating analysis
perceive that our nation and race is hopelessly and inalterably
doomed by its own fatuity and a subconscious, but irresistible,
death-wish and only then did he decide to extract as much profit
and exhilarating amusement as he could from a doomed species,
which, be it remembered, had involved him and his progeny in its
insane suicide; he may even have told himself that by swindling
the patriotic suckers with delusive projects to absorb their money
and energies, he was being as merciful as a physician who prom-
ises recovery as he injects morphine into the veins of a dying man
to ease his pain. With one or two of the great hokum-hucksters of
the “right-wing,” the possibility that I have suggested cannot be
excluded; and if that is the explanation, one may, of course, raise
questions about their morality, but none about their intelligence.
And if the future shall have proved them right, the present volume
may still have some slight value as an example of naiveté.

If what I tried to do is more than an example of a kind of sophis-
ticated credulity, readers of the present and students of the putative
future may find some interest in the “education”, in Henry Adam’s
use of that word, I received as my most pessimistic fears were again
and again proved to have been wildly optimistic. And if this book is
to have such interest, I shall have to explain how I came to involve
myself in activities that effectively diverted a large part of my time
and energy from a form of scholarship in which, if it be not vanity
to confess it, | had flattered myself that [ could attain the eminence
and influence of an A E Housman or a Wilamowitz-Moellendorff.

Before I do so, however, I must interject an explicit warning, for
this book may come into the hands of readers for whom it is not
intended. I do not propose to entertain with anecdotes or to soothe
by retelling any of the fairy tales of which Americans seem never to
tire. If these pages are worth reading at all, they deal with a problem
that is strictly intellectual and historical, and they are therefore ad-
dressed only to the comparatively few individuals who are willing
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and able to consider such questions’ objectively and dispassionately,
thinking exclusively in terms of demonstrable facts and reason, and
without reference to the personal wishes and emotional fixations
that are commonly called ‘faith” or “ideals’. It is not my purpose
to unsettle the placidity of the many who shrink from unpleasant
realities and spare themsclves the discomfort of cogitation by assur-
ing themselves that some Savior, most commonly Jesus or Marx,
has promised that the earth, if not the whole universe, will soon
be rearranged to suit their tastes. As Kipling said of the fanaticists
of his day, they must cling to their faith, whatever the cost to their
rationality: “If they desire a thing, they declare it is true. If they
desire it not, though that were death itself, they cry aloud, ‘It has
never been'”.

Persons who are not capable of objectivity or are unwilling to
disturb their cerebral repose by facing displeasing, facts should never
read pages that cannot but perturb them emotionally. [f they do so,
they must blame the curiosity that impelled them to read words that
were not intended for them. The reader has been warned.






Part1
America after the Holy War

I

When the westbound Capitol Limited ran through Silver Springs in
the autumn of 1945, my wife insists that there was a visible change
in my countenance and some subtle alteration in my whole being.
She even suggests, half-seriously, that the lifting of our spirits may
somehow have been sensed by our little dog, for she leaped down
from the transverse scat at the end of the Pullman compartment, on
which she had settled herself comfortably, and bounded towards
us, as though greeting us after a long absence. It is true that I felt
that we were leaving forever the mephitic miasma of the District
of Corruption, and, with an optimism that now seems fantastic, 1
was persuaded that never again would I have to concern myself
personally with public affairs. I thought it certain that within a very
few years the United States and Great Britain would be swept by a
reaction of national indignation that would become sheer fury as
the facts about the Crusade to Save the Soviet became known, as |
believed they inevitably must. That reaction, I thought, would occur
automatically, and my only concern was for the welfare of a few
friends who had innocently and ignorantly agitated for war before
the unspeakable monster in the White House successfully tricked
the Japanese into destroying the American fleet at Pearl Harbor. 1
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wondered whether a plea of ignorance would save them from the
reprisals I foresaw!

Many of the reasons for my confidence in the nation’s future I
could not then explain even to the lady whose unfailing affection has
sustained me through the greater part of my life, for I respected the
various oaths of secrecy | had taken, and indeed there were a few
facts which I hoped might never become publicly known. They are
now commonplace, but the significance of the disclosures may
not be fully apprehended.

Perhaps the most exhilarating message ever read by American
Military Intelligence was one sent by the Japanese government to
their Ambassador in Berlin (as | recall), urging him not to hesitate
to communicate certain information by telegrams and assuring
him that “no human mind” could decipher messages that had been
enciphered on the Purple Machine. That assurance justificd the
merriment it provoked, but to those who thought about it, it was
also a grim warning that the fact that it had been read so easily in
Washington was a secret that must never be disclosed. The methods
of analysis that had permitted human minds to do what the Japanese
believed impossible naturally showed why the complicated device
that Americans called the Purple Machine had been vulnerable to
that analysis, and therefore indicated how it would be possible,
with the electronic equipment even then available, to produce en-
ciphering machines that would be proof against such analysis.! The
comforting axiom that what man’s ingenuity can do, man’s ingenuity
can undo, is not strictly correct, and in dealing with certain of the
more intricate problems encountered, analysts were grimly aware
that they were working close to the frontiers of the human mind.
If an alert enemy learned what it had been possible for them to do,
he might well have the ingenuity to make such accomplishments
impossible in the future. That has happened.

In that sense, the secret of Pearl Harbor should have been kept,
if possible. Everyone now knows, of course, that the message to the
Japanese Ambassador in Washington, warning him that Japan was
about to attack the United States, was read by Military Intelligence
not long after the Ambassador himself received it, and that the
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frantic cover-up, involving some successful lying about details, was
intended, not to preserve that secret, but to protect the traitors in
Washington who made certain that the Japanese attack, which they
had labored so long to provoke, would be successful and produce
the maximum loss of American lives and destruction of American
ships. [t would not have been necessary to divulge the military
secret to expose the treason and punish the traitors,

In January 1941, almost eleven months before Pearl Tarbor,
preparation for it began in Washington when Franklin D Roosevelt
summoned the Portuguese Ambassador to the United States and,
enjoining him to the utmost secrecy, asked him to inform Premier
Salazar that Portugal need have no concern for the safety of Timor
and her other possessions in Southeast Asia; the United States, he
said, had decided to crush Japan forever by waiting until her military
forces and lines of communication were stretched to the utmost
and then suddenly launching an all-out war with massive attacks
that Japan was not, and could not be, prepared toresist. As expected,
the Portuguese Ambassador communicated the glad tidings to the
head of his government, using his most secure method of com-
munication, an enciphered code which the Portuguese doubtless
imagined to be “unbreakable,” but which Rooseveit well knew had
been compromised by the Japanese, who were currently reading all
messages sent in it by wireless. The statement, ostensibly entrusted
in “strict secrecy” to the Portuguese Ambassador, was, of course,
intended for the Japanese government, and, as a matter of fact, it
became certain that the trick had succeeded when the contents of the
Portuguese Ambassador’s message to Salazar promptly appeared
in a Japanese message enciphered by the Purple Machine. Roosevelt
had only to wait for Japan to act on the “secret” information about
American plans thus given her, and to order naval movements
and diplomatic negotiations that would appear to the Japanese to
confirm American intentions.

The fact that I have just mentioned is really the ultimate secret
of Pearl Harbor, and seems to have been unknown to Admiral
Theobald when he wrote his well-known book on the subject. The
treason of our great War Criminal could have been exposed without
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disclosing that Japanese or even Portuguese messages had been
read by Military Intelligence. That the statement had been made
officially to the Portuguese Ambassador would not have been denied
by his government, and the public could have been left to assume
that the Japanese had learned of the threat through their spics in
Lisbon, and that American Intelligence knew of the efficiency of
Japanese espionage in Portugal.

The implication would have been made obvious by other facts
that were matters of common knowledge in military circles, but
had been successfully concealed from the American victims of the
depraved creature they had elected to the Presidency. As is now
well-known, he had, beginning in 1934, meddled assiduously in
the diplomatic affairs of Europe, in conspiracy with a person of
half-English ancestry named Winston Churchill, to get a war against
Germany started in Europe to please his Jewish owners and gratify
his own nihilistic lusts. When the gullible Poles had been success-
fully cozened by promises they should have known to be absurd,
and when Chamberlain proved himself a cheap politician instead
of a statesman and, yielding to the pressures of aliens, involved his
nation in an immoral war against its own best interests, the criminal
in the White House began at once to seek means of inflicting disaster
on the Americans.

His first plan was defeated by the prudence of the German
government. While he yammered about the evils of aggression to
the white Americans whom he despised and hated, Roosevelt used
the United States Navy to commit innumerable acts of stealthy and
treacherous aggression against Germany in a secret and undeclared
war, hidden from the American people, hoping that such massive
piracy would eventually so exasperate the Germans that they would
declare war on the United States, whose men and resources could
then be squandered to punish the Germans for trying to have a
country of their own. These foul acts of the War Criminal were
known, of course, to the officers and men of the Navy that carried
out the orders of their Commander-in-Chief, and were commonly
discussed in informed circles, but, so far as 1 know, were first and
much belatedly chronicled by Patrick Abbazia in Mr Rooscvelt’s
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Navy: the Private War of the U.S. Atlantic Fleet, 1939-1942, published
by the Naval Institute Press in Annapolis in 1975. The shocking facts
are reported in that book, with only daubs of rhetorical whitewash
applied perfunctorily here and there to disguise a little the hideous
caput mortuwm of the traitor, but with no intention to deceive an alert
and judicious reader.

Although the U.S. Navy’s acts of outrageous piracy on the high
seas were successfully concealed from the majority of the American
people before Pearl Harbor, they were, of course, well known to
the Japanese, and partly account for Roosevelt’s success in deceiv-
ing them with his “confidences” to the Portuguese Ambassador.
Of course, using the Navy, which then had a long and honorable
tradition of implicit obedience to its Commander-in-Chief; for secret
aggression was quite different from arranging surprise attacks in
the Pacific with armies embarked on transports to be immediately
landed in Asia, but it may be that the Japanese did not see that
difference, given the great and unbridgeable difference between
the mentalities of the two races, or, if they did, it may be that they
assumed that when Roosevelt was ready to attack them, his power
over the American press and communications would enable him to
simulate an attack they had not in fact made. That the deception was
successful was, of course, shown in December 1941, when they made
a desperate effort to avert the treacherous blow they feared.”

In 1945 it did not seem unreasonable to anticipate that when
Americans learned that the vilest of traitors himself was guilty of
the “infamy” of which he had accused the Japanese — that he had
knowingly contrived the death of the Americans who perished in
the Hawaiian Islands and the Philippines — that their lives and
fortunes had been sacrificed to inflict indescribable suffering on
almost all the civilized peoples of Europe — that the “war guilt,”
of which so much has been said in the verbal excrement thrown
in their faces by their domestic enemies, was really the guilt of the
American people, though unwittingly incurred — it did not seem
unreasonable, I say, to predict that the Americans would have suf-
ficient manhood and intelligence to inflict on their betrayers a signal
and exemplary chastisement that would be forever memorable.
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There was the added consideration that the ties of consanguinity
and language between Americans and the English have always been
so close that one nation is affected by what happens in the other. The
guilt of Great Britain and especially the treason of Winston Churchill,
who, while a private citizen, had conspired with Roosevelt to over-
throw the legal British government of poor Neville Chamberlain,
had been temporarily concealed, but there was one potentially great
difference in 1945. In April of 1944 sane observers had been startled
by the publication of a book written by a former Principal Secretary
of the British Air Ministry, ] M Spaight, and they were even more
startled when Churchill’s government did not suppress the book
and hustle its author off to the Bolshevik-style imprisonment that
had been inflicted on Admiral Domville, Captain Ramsay (a Mem-
ber of Parliament), and other true Englishmen guilty of insufficient
veneration of the Jews, and even on an American, Tyler Kent, who
would have been protected by diplomatic immunity, had he rep-
resented an independent and self-respecting nation. Spaight had
committed what was an appalling indiscretion, an almost unbeliev-
able breach of national secrecy. He not only admitted — he boasted
~ that Great Britain, in violation of all the ethics of civilized warfare
that had theretofore been respected by our race, and in treacher-
ous violation of solemnly assumed diplomatic covenants about
“open cities”, had secretly carried out intensive bombing of such
open cities in Germany for the express purpose of killing enough
unarmed and defenceless men and women to force the German
government reluctantly to retaliate and bomb British cities and thus
kill enough helpless British men, women, and children to generate
among Englishmen enthusiasm for the insane war to which their
government had committed them.

It is impossible to imagine a governmental act more vile and
more depraved than contriving death and suffering for its own
people — for the very citizens whom it was exhorting to “loyalty”

— and I suspect that an act of such infamous and savage treason
would have nauseated even Genghis Khan or Hulagu or Tamer-
lane, Oriental barbarians universally reprobated for their insane
blood-lust. History, so far as I recall, does not record that they ever
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butchered their own women and children to facilitate lying propa-
ganda. Spaight had blurted out the truth about the foulest of war
crimes, and it seems inconceivable that when the immediate perils
of the war in which they had been involved by treason were over,
Englishmen would be so lost to all considerations of honor and hu-
man decency and even compassion for their kinsmen and friends
who had been thus sacrificed, that they would not take vengeance
on the self-confessed and vaunting authors of their misfortune and
disgrace. In 1944 members of British Military Intelligence took it
for granted that after the war Marshal Sir Arthur Harris would be
hanged or shot for high treason against the British people, since
Spaight’s book would preclude the defence that he had reluctantly
obeyed a higher authority (discreetly unnamed).

There were further considerations. Both British and Americans
have always claimed to be humane and have loudly condemned
unnecessary bloodshed, mass massacres, and sadistic delight in the
infliction of pain, although one must now wonder whether those
fine sentiments extend to members of their own race and are not
instead restricted to their enemies, both civilized and savage, who
will help them satisfy a morbid death-wish that has somehow been
implanted in their diseased souls. EHlowever that may be, in 1945
their professions could still be credited without doubt, and that
meant they would be stricken with remorse for a ferocious act of
unmitigated savagery unparalleled in the history of our race and
unsurpassed in the record of any race. The bombing of the unfor-
tified city of Dresden, nicely timed to insure an agonizing death
to the maximum number of white women and children, has been
accurately described by David Irving in The Destruction of Dresden
(London, 1963), but the essentials of that sickening atrocity were
known soon after it was perpetrated. To be sure, it is true that such
an act might have been ordered by Hulagu, the celebrated Mongol
who found pleasure in ordering the extermination of the popula-
tion of all cities that did not open their gates to him — and of some
that did — so that the severed heads of the inhabitants could be piled
up into pyramids as perishable but impressive monuments to his
glory. The Americans and British, however, deem themselves more
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civilized than Hulagu and less sadistic. And at the time that they, in
their official policy of frightfulness and savagery, were incinerating
their own blood brothers and sisters in Dresden, they were howling
with indignation over the supposed extermination by the Germans
of some millions of Jews, many of whom had taken the opportunity
to craw] into the United States, and while Americans seem to feel a
particular reverence for God’s People, one could have supposed in
1945 that when the hoax, devised to pep up the cattle that were being
stampeded into Europe, was exposed, even Americans would feel
some indignation at having been so completely bamboozled.

The prompt exposure of the bloody, swindle seemed inevitable,
particularly since the agents of the O.5.5, commonly known in
military circles as the Office of Soviet Stooges, who had been dis-
patched to conquered Germany to set up gas chambers to lend some
verisimilitude to the hoax, had been so lazy and feckless that they
merely sent back pictures of shower baths, which were so absurd
that they had to be suppressed to avoid ridicule. No one could have
believed in 1945 that the lie would be used to extort thirty billion
dollars from the helpless Germans and would be rammed into the
minds of German children by uncouth American “educators” — or
that civilized men would have to wait until 1950 for IPaul Rassinier,
who had been himself a prisoner in a German concentration camp,
to challenge the infamous lie, or until 1976 for Professor Arthur
Butz's detailed and exhaustive refutation of the venomous impos-
ture on Aryan credulity.

Germany, after a valiant and heroic defense against the forces of
virtually the whole world that the Jews had mobilized against her,
was forced to surrender in 1945, but with the American invasion of
German territory began the innumerable atrocities against her civil-
ian population ~ the atrocities against prisoners began even earlicr
— that have brought on our people the reputation of Attila’s hordes.
The outrages were innumerable and no one, so far as [ know, has
even tried to compile a list of typical incidents of rape and torture
and mayhem and murder. Most of the unspeakable atrocities, it is
true, were committed by savages and Jews in American uniforms,
but many, it must be confessed, were perpetrated by Americans,
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louts from the dregs of our own society or normal men crazed with
hatred. All victorious armies, it is true, contain elements that want to
outrage the vanquished, and few commanders in “democratic” wars
can maintain the tight discipline that made Wellington’s armies the
marvels of Europe or the discipline that generally characterized the
German armies in both World Wars; what so brands us with shame
is that the atrocities were encouraged by our supreme commander in
Europe, whose orders, presumably issued when he was not drunk
or occupied with his doxies, made it difficult or hazardous for re-
sponsible American generals to observe what had been the rules of
civilized warfare. Almost every American soldier in Germany had
witnessed the barbarous treatment of the vanquished, the citizens
of one of the greatest nations of Western civilization and our own
kinsmen, and — despite the efforts to incite them to inhuman hate
with Jewish propaganda — many of our soldiers witnessed such
outrages with pity and shame. The cumulative effect of their reports
when they returned to their own country should have been great.

It is needless to multiply examples, some of which may be
found in FJP Veale's Advance to Barbarism (London, 1953). | have, |
believe, sufficiently explained my confidence, in 1945, that the fol-
lowing years would witness an inevitable reaction by the American
people — a reaction far more intense and violent than the reaction
that followed the First World War, which had been rather a kind of
disillusion, since there were then no recognized culprits who could
be called to account for indubitable and inexcusable crimes rather
than vanity, folly, and venality.

In 1918 the reaction had been confused and aimless, diverted
and distracted by marginal agitations. Unthinking persons, for
example, perhaps influenced by Wilson’s idiotic phrase, “a war to
end wars”, actually believed that the horrors of 1914-1918 proved
that war was thenceforth impossible in the civilized world or, if
not quite so fatuous, entertained wild fantasies that wars could be
averted by a kind of solemn vaudeville show called the League of
Nations or some other magic to be performed with scraps of paper
spotted with meaningless verbiage. In the United States a motley
gang of shysters and swindlers had exploited the uterine thinking
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of fat-headed females newly permitted to vote and the itch of pro-
fessional holy men to yell in their pulpits, and the result had been
a constitutional amendment that probably had the purpose, and
certainly had the effect, of subsidizing organized crime and promot-
ing a fusion of crime and politics. In 1945, however, there could be
no mistake about responsibilities, about the natural function of war
in civilization, or about the folly of the weird quasi-religious cult of
humanitarians and self-styled “Liberals”, whose superstitions and
ignorance had made them unwitting instruments of the basically
criminal mass of parasites and looters that battened on Roosevelt’s
“New Deal”.

Obviously, [ sadly overestimated the intelligence ot the American
people — an error | was to commit often thereafter — and grossly
underestimated the power of the Jews.

My generation thought of the Jews as pests rather than as an
international race, and there were some Jews who were not Jews.
Persons who have grown up since 1945 will find it difficult to un-
derstand what we, who grew up around 1930, then took for granted
but now seems inconceivable.

In the 1920s and 1930s there were a few Jews —very few in com-
parison with the millions that were in the United States even before
the great influx under Roosevelt — who seemed to be Americans
or Europeans and, without trving to disguisc their racial origins,
seemed to have so little in common with the majority of their race
that one did not think of them as Jews. They had the manners of
gentlemen, had apparently assimilated the traditions, learning, and
spirit of our culture, and had evidently lost the intense racial con-
sciousness that is the prime characteristic of Jews. If they felt (and
even today I find it hard to believe that thev did) the Jews’ contempt
for the stupid Aryans and the other races that their tribal god or their
innate superiority have made their natural subjects, they concealed
that sentiment perfectly, and, when the question arose, expressed a
well-bred contempt forthe “Kikes”, the mass of crafty, industrious,
instinctively dishonest, and naturally dirty aliens who were batten-
ing on our society and exploiting our Christian weakness, a foolish
toleration of, and sympathy for, anything that whines.
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Some of the civilized Jews were or claimed to be of Sephardic
stock, and pointed out that the mass of parasites were Ashkenazirn,
not Semites at all but of Turko-Mongolian origin, and therefore not
Jews by race, but only by having professed an obsolete and barba-
rous religion that educated men must regard with amusement. [ well
remember one gentleman who, with the careful courtesy with which
a citizen of one country alludes to the shortcomings of another in
conversation with one of its citizens, discoursed on the deplorable
blunder of the Americans in admitting immigrants without dis-
crimination in the Nineteenth and early Twentieth Century, when
we permitted an influx of such Jews from Poland and Russia, who
had corrupted our entire society; and he marvelled that Americans
of that time, yielding to the greed of their capitalists and their own
sillv sentimentality, had not had the intelligence to impose at least
a financial and educational test to exclude such human dregs. He
was, of course, eminently right. Another man, speaking from his
own bitter experience, commented on the disastrous and inevitable
consequences of marriage between the children of civilized Jews
and the children of Kikes who had cheated and clawed their way
to wealth. And the Sephardic Jews, proud of their own ancestry,
knew how many of the very wealthy Jews in New York City were
really the “scum of the earth” despite their crude aping of civilized
manners.

Civilized Jews never complained about “discrimination” or
“persecution” (past or present) — it would have been preposterous if
they had — and neither flaunted nor dissembled their race. They had
(so far as one knew) no connection with synagogues or the other ra-
cial organizations of the Jews. | knew two who professed a Christian
mysticism that was Mediaeval and at least partly aesthetic, buteven
those who listed themselves as Christians to mark their alienation
from Jewry took the educated man’s attitude toward superstitions
about the supernatural, and they were no more embarrassed by the
Old Testament than the Celts of France and the British Isles today
are embarrassed by the religion of the Druids and the sacrifices to
Esus and Taranis that are so vividly described by Caesar. | never
heard from them a word of sympathy for, or even toleration of, the
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Bolsheviks, and quite a few, more perceptive than most Americans,
saw the need for Europeans to take military action to excise the can-
cer of Western civilization and destroy the pretensions of the Soviets
by either placing the valuable parts of the former Russian Empire
under civilized rule as colonies or at least rendering the barbarians
powerless and leaving them to rot in their own filth.

There was a racial fact of which no one at the time seemed to
appreciate the significance. With the exception of Sephardim who
contracted marriages according to the aristocratic code of family
alliances, none of the civilized Jews whom [ knew was married to a
Jewess. And, what is more important, while [ knew or now remem-
ber nothing of the parents of many, of those whose parents [ met or
had been given some account, none, if memory serves me, was the
son of a Jewess. Thus, although those men thought of themselves
as Jews by race, according to the standards of the Jews, who obvi-
ously know much more about the hereditary transmission of racial
traits than we do, they were not Jews at all.* Having rejected the
Jewish cult-practices, they rejected also the Jewish criterion of race,
and were not perturbed thereby.! Not perturbed, [ mean, before the
late 1930s, when the strident Jewish propaganda against Germany
made their position increasingly uncomfortable.

The civilized Jews were, of course, a tiny minority among the
members of their race in this country. No one in his senses and not
willfully obtuse could overlook the disastrous consequences of the
policy that is epitomized by the inscription on the Statue of Liberty
in New York Harbor: itis verse written by a Jewess and purports to
praise the United States, but what it really says is, “World’s garbage
disposal: dump your human refuse here.”

The Jews who infested the nation even before the mass importa-
tions under Roosevelt, were clearly unassimilable and uncivilized
aliens, but, as I have said, their actual power was clandestine and
unnoticed, and one thought of them as pests, comparable, perhaps,
to boll weevils ina cotton field orarmy worms among the corn. They
were undoubtedly the principal source of a corruption of which
the stench could not be ignored indefinitely. The comment that one
heard so frequently under the “New Deal” expressed concisely the
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sentiments of many Americans: “We need a Hitler here.” The Ger-
man statesman was often referred to sympathetically, with a smil-
ing allusion to a product that was then widely advertised, as “The
Dutch Cleanser” and his policy of encouraging the emigration of
Jews from his country was so generally approved that, despite the
lamentations of holy men, well-paid journalists, and sentimental
women, the Jews were able to arouse only scant sympathy before
they invented the hoax about “gas chambers” and the “extermina-
tion” of God’s Own People. The great mass of Jews, who obviously
were what some of the more literate openly boasted they were, an
“island within” and an alien nation lodged in the United States,
whether they were small shopkeepers who, by their industry and
craft, could usually undermine and drive out of business competing
goyim, or mighty financiers, manipulating markets and subsidiz-
ing Bolsheviks, were an infection that the nation could not endure
indefinitely, but, as | have said, they seemed entirely distinct from
the civilized Jews.

Eventoday, | cannot believe that all or most of the civilized Jews
were merely marranos.” They were, however, the principal reason
why very few Americans were aware of the racial solidarity of Jews
or could imagine a Jewish “conspiracy,” however that word was
defined. To be sure, there were in circulation pamphlets and book-
lets that made such allegations, but all of them — all, at least, that |
saw — began with what Jesus said about “the synagogue of Satan,”
“your father, the Devil,” etc., and were naturally discarded unread
by persons who, unlike most Christians, had read and understood
all of the New Testament and had noticed the passages in which
the same Jesus is reported as having said quite different things.®
One heard of the famous Protocols of the Elders of Zion, but regarded
them as a fabrication on the grounds that no body of conspirators
would be so foolish and rash as to describe in a written document
the secret purposes of their conspiracy, which they presumably
took for granted before meeting to forward it. More cogent was the
veritable treatise that Henry Ford had published in installments in
his magazine, The Dearborn Independent, but that was generally left
unread, having been neutralized by one of the most adroit strokes
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of Jewish propaganda, the endlessly repeated attribution to him of
a statement, “History is bunk”, that effectively identified him as an
ignorant and uncouth misologist.”

When one read the eminent conservative writers in French and
German, men of the highest intellectual and literary attainments,
their discussions of the Jewish problem were invariably limited to
the nation of the writer and incorporated in arguments in defense
of religious and monarchical traditions that seemed to be irrelevant,
for all practical purposes, to America.® The most distinguished
critics of the Jews in Europe were Charles Maurras and his collabo-
rators of L'Action francaise, who were also the chiefs of a political
movement that at one time included 75% of the university students
in France and at least 200,000 Frenchmen of all social classes — a
movement that seemed formidable in the early and middle 1920s,
when the few followers of Hitler in Germany seemed comic to most
observers. In the 1930s, however, it required no perspicacity to see
that the political movement had been out-manoeuvred, and that,
what was more important to an American, Maurras and his fellows,
for all their briiliance, had trapped themselves intellectually in a
pitfall from wh.ich there was no escape.” One admired their literary
culture and the sure rapier thrusts of polemics that reminded one of
D’ Artagnan and his three Mousquetaires, but one could hardly fail to
see that their politics, taken as a whole, were sheer romanticism.

The great work on the Jewish question was Hitler's Mein Kampf.
[t lacked the literary glitter and scintillating wit of the French polem-
ists, but also lacked their political romanticism. [t was pedestrian
instyle and sober in content, and although it dealt specifically with
a situation peculiar to Germany, it should have been cogent.

The failure of Mcin Kampfto be more persuasive in the 1930s will
seem strange today — except, of course, to the millions of boobs
who have been conditioned to yap about a book they have never
read — but is not inexplicable. [t was the work of a political leader,
whom an American almost automatically assimilated to the creature
in our White House, who was generally said to have conscientious
scruples against telling the truth and, at least, could not be suspected
of veracity in the cunning spiels, called “Fireside Chats,” that he
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regularly broadcast over the radio to befuddle light-headed women
and stupid men. It was casy to assume that when Hitler wrote the
book as an almost unknown politician in 1924, he was making a cal-
culated bid for power and so appealed to his compatriots’ justified
resentment of the Jews’ looting of Germany after her catastrophic
defeatin 1918. And perhaps everyone who had an intelligent interest
in the Jewish problem had been influenced by Bernard Lazare, who
was the Jews’ most effective apologist, although they show him no
gratitude today and ceven denounce him as “anti-Semitic,” using
the catachrestic and grossly misleading epithet that he did so much
to fix in common use. His L'Antisémitisme (1893) was persuasive
because he honestly acknowledged that the Jews have been, since
the beginning of their history, the fomenters of sedition and trouble
in the nations in which they have lodged themselves; he attributed
their hostility toward their hosts and their solidarity to their bar-
baric religion, which could no longer impose on rational men; and
he predicted a peaceful and seemingly reasonable solution to the
problem, the eventual absorption of the Jews into our race.

Lazare was a learned man and seemed candid, and his book was
accordingly influential. 1t was not generally known that he, after
his probably innocent involvement in the Dreyfus affair'’, changed
his mind and decided that the only feasible solution was the one
that Hitler later tried to put into effect, ie, the emigration from the
nations of the West of all Jews — or, at least, all unwilling to join the
nations in which they were residing — and their establishment in
some area of the world in which their international nation would be
geographically united and thus become a nation like the others in
this world. In Lazare’s time the plan that Hitler later tried to carry
out was called Zionism by its Jewish advocates."

Another factor in determining American attitudes was the fact
that Jewish power was not openly displayed, and it was possible for
an American to refer intelligently to the Jewish Problem eveninour
most respected publications, and to do so without fear of punish-
ment. [n the period 1920-1940 there flourished at least half a dozen
monthly periodicals of general circulation addressed to educated
readers, that enjoyed a high prestige and had standards of literary
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excellence and culture that would be impossible today, although the
names of one or two have survived as ghosts of a vanished past. For
example, The Forum in March, 1926, published, with illustrative
plates, Lothrop Stoddard’s summary of the great variety, in terms
of physical anthropology, of racial strains, including the Negroid,
that appear in Jews, thus posing a problem in genetics that remains
unsolved, since the diverse physical types share a distinctive men-
tality. In January and February 1928, the Century published Marcus
E Ravage’s “Case Against the Jews,” surveying the extent of their
subversion of our culture. And as late as June and July, 1941, the
Atlantic Monthly published Albert Jay Nock’s demonstration that
the Jews are an Oriental race, fundamentally incompatible with
our race. Such articles in the foremost magazines, which could be
purchased each month at any newsstand, were written without a
polemic interest, it is true, but that was simply in keeping with our
traditions of well-bred equanimity and courtesy, which Americans
maintained when they believed themselves the dominant race in
their own country, and they were written and published without
trepidation, strange as that will seem to the American of today, who
cowers at the thought that he might inadvertently offend his masters
and be sternly chastised for his indiscretion.

So great was the confidence then felt in the essential stability of
the United States that few Americans paid attention when a wealthy
representative of Jewish finance, Samuel Untermeyer, in August 1933
declared, in the name of his international race, a Holy War against
Germany, implying, however, that his people’s financial power over
all the nations of the Western world would suffice to squash the inso-
lent Aryans who wanted a country of their own. His speech, in which
he said nothing about eventually stampeding herds of British and
American goyim against the Teutonic goyim, was, if noticed at all,
dismissed as mere rodomontade and, indeed, soon forgotten.!? The
only man, so far as I can recall, who fully understood its significance
at the time was a civilized Jew, who may have been of Sephardic
ancestry but whose wife was a charming American woman. He was
a prominent and reputedly honest attorney of about fifty, and in a
moment of bitterness he said, “The world will never know peace
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so long as there are Jews. | have done my part: I have no children.”
The statement, which, although triggered by Untermeyer’s speech,
clearly represented a conclusion reached early in life, shocked me
at the time and seemed wildly emotional exaggeration, and it was
only many years later that [ perceived its tragic import.

When the war finally got under way in Europe and Roosevelt
began to stir up simple-minded Americans with drivel about “quar-
antining aggressors”, observers generally concluded, not that he
was a performing puppet of the Jews, but that he was serving his
own dictatorial ambitions and using the aliens for his own revolu-
tionary purposes. Intelligent people, however, did not fail to recognize
the blatantly vicious propaganda for American participation in the
European war as Jewish pollution of the American mind.

Paul Beshers, who had enjoyed a season of political prominence
in the early 1930s as the exponent of a plan to relieve farmers by uti-
lizing, part of the corn crop for manufacture of alcohol which would
be mixed with gasoline as fuel for automobiles'’, told me that he as-
sured his Jewish acquaintances, “If vou do get us into the European
War, it won’t be long before men are shooting Jews on Michigan
Avenue without a hunting license.” A cultivated Jew whom I knew
was substantially in agreement: “If those crazy fanatics,” he said,
“succeed in pushing the United States into a war against Germany
because they have lost their dominant position there, they will have
to leave this country fast after the war, and | am afraid we will have
to go with them.” And in the late 1930s a Jew, whose name | have
forgotten, published a bathetic novel of the future that was widely
read and seemed prophetic: the Jews, having been expelled from
every nation in the world, assemble as a multitude and begin a
toilsome migration to the only area on earth left open to them, the
most sparsely inhabited and desolate part of Siberia.

It must not be thought that the Jews gained favor from Ameri-
cans during the war that was, in reality, fought for their pleasure.
On the contrary, one heard everywhere a growing resentment that
was merely biding its time until the end of the war. In the Army
and Navy there was only resentment that the “Son of a Bitch” in the
White House not only lavished on Jews spurious commissions in the
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0O.5.5. but actually thrust them into the legitimate military with direct
commissions and usually with some special function that insured
them against damage to their hides. Jews were Bolsheviks, of course,
and therefore agents of the Soviet (some even unintentionally, for
while they might have refused direct help to the Soviets, the latter
had only to send a Jewish agent to speak to them about the “plight
of Our People” to learn everything they knew), but it was thought,
on the whole, likely that they could provisionally be trusted in a
war against the Soviets’ enemy — and after that war, there would
be a purge that would leave us prepared for whatever action might
be necessary to put our real enemies in their place.

Civilians who had much contact with the hordes of “refugees”
made their own observations. Academic circles were expected to
recognize Hitler’s bootmark on coat-tails as the highest scholarly
distinction, and many a Jew who claimed to have beenan Ordinarius
in a German university turned out to have been, at most, a Privat-
dozent and sometimes merely a graduate student. Many a business
man charitably gave a job to a poor, unfortunate refugee, who, as
soon as he had learned the business and studied the community,
produced a hundred thousand dollars or so from one pocket and
bought out the man’s competitor. Many Jews let it be known that
they resented the bigotry of Americans who did not at once yicld
their positions when their superiors arrived. Not all refugees, to
be sure, behaved thus, but the difference in racial mentalities inevi-
tably made itself felt. And many of the Jews who had long resided
in our country saw in the war an opportunity for looting and for
exhibiting their arrogance.

In the teeming bureaucracy in Washington, it would be hard to
say which set of Jews was considered the more offensive, although
I did hear of an immigrant who, made the head of a department
in a lie-factory, listened to his goyim servants, who protested that
a particular piece of propaganda about German atrocities was so
rankly incredible that even ignorant Americans wouldn’t believe
it, took the cigar from his mouth, and complacentlv remarked, “ We
speet in die fazes uff die American schwine.” At all cvents, when
Roosevelt died", the general rejoicing in the bureaucracy was aug-
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mented by a rumor, based on remarks that Truman was said to have
made in private, that the inauguration of the new president would
be the beginning of a great house-cleaning,

With the kind of humor that is peculiar to administrative circles
in Washington, such comments were made over cocktails as,
“I hear that the Pennsylvania Railroad is rising to the occasion.
Immediately after the inauguration, through trains to the Bronx
will leave Union Station every ten minutes, and the parlor cars
will have Yiddish-speaking attendants”. That is the kindest quip |
recall; when the roseate expectations were disappointed, the jokes
became more acerbic.

No informed person paid any attention to the nonsense about
“extermination” of Jews in Germany that began to be disseminated
widely near the end of the war: that was just hokum to pep up the
populace, like the “Atlantic Charter” (supposedly drawn up and
signed by Churchill and Roosevelt at some conspiratorial meeting
on a battleship), which was, of course, a fiction, although purported
copies of it were printed and profitably sold to the suckers. And
naturally one never heard from responsible persons adverse
criticism of the German policy toward Jews during the war, which
was simply what one would expect in a country not governed by
morons.

Today one occasionally hears from silly sentimentalists regret
for the treatment of Japanese in this country after Pearl Harbor.
They were all interned in concentration camps in keeping with
an obvious military necessity. It is likely, indeed, that there werc
some Japanese who were not spies and who would not have sabo-
taged railways, power lines, or whatever else they could reach, but
there was no possible way of identifying them. Had the Japanese
not been interned for the duration of the war, it would have been
necessary to consider every one of them an enemy agent and keep
him under surveillance — and it requires no acumen to estimate
the magnitude of that impossible task. It is meaningless to talk of
“injustice” to individuals. It is one of the simple facts of life on this
planet that members of a race or nation must usually participate in
the common fate of the group to which they belong. The German
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children whom we burned to death in Dresden and other cities can
have been guilty only of having been born in a nation that could not
stand off the rest of the world and that had been so simple-minded
as to assume that the British and Americans had honor or humanity
when serving in a Jewish Holy War.

In Germany, when the war began, every Jew was a potential
enemy, and the remarkable thing is that the Germans were less thor-
ough in dealing with their resident aliens than we were. Had they
interned every Jew in concentration camps, they would have taken
the minimum precautions for their own safety. Had they failed to
intern their domestic enemies, they might as well have surrendered
before firing a shot. This, of course, does not take account of what
seems to be the general belief of Americans today, that Jews, being
God's People, are correct in believing that they are a vastly superior
race whom it is an honor for an Aryan to serve and obey. On that
supposition, the Germans should never have tried to emancipate
themselves from their divinely ordained masters. That view, how-
ever, was not generally held by Americans in 1945.

[ did not then anticipate so drastic a solution as that suggested
by the Jewish novelist of the future exodus, but I did think it likely
that when the American people discovered what had been done to
them, the Jews, perhaps including some who were innocent, would
be well advised to flee to their own country, the former Russian
Empire, which they had subverted and captured in 1917-1919. But |
did not think of the international race as a world power, greater than
any nation of our people. i did not even regard them as ultimately
responsible for the war, as distinct from the unfortunate form that
war had taken. In this | can claim to have shared the common er-
ror of our people, here and in Europe, before that war. When one
reads Spengler today, for example, one marvels that no account is
taken of Jewish forces on the history of anv civilization, ancient or
modem. But before 1940, unless | am much mistaken, no reader in
England or the United States noticed the omission — not even if
he noticed Spengler’s failure adequately to measure the influence
of biological race.”

This will seem odd, perhaps even improbable, to younger read-
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ers today, but, as my elder teachers assured me when they spoke of
Tango Time, those halcyon days of Western civilization before the
First World War, it is impossible to convey in words the spirit and
atmosphere of an era to one who has not lived in it. Perhaps I can
most concisely illustrate what 1 mean by quoting from a journal that
I kept for some years while 1 was in school, primarily to exercise
myself in treating contemporary topics in passable Greek and Latin
prose, but in which [ entered some reflections on politico-histori-
cal tendencies. In June 1934, a time at which our supposedly literary
and intellectual periodicals were filled with endless chatter about
disarmament, world peace, and similar hallucinations, which [
then thought the product of unassisted fatuity, [ made the follow-
ing entry:

The coming war in Europe will necessarily be fought to determine

continental hegemony . .. The war, although it will probably involve

participation of all or almost all of the nations of Europe, must as-
sume one of three forms, viz.:

1. Great Britain and Germany vs. France.
2. Great Britain and France vs. Germany.

3. Great Britain and Germany vs. Russia.

The probable results of cach of these three combinations can be
calculated with some nicety.

1. This type of war .. . should most please the average pacifist: it
would be brief, involve comparatively little destruction, and prob-
ably be followed by a comparatively permanent peace (ie, twenty
to forty years). If France should be in the hands of radicals, the
Soviets, despite their malevolent cowardice, would probably join
France; Italy would join Great Britain and Germany: thus the
results would be even more desirable.

2. This type of war, | pessimistically fear, is the most probable. It
will be the most insanely stupid and disastrous . .. Germany cannot
be ready before 1940 at the very earliest, and probably not before
1942 or 1944. England’s democracy makes it impossible for her
to fight the war earlier, when her chances of success would be so
much greater . . . The longer the delay, the greater the destruc-
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tion and suffering the war will cause . .. The results of such a war
are conjectural in the highest degree, although only three conclu-
sions are possible.

a. A British victory. This must result in a complete regeneration
and revitalization of the Empire, with a return to the healthy and
normal imperialism of the Victorian era. Ireland and India will be
reminded of their necessary subordination, the Labourites and
other termites will be suppressed, and the world may expect once
again of England a moral and cultural hegemony.

b. A German victory, although its results will be analogous to the
triumph of Rome over Greece in the ancient world, is far preferable
to the third alternative.

c. No victory. This possibility is nightmarish but not merely a
dream. If Germany and England carry the war to the point of mutual
exhaustion, there will no longer be the possibility of an hegemony
in Europe for anyone to fight for in the war that will inevitably fol-
low the next peace. This would offer to the Soviet bandits a great
opportunity and they would seize it (for predatory creatures are
informed of such opportunities by instinct). The spread of Com-
munism (= Nihilism, not Socialism) in Europe would be an epochal
catastrophe and make it imperative for the United States to fight
a long and bitter war to save our civilization or rather some of it,
for the ineluctable deterioration of culture would be so great that
the mind instinctively refuses to envisage it. This is precisely the
result I most fear.

3. A war by the major powers of Europe against barbarism is the
obvious and best solution of the present difficulties in Europe . .
. Here is a common cause in which it is possible for all nations of
the continent to unite: they will all profit greatly and simultanc-
ously remove the Damoclean menace that will otherwise hang
over them for an indefinitely long time. Russia, that pack of
slavish barbarians that stares with greedy eyes at the wealth
of Europe and with savagely malevolent eyes at the culture of
Europe, is always, whether militarily wcak or strong, a constant
focal point of infection from which the Bolshevik plague may, at
any time of economic strain in the civilized world, emanate with
anaeretic effect. Of all the many and grave blunders made by the
victorious nations in 1918, the most foolish and lamentable was



their decision to abandon the invasion of Russia. That blunder will,
in any future conjunction of circumstances, cost them dearly, but
the cheapest and most efficacious way of repairing their mistake is
a concerted war now. But such a war holds promise of other and
greater advantages. Healthy nations are always imperialistic,
and the collapse of the will to expand and colonize in post-bellum
Europe is the sign of a profound malady, a social neurasthenia,
that must speedily be remedied if the whole continent is not to
become culturally gerontic and sterile. A war against the enemies
of Europe is a means not only of submerging the dissension
between European powers, but also of finding by conquest a new
vigor and youth. Such a war would, of course, be directed to (1)
systematic and permancnt destruction of all factories and heavy
industries in Russia, (2) capture and occupation of the remaining
ports in Soviet territory, and (3) capture and colonization of the
Ukraine and other border districts of high economic value.

This third alternative is so0 obviously the one that Furope should
choose that it is heartbreaking to watch the hopelessly purblind
leaders of England and France continuc their ancient, half-heredi-
tary attempts to secure a balance of power on the continent. There
are, of course, difficulties, but . . . it would surely be possible
for sagacious statesmen to create within threc or four years an
excellent casus belli which even their liberals and cowards would
cventually be forced to support.

This was written at a time when European “statesmen” were per-
forming in Geneva a dreary farce called a Disarmament Conference;
when the press and even serious periodicals everywhere were filled
with jabbering about world peace and similar fairy tales fit only for
minds that had not yet doubted the existence of Santa Claus; when
boys at Oxford were taking oaths never, never to fight for King and
country — oaths which, by the way, they never broke, for they said
nothing about not fighting for the Jews.

My analysis, written in a time of almost universal fatuity, is
one of which [ am not ashamed — it was certainly realistic in the
sense that, as is now obvious, a mere fraction of the military power
that was wasted in the war that began in 1939 would have sufficed
to abolish the world’s plague-house — but it is noteworthy that I
did not even think of a possibility of American involvement in
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the European war, and that | took no account of the Jews, except
insofar as they are implied in references to Bolshevism. How naif 1
was — and long remained — on this subject is amusingly evident
from an entry in October 1934:

I cannot understand why intelligent Liberals condemn Hitler: he
is the expression of the will of the majority; he is the triumph of
democracy . . . I suspect that sor-disant democrats who object to
Hitler are fundamentally and, for the most part, unconsciously
opposed to democracy in both theory and practice.

That was, of course, the pons asinorum in both. In political theory,
which deals with abstractions and is therefore inherently Utopian,
rational men either approved the Hitlerian regime or repudiated
the whole concept of majority rule. In practical terms, rational men
perceived that Germany was not the United States, so that what
was feasible or desirable in one was not even likely to be feasible
or desirable in the other — whence it followed necessarily that all
the yelling about “Fascism” was merelv a new version of the mental
aberration that three centuries before had identified either Luther
or the Pope as the Anti-Christ, ic, a kind of epidemic insanity.

Stated in those terms, the problem appeared to be intellectual and
psychological, and [ think that is why 1, in common with almost
all Americans who thought about such matters, so signally failed
to perceive the extent of Jewish power, even in the most striking
exhibitions of it. One good example will suffice.

In his fundamental work on German politics, Adolf Hitler, com-
menting on the Jews’ concerted and frantic defamation of General
Ludendorff after the defeat of Germany in 1918, said:

It remained for the Jews, with their unqualified capacity for
falsehood, and their fighting comrades, the Marxists, to impute
responsibility for the downfall precisely to the man who alone
had shown a superhuman will and energy in his effort to prevent
the catastrophe .. . All this was inspired by the principle — which
is quite true in itself — that in the big lie there is always a certain
force of credibility; because the broad masses of a nation are always
more easily corrupted in the deeper strata of their emotional
nature than consciously or voluntarily, and thus in the primitive



simplicity of their minds they more readily fall victims to the big
lie than the small lie, since they themselves often tell small lies in
little matters but would be ashamed to resort to large-scale false-
hoods. It would never come into their heads to fabricate colossal
untruths, and they would never belicve that others could have the
impudence to distort truth so infamously . . . From time immemo-
rial, however, the Jews have known better than any others how
falsechood and calumny can be exploited. 1s not their very existence
founded on one great lic, namely, that they are a religious com-
munity, whereas in reality they are a race? . . . One of the greatest
thinkers that mankind has produced (Schopenhauer) . . . called
the Jew “The Great Master of Lies”. Those who do not realize the
truth of that statement, or do not wish to believe it, will never be
able to lend a hand in helping Truth prevail.!*

The statement, including the sound psychological observation, is
unexeceptionable, and the Jews immediately proved its veracity.

With the contempt they feel for Aryans, whom they regard
— not without justification — as a vastly inferior race, stupid and
easily manipulated by appeals to their venality and superstitions,
the Jews at once instructed their hirelings to spread the audacious
lie that Hitler had advocated the use of the Big Lie as a valid “Fascist”
technique. And from almost every journalistic nozzle, that stinking
hogwash was sprayed in the faces of the gullible and despised
Americans. That the Jews’ Big Lie was believed by the simple-
minded was not remarkable, for the reasons that FHlitler so clearly
stated. What was significant was that it was believed — and irration-
ally believed — by persons who had an obligation to know better.
Some of the journalists who repeated it were Americans and claimed
to believe it, and it is a grim fact that a few university professors
repeated it, although the German text of Mein Kampf was available
in the library of any respectable college or university and could
have been obtained in a few days from importers in New York and
Boston, while indolent or very busy men, who might begrudge the
few extra minutes to read the German, could have purchased an
acceptable English translation in any good bookstore in any large
city or university town.”” When one observed the success of the
Jews’ propaganda on both levels, however, one thought in terms
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of two social problems that were crucial in contemporary thought,
both, as it happens, formulated by French authors: la psychologie des
foules and la trahison des clercs™.

There was another factor that was exploited by Jewish propagan-
da and added to popular confusion. Reasonable men, even if they
did not believe that the } litlerian regime represented the Germans’
only means of emancipating themselves from the covert domina-
tion of the Jews', naturally saw that it was the legitimate govern-
ment of Germany and that only our light-headed busybodies, chiefly
sexually frustrated women, publicity-seeking dervishes, and utterly
unscrupulous politicians, could have the impudence to denounce
itas a German institution: what the German people deemed fitting
and proper in their situation was obviously their business. [t was
equally obvious, however, that a German institution could not well
be adapted to the United States, but if it could, there were very few
Americans who did not feel, as 1did, that it would be deplorable. |
doubt that the many business men, attornevs, and others who were
wont to say “We need a Hitler here,” were thinking of more than a
counterpart of the “Dutch Cieanser” who would as efficiently deal
with the malodorous and ever spreading corruption of our society.,
They doubtless did not desire the economic and other governmental
controls that were necessary in Germany but unnecessary here and
to which thev vehemently objected when the schemer in the White
House contrived ways to impose them. And in all probability they
did not even consider, let alone want, the unmitigated democracy
of the Hitlerian government, which was, of course, based on the
principle of unlimited majority rule.

[t must be remembered that my generation had seen something
of the consequences of democracy — enough, at least, to teach one
to hope ardently for the restoration of the American Republic and
its Constitution. Furthermore, even in 1930-32 Americans enjoyed
a degree of personal freedom, almost inconceivable today, that no
rational man wished to lose, while one could reasonably hope that
our traditional liberty could soon be recovered.

Ome of the most effective denunciations of European Fascist
regimes originated, it seems, with R. Aron and A. Dandieu, who,
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in their Décadence de la nation frangaise, identified Fascism as “la dé-
monsiration de |'esprit américain”. That neat identification, though
grossly unfair to the Fascisti, became commonplace in political
polemics, for it was plausible and contained an element of truth,
if one considered only the worst aspects of Mussolini’s reform of
Italian government. To prove their point, the authors pointed to
the insanely authoritarian government of the United States, where
Americans acquiesced in a tyranny that the most despotic govern-
ment in Europe’s history would not have dared to impose on its
subjects.

The Eighteenth Amendment, which made the United States
ridiculous, and its government contemptible, in the eyes of the civi-
lized world and of its own rational citizens, formally repudiated all
the principles of the American Constitution and, indeed, the very
concept of personal dignity and freedom that is instinctive in our
race, And we must sadly remember that while the Jews naturally
lurked in the background, snickering and profiting, the persons re-
sponsible were exclusively White, Anglo-Saxon Protestants, all of
them above the age of puberty and literate. It will be no irrelevant
digression to remind ourselves summarily of the essentials of a po-
litical fatuity that must be taken into consideration in any estimate
of the prospects of our people and race.

Woodrow Wilson appears to have been primarily a crack-
brained idealist and only secondarily a shyster”. Unfortunately,
instead of following his father and grandfathers into a pulpit, where
he could have ranted about his fantasies harmlessly, he became a
professor of “political science”, which he had the ingenuity to make
a kind of secular theology. As President of Princeton University he
manifested such priggish arrogance and self-righteous dishonesty
that he became intolerable to the faculty and would have been
dismissed in disgrace, had not a kindly alumnus of the university
(William F McCombs) found a way to avoid public scandal by
procuring for him a nomination for the governorship of New Jersey.

Wilson showed such dexterity in betraying his sponsors, and
such skill as a pseudo-intellectual rabble-rouser, that the Jews
residing in the United States saw in him a potentially useful shab-
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bat-goy, and decided to train him. As one of them later boasted to
Colonel Dall, Barney Baruch, the Jewish satrap, led Wilson around
“like a poodle on a string” and taught him to sit up and bark ideals
for political bon-bons. Fido, having been taught to do the proper
tricks to promote (a) the Federal Reserve System, (b) the Income
Tax, and (c) the Seventeenth Amendment (to avert the danger that
legislatures might send honest men to the Senate) and (d) having
pledged himself to obey his masters’ voice when the war started
in Europe, was saved from the consequences of his govemorship
in New Jersey by purchasing for him the Democratic nomination
for the Presidency and ensuring his election by inciting Theodore
Roosevelt, to form a third party and thus split the Republican vote
in 1912. Donkeys, it should be noted, are not the only animals that
trot docilely when a carrot is dangled before their nose.

Wilson's success as a politician seemed incredible to contempo-
rary politicians who were not in the know. They, noting his record in
New Jersey, knew better than to trust him, and throughout his life,
as his principal bodyguard, Colonel Sperling of the Secret Service,
had ample opportunity to observe, he was always uncomfortable in
the company of men, who might guffaw when his prating became
too absurd, and he avoided them (except his supervisor, ‘Colonel’
House) as much as possible, preferring to flounce about before an
audience of sentimental women, who would listen raptly while he
orated about the beauties of democracy (which the American Con-
stitution had been designed to avert), the “New Freedom”, “World
Peace” and similar niaiseries, and they would then, round-eyed
with admiration, exclaim, “Oh, Mr Wilson, what big ideals you
got!” (There was the further advantage that the more attractive and
impressionable young matrons might consent to hear more about
his ideals in bed; there was the slight disadvantage that some of
them might believe and preserve the promises he rashly made
in writing, but that was no great risk. When a disappointed lady
demanded $250,000 for his letters, he had only to appoint a Jew to
the Supreme Court and her attorney, Mr Untermeyer, found that
his compatriots in the United States were glad to apply golden balm
to the lady’s broken heart and assure the future of her inconvenient
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son?. If his owners had other expenses to keep Fido in trim, there
is no record of them, so far as I know.)

Although Wilson, inspired by his high ideals, had not hesitated
to stab in the back the men who made him Governor of New Jersey,
he knew better than to fail in obedience to the aliens who made
him President of the United States. With the aid of the venal press
and thoughtless intellectuals entranced with humanitarian verbiage,
the Federal Reserve swindle, the White Slave Act (euphemistically
called the “Income Tax”), and the Seventeenth Amendment were
speedily put over on the starry-eyed victims in 1912 and 1913. The
war in Europe came on schedule in 1914, but some time was needed
to condition the American cattle for a stampede thither, and the
Jews preferred to wait until the desperate British bought American
troops with the Balfour Declaration, promising Palestine as the
future capital of the International Empire.

The conditioning of the Americans was, of course, not neglected.
Expert professional liars cudgeled their brains to invent tales about
German “atrocities”. The famous lie-factory operated by Lord Bryce,
with the assistance of Arnold Toynbee, developed such expertise
with a razor-blade and paste that a photograph of a German iron
foundry with loaded coal-cars in the foreground was converted
into a picture of a soap factory with gondolas loaded with the
bodies of soldiers in the foreground. And British ingenuity could
do better than that.

In February 1913 Winston Churchill (who had divined that the
great war was scheduled to occur, to everyone’s astonishment and
dismay, in September 1914), had the British liner, Lusitania, converted
to an auxiliary cruiser, armed with twelve six-inch naval cannon
— a fact that was known to the publishers of the authoritative naval
handbook, Jane’s Fighting Ships, in which the Lusitania was so listed
in the volume for 1914. But while copies of the British publication
were on the desks of the commanders of every warship and of
the larger merchant ships in the entire world, and in the reference
libraries of our major newspapers (it was the source of pictures of
warships in the news), the average American did not even know
that such a publication existed.
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The Lusitania was accordingly advertised as a passenger liner,
loaded with munitions (in violation of both American and interna-
tionallaw) and with stupid Americans who elected to take a passage
on the ship and ignore the formal warming published conspicuously
by the German Embassy in the newspapers of New York. Thus what
Churchill had earlier described as “45,000 tons of livebait” was dan-
gled before the German submarines, care being taken to make sure
that the Lusitanin had no naval escort when it entered the zone of
the blockade that the Germans had officially announced in keeping
with the recognized rules of warfare. A German submarine took the
bait, and the British Admiralty took the action necessary to ensure
the maximum loss of life*. In this country there was an epidemic
of frenzied shrieking about the “barbarity” of submarine warfare
and especially the “frightful” and “savage” conduct of the German
commander of the submarine, who had torpedoed the ship without
first coming to the surface to be destroyed by the concealed naval
guns with which, his copy of Jane’s informed him, the Lusitania
was equipped. But that minor detail was discreetly omitted when
whipping up the passions of the suckers.

Wilson, doubtless after conferring with higher authority, dis-
patched a stern note of protest to Germany, although, as he may or
may not have known, the staff of his own State Department had
officially reported that, even assuming that the Lusitania was an
unarmed passenger ship, “the British had obliterated the distinction
between merchantmen and men of war; therefore Germany had
every right to sink the Lusitania.” When Germany returned a mild
and conciliatory reply to the impertinent American note, Wilson
officially accused the Germans of lying, and the Secretary of State,
William Jennings Bryan, resigned rather than be a party to such a
fraud. An inconvenient witness, who had somehow glimpsed the
armament of the Lusitania, was kidnapped by the Secret Service and
eventually deported to Switzerland. The efficiency of organized
crime, when directed from the White House, is noteworthy. The one
incident I have mentioned is merely typical of the conduct of Wilson
and his masters during the two years that were needed after the
sinking of the Lusitama to get the Balfour Declaration signed and the
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Americans ready for a Declaration of War.

The significant fact is that the Americans did not enter that war
as a civilized nation that fights to protect or extend its own power.
They entered the war in the manner of a tribe of Apaches who had
whipped themselves into a frenzy with war dances and anticipation
of the fun of taking scalps. Wilson yammered about “making the
world safe for democracy” and a “war to end wars” and the Ameri-
cans, instead of confining the lunatic in a padded cell, imagined
that he was talking sense. They collectively raved about “saving
civilization” from one of the most civilized nations on earth. From
almost every pulpit, the holy men howled for blood. Newspapers
not already under control, felt a patriotic duty to print every kind
of preposterous drivel that would augment the frenzy. The Creel
Commission found college professors who were glad to lie for a fast
buck or — what was worse — for just a pat on the head. Attorneys
and business men did “their bit” by rushing into cinema houses,
theatres, ball parks, and music halls to interrupt programmes and
recite for four minutes canned speeches on the glory of butcher-
ing “the Huns”! A whole nation went mad, while squads of great
financiers, delighted that their time had come, systematically
looted the crazed Crusaders®.

The facts of the Holy War — in comparison with which the
wildest Moslem jihad seems a sober and reasonable foray — which
the Americans fought in an access of religious delirium are too well
known to require allusion here. And 1 need not mention two of its
most important by-products, the Jewish capture of the former Rus-
sian Empire, and the shocking sadism by which millions of Germans
were deliberately starved to death after the Armistice in preparation
for the great inflation of their currency that enabled the Jews, who
naturally received money that was still valuable from their colonies
in the victorious nations, to buy for a few dollars almost any valu-
able piece of property they thought worth owning (eg, one of the
best apartment houses in Berlin for $50.00)*.

Since I have spoken harshly of Wilson, I shall in fairness digress a
moment to note that he may not have been entirely devoid of amoral
sense. He eventually broke with his supervisor, ‘Colonel’ House, and
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soon thereafter came that memorable day on which, in the faint light
of dawn, he was rushed from a special train to the White House in
an open car, lifting his hat and bowing to the cheering throngs with
which his mind had filled the deserted streets. The precise cause
of his breakdown is uncertain, but there is a report — [ wish that
it were more securely attested — that in his intervals of lucidity he
moaned, “God help me! I have ruined my country”.

As soon as the frenetic Americans began to squander their men
and money in Europe, the Federal government, using its “emer-
gency powers” forbade the production of all beverages containing
alcohol, and by the end of the year the Prohibition Amendment to
the Constitution was enacted in Washington and approved by a
majority of the state legislatures before the end of the war. Very few
Americans were sufficiently sane to perceive that they had repudi-
ated the American conception of government and had replaced
it with the legal principle of the “dictatorship of the proletariat,”
which was the theoretical justification of the Jews’ revolution in
Russia. A government which had the power and the right to forbid
a man to drink a glass of beer or wine obviously had the power and
right to apply its tyranny to every detail of his personal life: it could
forbid him to own property, to raise children, to read books, to speak
English, to drink water . . . There could be no theoretical limit to
the imposition of total slavery, and a pretext that it was “not good
for him” to have the freedom to make his own decisions about any
act of his private life would not be theoretically necessary, although
convenient for keeping the dumb brutes doctle in their stalls. The
foolish Americans recited Wilson’s gabble about “democracy” but
lacked either the intelligence or the honesty to admit frankiy that
they were carrying out a totalitarian revolution and destroying a
society based on the principle that it bestowed on its citizens certain
rights that no government could infringe. They had a Constitution
that had been designed to prevent the “democracy” about which
they had become enthusiastic, and had they been logical, they would
simply have abrogated that Constitution, instead of circumventing
and nullifying its spirit by an amendment that was legally possible
only because the authors of that document had not foreseen the
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possibility that citizens could become so mad as to contemplate
such an enormity.

The hysteria of a jihad may account for the enactment of
‘Prohibition’, but the Americans persisted in this lunacy from 1918
to 1933, for reasons which I, who grew up in the last years of that
era, could not understand. Every legislator — every politician to
whom [ talked had a stock excuse: “It’s those God-damn women
and their votes”. To which I had a stock answer, that females formed
only half of the adult, population, of which the other half was sup-
posed to have a quality called manhood. That was more effective
than arguing that women were not necessarily irrational.

it is true that the whole nation was filled with the clamor of
epoptic females who, drunk with “do-gooding” and the ecstasy of
imposing their fanaticism on their betters, rushed around, wilder
than Maenads in pursuit of fawns on Mount Cithaeron and exalted
by the delusion that they were chasing the Demon Rum. But many
males encouraged delusions profitable to themselves. In almost every
pulpit a holy man was bawling for legislated righteousness and
the sanctity of preventing people from having private lives. They
had, of course, the unscrupulousness of theologians, who are never
concerned with factual truth or consistency, but only with what they
can make people believe — for the people’s own good, of course,
which, by divine dispensation, is always equivalent to what will
augment the theologians’ revenue and power. | remember hav-
ing heard one of them make his spiel, claiming that he had done
philological research and ascertained that the word o vog ; meant,
not wine but grape juice, with the happy result that Jesus had not
been guilty of violating the Eighteenth Amendment™. As he spoke,
his eyes roved over the upturned countenances of his audience to
make certain that they were too ignorant or somnolent to protest,
and when he saw that only a stranger was grinning, he could not
prevent his visage from betraying his unctuous satisfaction at having
put that one over on his flock. And the marabouts were inspired by
idealist plans to chevy the populace some more: they were talking
of constitutional amendments to prohibit the use of tobacco and
to prohibit sexual intercourse to unmarried persons. (Prohibiting
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married men and women from indulging in it would have been
very bad for business.) Their secular emulators were no better: the
professional educators, always alert for a chance to cadge more
bucks from the taxpayers, promised that, if enough bond issues
were approved, they would so deform the minds of the young that
the next generation would identify alcohol with Satan, and in many
states they were able further to dilute and debase the curriculum by
requiring in high schools year-long courses in “ Americanism” that
were entirely devoted to twaddle about the virtues of Prohibition.
(The result, naturally, was that self-respecting young men felt a
moral obligation to have a drink before enduring such a class, and for
some reason it seemed proper to buy the drink at the “speak-easy”
nearest the school instead of taking it from one’s own pocket flask.)
Politicians cursed women, but were careful to protect their greatest
source of income, and they could always afford to buy reasonably
good whiskey, which they usually kept in bottles behind the law
books in their office, secure from the eyes of such Prohibitionists
as might come to receive assurances that The Law would be more
stringently enforced as soon as taxes were raised.

As sane men knew from the very first, it was absolutely impos-
sible to interdict a pleasant form of relaxation that was a custom
of mankind much older than civilization itself; it might have been
possible to coerce a mass of closely supervised slaves with fair
success, but it certainly could not be done with a population that
had a tradition of personal liberty and self-respect. And no sane man
pretended that it could, although many a gentleman, in both New
England and the South, would remark, while filling your glass, on
the virtues of legislation that made liquor expensive and so helped
to keep it out of the throats of the rabble or the niggers. The gentle-
men were mistaken.

It is true that it would have taken the entire monthly salary of
a teller in a bank to purchase five fifths of genuine, unadulterated
Scotch whisky from a dealer of known reliability, but for the price
of a seat in a repertory theatre one could purchase anywhere a pint
of non-poisonous alcohol that was potable when mixed with fruit
juice, and the very poor, if willing to risk their eyesight or their
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stomachs, could purchase for much less nauseous liquids that would
produce intoxication.

I very much doubt that there was any inhabited spot in the
United States in which potable alcohol was not available®. And this
vast business, remember, was criminal, operated by syndicates of
gangsters who protected their allotted territories with machine guns,
drove specially equipped models of the most expensive and pow-
erful automobiles, always had wads of “C-notes” and sometimes
“G-notes” in their pockets, and flourished mightily, although their
business expenses included payoffs to all influential politicians in
their territory and, of course, the cost of “putting the fix” on the local
police and on most of the special Federal agents. Occasionally, to be
sure, in the swarms of Federal agents there were a few, usually new
recruits, who could not be corrupted. If they tried to interfere with
large-scale operations, their bodies were found by the side of lonely
roads, while the individual bootlegger, if pursued while making his
deliveries, could always count on the sympathy and protection of
a considerable part of the population: he could, for example, take
refuge in almost any country club or college fraternity with confi-
dence that he would be sheltered as a benefactor of mankind.

The Americans, who had had the reputation of being a conspicu-
ously law-abiding pcople (outside the slums), became a nation of
scoff-laws, justly contemptuous of both statute law and government,
since they knew full well that there was scarcely a politician or of-
ficer who did not have his palm crossed regularly with treasury
notes redeemable in gold, and that the numerous arrests and raids
(conducted “on suspicion” without warrants) were chiefly (a) to
suppress individuals who tried to go into business for themselves
without a license from the local syndicate, (b) staged to give pub-
licity to deserving officials before the next election, or (c) to teach
the entirely innocent proprietors of hotels and restaurants that they
should pay “protection” to induce Federal agents not to smash up
their furniture and break their mirrors. The Americans also became
a nation of hypocrites: the newspaper editor who boasted about
the quality of the liquor he was serving his guests had just written
editorials in commendation of the “Noble Experiment”. And the
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hypocrisy was contagious: when, near the end, a few public figures
dared to denounce the tyranny, they did not boldly affirm the basic
principles of American society, but instead talked meachingly about
the additional revenue governments could obtain from taxation of
a legal trade in liquors.

The consequences of the “Noble Experiment” which any man
not imbecilic or moon-struck should have anticipated from the first
were, not necessarily in order of importance:

1. The petty local gangs that had flourished chiefly in the slums
of large cities were expanded into a great and powerful network
covering the entire country and provided with an unfailing source
of wealth.

2. Local governments, which had been reasonably honest outside
large cities that had slums filled with immigrants who were fool-
ishly permitted to vote, became universally corrupt and venal, and
the constable of even the meanest village learned to augment his
salary with “sweeteners” from the violators of laws that he thought
ridiculous, while men sought the office of state’s attorney or sheriff
primarily to enjoy the luxuries they could buy with “payoffs” from
the syndicate.

3. Americans became accustomed to the concept of totalitarian
(ie, unlimited) government. As | have remarked above, a govern-
ment that has the acknowledged right to prevent a man from taking
a glass of wine with his dinner has the right to impose on him any
form of despotism it wishes. So when, a few years hence, Federal
thugs batter down your front door because they say they suspect
you may be bootlegging a cure for cancer, or an agent of Infernal
Revenue pulls open your jaws to make certain you have no unde-
clared gold fillings in your teeth, you may in your own mind (if
you dare have thoughts of your own) curse the Commissars and
the Jews, but do not forget the holy men and the “do-gooding”
Maenads of the 1920s.

4. The egregious folly of “Prohibition” was made the paramount
political issue for more than a decade, virtually eclipsing every real
issue of national importance. Exceptin a few communities in which
foreigners were dominant, election to public office was limited to
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hypocrites, who would publicly promise to tighten the control of
a police state over Americans, and privately tell themselves that
the “Noble Experiment” was sure to provide them with untaxable
income and good liquor.

5. The Jews were officially recognized as a privileged race that
must not be subjected to laws imposed on lower species. As a face-
saving gesture, the law limited the Jews’ consumption to ten gallons
a head per annum, but no one ever suggested that the theoretical
restriction should or could be enforced. The Jews used their religion
as a pretext for the exemption, just as they have used that pretext to
claim special privileges throughout their history, eg, at Rome in the
time of Cicero, when, as every reader of the Pro Flacco well knows,
their devotion to their tribal god gave them the right to create finan-
cial crises among the goyim by suddenly contracting the supply of
gold under the cover of a holy duty to export it to Jerusalem.

6. The solid bulk of the American population, comprising
almost the whole of the middle class and a large part of the other
classes, the ‘White Anglo-Saxon Protestants’, made themselves
ridiculous. 1t was then that the derisive acronymous epithet, ‘Wasp,’
came into use, and the racial body that was meant, here and abroad,
when the word ‘ American’ was used ethnically, forfeited the respect
it had formerly enjoyed and has never since regained.

To be fair, we must recognize that the Americans’ unwitting
abrogation of their Constitution was not entirely a matter of un-
reasoning fanaticism. The trade in alcoholic beverages, which was
almost entirely in the hands of Jews except on the retail level and
except for small local breweries, had become an essentially criminal
operation, both as a source of revenue for gangs in large cities and
for political corruption, and, more importantly, because most of the
wine, whiskey, gin, etc. sold to the general public had been illegally
adulterated with poisonous ingredients and the only way to obtain
spirits that were not injurious was to purchase very expensive
imported liquors from a dealer who could be trusted not to have
opened the bottles and adulterated the contents or simply to have
put forged labels on his own concoctions”. The great American
industrialist, Henry Ford, was probably right when he explained
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in 1921 the success of the agitation for the Eighteenth Amendment,
of which he himself had been one of the leaders:

The Prohibitionist has been able to command victory over the
“personal liberty” advocate because the stuff that the Prohibitionist
is against ought not to be sold or used under any circumstances,
whereas the stuff the “personal liberty” advocate thinks he favors
is not the stuff he thinks it is at all . .. The liquor which caused the
adoption of Prohibition was most dangerous to the individual and
society. The question was not one of “liberty” but of safety.™

That, no doubt, was true, but none seemed aware of the fatal con-
cession to expediency in a society that was traditionally founded
on principle.

It is hard to say what secret motives may have been in the minds
of the advocates of Prohibition. Two old men, one of whom had been
the Prohibition Party’s candidate for President early in this century,
told me that Prohibition was the only way of breaking the power
of the Jews, which, of course, was recognized as already great and
formidable before they put Wilson in the White House™. | cannot
believe that such a motive was consciously entertained on a very
wide scale; if it was, it would have made more sense to prohibit Jews,
instead of prohibiting alcohol: that would have been a proposition
that could have been considered on its merits. The abrogation of
the American concept of government was a high price to pay for a
covert blow at our resident aliens, even if it had not been illusory.
Of this, Ford himself may have been uneasily aware, for he wrote,
with a prescience that must seem impressive now:

In time to come. .. they [the American people] will sce how much
better it would have been, how much more efficacious and clarify-
ing, if the attack on whisky had included an exposure of the men
who had driven whisky out of the country and were selling rank
poison as a substitute. The saloon, the brewer, the man who used
strong drink were all of thern made the target for attack; the Jews
who demoralized the whole business went on collecting their
enormous and illegitimatc profits without so much as their identity
being revealed™.

The net effect of Prohibition was vastly to increase the “illegiti-
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mate profits” of which Ford spoke, and vastly to increase the
intermational nation’s power over every aspect of our national life.
The great criminal syndicates were all owned by Jews, although
members of that race seldom appeared in public. The actual work,
with speed boats, clandestine distilleries, trucks, and machine
guns, was almost entirely done by Sicilian and Irish immigrants or
children of immigrants. The most famous gangster of the era was
a Sicilian named Capone, who came to have delusions of grandeur
and fancy himself a boss in his own right, whereupon his masters
neatly eliminated him by having the Federal government convict
him of evading income taxes.

I have devoted some space to cursory mention of the signifi-
cant aspects of the Wilson regime and its aftermath, for it seems
to some of our contemporaries that the evidence suggests as a logical
inference that Aryans, and specifically Americans, do not have the
intelligence to govern themselves and must therefore be ruled by
superior races. Perhaps so, but | claim that such an inference was
by no means necessary in 1945,

The evidence seemed to show that Americans were not inca-
pable of learning from experience, and that if they battered their
heads against a stone wall a dozen times or so, they would come
to the conclusion that it had not been a good idea to do so. It took
them a long time to learn, but in 1932 they finally perceived that the
“Noble Experiment” had been utter stupidity, and, what was more,
they had not been precipitated into a fresh wave of madness by the
cunning use of the Federal Reserve to create an economic crisis by
exploiting the folly of individuals who had contracted enormous
debts to purchase stocks or real estate at prices they knew to be far
above the current value.

It must never be forgotten that when Roosevelt campaigned
for the Presidency, he pledged himself (a) to repeal the Eighteenth
Amendment, and (b) to reduce the expenditures of the Federal
government by one-third within six months (with the implication
of further reductions thereafter). And it was those promises which
won for him the clection, for even Americans who were most cynical
about politics could not believe that they were electing the instru-
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ment of a criminal conspiracy who was merely baiting them with
promises he regarded as sucker-bait. It was, of course, easy to repeal
the Eighteenth Amendment, which had served its purpose, and the
thugs it had trained were needed as leaders, organizers, and mus-
cle-men in the labor racket and for miscellaneous criminal activ-
ity, such as levying blackmail on small business men with threats
of violence, primarily to show a need for more police powers in the
hands of the Federal government. The important pledge had been to
deflate the bureaucracy, which, although minuscule and innocuous
in comparison with what is accepted as normal today, then seemed
huge and intolerably meddlesome, with the implication of a return
to government more nearly American in spirit.

That is what the people voted for. Of course, as soon as the
diseased criminal had his hands on the greatest of all instruments
of corruption, the US Treasury, and assembled about him a gang
of aliens and degenerates, his seizure of dictatorial powers was
tolerated by a bewildered and bribed Congress and even by the
people who had elected him, partly because he claimed to be able
to perform economic magic, but primarily because he had histrionic
abilities of the highest order. He was able to charm the simple-
minded by reciting scripts prepared for him by the most cunning
manipulators of words, and the radio brought his insinuating voice
into every American home in recitations which were officially called
“Fireside Chats”, but were described by his entourage (and perhaps
by himself) as “hog calling”*'.

But the design to install a Communist regime in the United
States had to be carried out slowly, and the conspirators prudently
retreated whenever it was obvious that they were trying to go too
fast, and even so, the plot would probably have failed, had not the
large banks blackmailed the delegates to the Republican convention
into nominating a repulsive stooge named Wendell Wilkie to
oppose Roosevelt in 1940.

I have tried — and I hope | have succeeded — in explaining to
younger readers why an American in the 1930s would be strongly
averse to any increase in the powers of centralized government,
however great the apparent need for it, and could not sympathize
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with the fairly numerous Americans who said, “We need a Hitler
here”. At the same time, rational men, even if they had the imperti-
nence to disapprove of the National Socialist regime in Germany for
the Germans, who had by overwhelming majorities put it in power
and enthusiastically maintained it in power, had to concede that there
was an enormous moral difference between the German Fiihrer and
the American one. Hitler was undeniably an honest man: he had
written and published Mein Kampfwhen he was a political nonentity
with a following that numbered at most a few hundred, and when he
at last attained power, he did not perform a single act that was not
simply the fulfilling of promises he had made years before in a book
that everyone had read and could have open before him. He had
to be acquitted of even the slightest deception. In glaring contrast,
the disgusting occupant of the White House had attained power
by the most shameless lying and brazen deceit of which a human
being is capable. Of that, there could be no question whatever, since
George Orwell’s 1984 was still in the future and there had been no
means of destroying and replacing the files of the newspapers that
had reported Roosevelt’s campaign speeches.

Near the end of 1939, it is true, this clear contrast was obscured
by the grotesque alliance between Germany and the Soviet for the
conquest and partition of Poland. Although we can see in retrospect
that Hitler’s decision to form a temporary alliance with his implac-
able enemies was an expedient adopted in a desperate attempt to
avert the European war that Churchill, Roosevelt, and their masters
were determined to provoke, the effort, which proved to be futile,
may have been a disastrous blunder even in terms of the situation
in which it was adopted™. Certainly, so far as the United States was
concerned, the utmost exertions of professional liars would not have
availed to arouse antagonism against Germany among Americans,
had not Germany adopted that expedient, which permitted hy pocriti-
cal, but superficially plausible, propaganda that all “totalitarian”
governments were alike and even joined by acommon interest, that
there were no significant differences between Communism and
National Socialism (which was called “Nazism”), and that Hitler’s
Mein Kampf was, after all, just a device for manipulating Germans,
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no more honest than the sucker-bait that the Roosevelt gang was
using to manipulate Americans. The after-effects of that propaganda
are visible even today in the writings of some “anti-Communists”,
some of whom, no doubt, are trying to exploit for their own pur-
poses the hostility towards “Nazis” that the Jews have induced in
our populace. But although the temporary alliance alienated much
American sympathy for Germany, the warmongers, even with the
advantage thus given them, failed to achieve their goal.

In 1945, that was another reason for an optimistic belief that
Americans could learn from experience. All the putrid propaganda
sprayed in their faces from 1939 to 1942 did not suffice to induce
the delirium of 1917 and stampede cattle into Europe “to make the
world safe for democracy”.

It is true that soon after Roosevelt and Churchill got the war
started in Europe, the boobherds were able to induce loud clamor-
ing for American participation by a comparatively small number
of Americans, chiefly excitable females, male busybodies whose
Christian love for all mankind quite naturally took the form of a
passionate blood-lust, and others, who expected the Administration
or the Jews to throw them a bone. In a few individuals, the mind-
less hysteria became so acute as to become ludicrous™, but massive
bribery was needed to obtain from the Congress consent to various
violations of neutrality under the specious pretext of “national
defense,” and the great War Criminal had to make public pledges
that no American troops would ever be sent abroad or used for any
purpose other than the defence of our own territory.

I will add a fact which, although it was politically inconsequen-
tial, is of some intellectual interest today, when it seems to be totally
forgotten. There was a small group, probably only a few score, of
rational men who were prepared to endorse American intervention.
They reasoned that the European war was in itself proof of a fatal
declension of our civilization on that continent, comparable to the
suicidal struggle for predominance among the Greek city-states,
and that the inexorable movement of history made it necessary
for the United States to become the Macedon or the Rome of the
modern world and to fight for an hegemony that would revitalize
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the imperialism that our race needs, if it is to survive on a planet
on which it is a small and inexorably hated minority.

These thinkers, | need not say, were not unaware of the terrible
consequences of imperialism in the brilliant examples of it in Antig-
uity. The Macedonian hegemony resulted in the dispersal of Greek
genius through the greater part of Asia, where it was eventually
absorbed by the prolific natives and forever lost. Rome — invol-
untarily, for the most part — created, by matchless discipline and
courage, the greatest and noblest empire the world has ever known,
with the result that the Romans (including all the cognate peoples
of Italy) became extinct and were replaced in their own empire by
their former subjects and slaves, some of them, to be sure, barbar-
ians of our own race, but a majority hybrids or of entirely alien races
from Asia Minor and Egypt. Some rational proponents of American
intervention in Europe believed that an American Empire could
avoid the blunders, now obvious to an historian, that had made
the ancient imperialisms ultimately suicidal; others maintained,
with an essentially Spenglerian fatalism, that we had no alternative
but to assume our destined responsibility and know the glory of
empire while marching with virile courage to our eventual doom,
centuries hence.

The handful of educated men who held such views are now
utterly forgotten, but I mention them to show that it was possible
for a rational man to advocate American intervention in Europe,
especially so long as it seemed possible (and that was well into
1944) that after some defeats of the previously invincible German
armies, an alliance with Germany could be formed for a concerted
and inevitably victorious assault on the Soviet, which, evenifit had
not been a Jewish colony, would nevertheless represent an alien
civilization necessarily hostile to us.

The central fact, unmistakable and seeming to promise a fair
future for our country, in 1945 was that the most vicious and
strenuous propaganda had failed to reproduce the insanity of 1917,
and that the United States would never have entered the European
War — would never have embarked on what turned out to be an
insane Crusade toSave the Soviet — had not Roosevelt succeeded in
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tricking the Japanese. And it did not seem unreasonable to assume
that the American majority, which had proved itself immune to the
propaganda, would react appropriately when they discovered how
they had been deceived by the great War Criminal and for whose
benefit he had expended our money and our lives.

As many ranking American military men said privately when
we first shipped troops to Europe, we fought “the wrong war at the
wrong time”, but when the war was over in 1945, it was possible to
draw up a balance sheet that was by no means discouraging.

On the credit side there were two great achievements:

1. We had effectively destroyed the power of the Japanese and
decisively humiliated them™. The only non-Aryan nation that had
dared liftits hand against our race had been eliminated as a military
power — and the example of its ruin would convince intelligent
Asiatics that, however insanely our race might indulge in absurd
civil wars (for in their eyes that was what wars between our na-
tions amounted to), we had the power and the will to destroy
our biological enemies, if they presumed to dispute with us the
mastery of the earth.

2. We emerged from the war as the greatest military power on the
planet — not merely mightier than any other nation, but, in sober
fact, mightier than all other nations combined. Our dominion was
absolute. Whether we had wished it or not, whether it was entirely
good or not, we had become, in fact, the great imperial power, the
masters of the world. Seneca had been right: Ducunt volentem fata,
nolentem trahunt.

On the debit side (remembering that the losses we had suffered
and had inflicted on the Europeans were events that had happened
and could not be altered, by penance or prayer) there was only one
considerable item:

1. We had failed to destroy — we had even insanely saved from
destruction — our eternal enemy, the Soviet Empire, which was
then the principal possession of the international nation. But that
was an error which, though deplorable, could be quickly corrected.
Despite the massive support that we had given them — much of
it by treason, for the preference given the Soviet over our own

54



armies had needlessly cost us the lives of many of our men — the
barbarians were prostrate and virtually helpless. They could not
have offered more than a temporary resistance to the will of the
nation that now unquestionably had the power to determine the
future of all other nations on the globe. It was taken for granted
that as soon as we realized what we had done, we would destroy
the Soviet menace. And when we did that, we would deal with the
instigators of our blunder, the enemy aliens in our country, at least
as efficiently as we had neutralized the Japanese population — and
it seemed likely that we would be less kind, when the guilt was so
much greater.

The balance sheet, therefore, seemed to be conclusively — over-
whelmingly — in our favor. At least it seemed so to me, and that is
why, in the autumn of 1945, as the Capitol Limited rushed westward,
I entertained no doubt whatsoever about the future of the American
people, which was now assured by a manifest destiny inherent in
the very facts of the contemporary situation.

II

For a decade, from 1945 to 1955, lulled by the miscalculations and
illusory confidence 1 have confessed above, my time and attention
were entirely devoted to scholarship and my graduate courses in the
University. To be sure, | was not unaware of major political events,
but, in my preoccupation with less transitory problems, 1 lapsed
into the common human error of interpreting events in terms of a
preconceived theory.

| was, of course, profoundly shocked by the foul murders at
Nuremberg that brought on the American people an indelible
shame®. Savages and Oriental barbarians normally kill, with or
without torture, the enemies whom they have overcome, but even
they do not sink so low in the scale of humanity as to perform the
obscene farce of holding quasi-judicial trials before they kill, and had
the Americans — for, given their absolute power, the responsibility
must fall on them, and their guilt cannot be shifted to their supposed
allies — had the Americans, I say, merely slaughtered the German
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generals, they could claim to be morally no worse than Apaches,
Balubas, and other primitives. Civilized peoples spare the lives of
the vanquished, showing to their leaders a respectful considera-
tion*, and the deepest instincts of our race demand a chivalrous
courtesy to brave opponents whom the fortunes of war have put
in our power.

To punish warriors who, against overwhelming odds, fought
for their country with a courage and determination that excited the
wonder of the world, and deliberately to kill them because they were
not cowards and traitors, because they did not betray their nation
— that was an act of vileness of which we long believed our race
incapable. And to augment the infamy of our act, we stigmatized them
as “War Criminals” which they most certainly were not, for if that
phrase has meaning, it applies to traitors who knowingly involve
their nations in a war contrived to inflict loss, suffering, and death
on their own people, who are thus made to fight for their own effec-
tive defeat — traitors such as Churchill, Roosevelt, and their white
accomplices. And to add an ultimate obscenity to the sadistic crime,
“trials” were held to convict the vanquished according to “laws”
invented for the purpose, and on the basis of perjured testimony
extorted from prisoners of war by torture to confirm the foul Jewish
hoax, the Big Lie that the Germans had “exterminated” six million
enemy aliens, members of the Master Race that Yahweh appointed
to rule the world and the lesser breeds in it.

If we are Aryans, we must judge ourselves by our own standards,
for we believe that among nations, as among individuals, noblesse
oblige. The moral responsibility for those fiendish crimes, therefore,
falls on our own War Criminals, and, as a practical matter, nations
always bear the responsibility for the acts of the individuals whom
they, however mistakenly, placed in power. We cannot reasonably
blame Dzhugashvili, alias Stalin: he was not a War Criminal, for he
acted, logically and ruthlessly, to augment the power and the ter-
ritory of the Soviet Empire, and he {whatever his personal motives
may have been) was the architect of the regime that transformed
a degraded and barbarous rabble into what is now the greatest
military power on earth. Strictly speaking, we should not blame the
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Jews morally, for they acted only in accordance with the principles,
clearly enunciated in the Old Testament and the Talmuds, that have
preserved their race for millennia and made the international nation
a world power; and their race not only does not have our standards
of honor and personal integrity, but regards our standards as fool-
ish and childish?. But whatever strict logic may require, we are
human, and since we abominate certain forms of deceit and cun-
ning, we instinctively, and with some justification, apply our own
morality when we judge aliens who have chosen to reside in our
country to profit from us. That is why the outrages at Nuremberg
and the many other crimes for which we were made responsible
did not really alarm me. 1 made the assumption that we commonly
make when we read in newspapers that kidnappers have murdered
their victim after collecting a ransom: they have merely made their
eventual punishment the more certain and drastic.

There were not wanting indications that could be interpreted
as confirming my projection of future events. In 1945, the best
informed opinion in military circles regarded the inevitable war
against the Soviet as certain to occur in five to eight years. And the
so-called “cold war” begun by Truman seemed an obvious prelude
to armed combat, even though it was used by traitors and looters
as a pretext for exporting our resources to our eventual enemies on
the idiotic theory that we could so overload them with gifts that
they would become our friends. And the military action in Korea
naturally seemed the beginning of a world war that we would, this
time, fight to win, even though it was begun in the name of the
vaudeville show called the United Nations; and it was not until the
traitor in the White House recalled General MacArthur for having
won a victory that it became obvious that we were fighting under the
direction of our eternal enemies for the specific purpose of squan-
dering American money and lives to make our nation weak and
contemptible in the eyes of the world. But even then there were
indications that American fatuity would not last forever.

In 1949 Congressman Rankin introduced a bill that would
recognize as subversive and outlaw the Anti-Defamation League
of B'nai B'rith, the formidable organization of Jewish cowboys
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who ride herd on their American cattle, and while the necessary
number of votes in Congress to enact the legislation had not then
been available, a later Congress might show a greater awareness of
American interests. In both the Houses of Representatives and the
Senate committees were beginning investigations of covert treason
and alien subversion, and although they had finically touched only
the unimportant outskirts of the Dismal Swamp, what they had
found would necessarily lead them farther. Then Senator McCarthy
undertook a somewhat more thorough investigation, which seemed
to open a visible leak in the vast dike of deceit erected by our enemies,
and it was easy to assume that the little jet of water that spurted
through that leak would grow hydraulically until the dam broke
and released an irresistable flood.

It was not until our domestic enemies and the traitors in their
employ silenced Senator McCarthy that I received an intellectual
jolt that made me aware that the projection of presumably inevitable
future events that I, and men older and more experienced than |,
had made in 1945 had been a serious miscalculation.

1 was abroad in 1954 and it was from reports in the European
press that I perceived that McCarthy, abandoned by those whom
he sought to save, and traduced by the great lie-machines and
propaganda mills, was doomed, a caribou who would eventually
be pulled down by the wolf-pack that had been set on his trail.

That posed for me two very grave questions when I returned to
the United States: (1) Was |, as an American and a scholar, personally
under a moral obligation to make an effort to preserve my country
and my race and thus to endanger my academic career and even
the welfare of a lady who is far dearer to me than myself, or could |
instead assume that the research on which I was then engaged and
the standards of scholarship that I was striving to maintain in the
increasingly perverted and debauched universities were my proper
concern, so that I should leave to others a responsibility that was
not mine? (2) Even supposing that I had such a duty, what could I
do that would be more effective than encouraging rationality and
intellectual integrity in the comparatively few graduate students
who came under my tutelage? If, in the exercise of textual criticism
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and study of Graeco-Roman history men learn the methods of
determining objective facts, which the best minds of our race hold
to be of all things the most sacred and inviolable, and of making
the nice calculation of probabilities that is the basis of the scientific
method in both the exact sciences and in historical and philological
researches, are they not equipped to understand their own times, to
see reality through the shifting mists of vulgar illusions and crafty
propaganda, and to perceive what is necessary for the survival of
the race and nation into which they were born? Perhaps so. I do not
know the correct answer to those questions.

As so commonly happens in human affairs, mere chance and
coincidence determined my decision. My friend, Willmoore Kendall,
one of the keenest minds I have ever known, a master of eristics and
a practitioner of the Socratic dialectics, which, although often mis-
understood, are based on the belief that truth or the closest feasible
approximation thereto can be elicited by debate, had long believed
that the decisive sapping of American culture had been the work
of journals of opinion that advertised themselves as intellectual,
ostentatiously addressed a presumed elite, and by acute criticism,
in which what was valid lent plausibility to what was merely so-
phistical, undermined Americans’ belief in their own culture; and he
specifically recognized as the most influential two weekly periodi-
cals, the Nation and the New Republic. A serious effort to counter and
undo what those publications had done required the establishment
of a comparable journal of opinion that would defend what the two
weeklies had undermined. With Professor Kendall’s conclusion |
agreed in general, for in the 1930s, when the Roosevelt gang was
quite obviously working gradually to bring the United States under
a totalitarian dictatorship, I constantly marvelled, that all the intel-
lectual vigor should be directed against us and pejorative criticism,
however flimsy and sophistical, left effectively unanswered, with
the result that subversion gained prestige in the academic circles
that ultimately determine the set of a nation’s mind — circles which
are extremely vulnerable, for scholars and scientists, even in their
own specialties, must rely on the integrity and judgement of their
peers, and outside the areas of their own research they naturally

59



tend to rely on the conclusions of persons who have been accredited
as honest and highly intelligent experts in other fields.

At Yale, Pro-fessor Kendall found an apt pupil, a brilliant young
man with a real talent for eristics and debate, the son of William F
Buckley, an American gentleman and financier, who, although he
had suffered great losses through the confiscation of his holdings by
revolutionary governments in Central and South America, was still
wealthy, undoubtedly patriotic, and well known in certain circles
for his discreet subvention of effectively anti-Jewish periodicals
and his drastic private opinion about the aliens’ perversion of our
national life.

Professor Kendall's pupil had, through his family, the resources
requisite to found the desiderated periodical. He made himself
known to the public with a book, God and Man at Yale, that very
adroitly and cleverly punctured the arrogant complacency of the
“Liberal” fanatics who had, by essentially conspiratorial tactics,
gained control of Yale University; and he gained practical experi-
ence in the offices of the American Mercury, then an outspokenly
anti-Jewish monthly owned by Russell Maguire®. The young man
then prepared to launch the journal, which was to be called the
National Weekly and to begin with the ample financial resources
necessary to establish a new periodical of national circulation on
the newsstands.

A corporation was formed, but unfortunately, as the event
proved, the youthful founder, against the advice of his poorer
friends, issued a prospectus, under the rules of the Securities and
Exchange Commission, in which he described the new periodical
as one designed, not to promote any cause or political principle, but
to make money, and he set forth estimates to show that the heavy
losses to be expected during the first two years of publication would
be more than offset by the handsome profits that would be realized
in the fourth year and ever increasingly thereafter®.

The new journal, its name changed to National Review, was
scheduled to begin publication in the first week of January, 1956,
but as rumors about the plans for it spread in New York City, an
unexpected development had consequences that certainly deter-
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mined its future. There was then being published and distributed
on newsstands as well as by subscriptions a mildly “conservative”
periodical, The Freeman, which had revived the name of a famous
journal once edited by Albert Jay Nock, and was trying to revive,
after discreet censorship, the “libertarian” principles that Nock
had espoused and had tried to bring back from the vanished era of
American life before it was blighted by Woodrow Wilson and his
masters. The new Freeman, which had seemed to flourish for a short
time, was caught between editorial salaries and other expenses that
were very high in proportion to its circulation and the huge losses
it suffered on the copies it continued to place on the newsstands
in the hope of attracting subscribers. It was in financial difficulties,
and the majority of its editors, dominated by two “anti-Communist”
Jews, approached the prospective publisher of the new weekly with
an interesting proposition: if promised suitable salaries as editors
of the new periodical, they would torpedo the foundering Freeman
by sending out to all of its subscribers a letter in which they, in their
official capacity as its editors, urged those subscribers to change to
areally worthwhile publication, the nascent National Review, which
could then start by taking over the entire subscription-list of the
bankrupted Freeman.

In keeping with this ingenious scheme and the projected date
of the Freeman’s demise, the schedule of National Review was hastily
advanced and the firstissue rushed through the press with a date of
19 November 1955. The coup was well planned, but there was a slip
between the cup and the eager lip, largely because one man, think-
ing the methods objectionable, mistrusted the new publisher. The
Freeman was taken over by the Foundation for Economic Education,
which converted it to a pocket-size journal, fulfilled its subscriptions,
and for years published it and distributed it gratuitously to former
subscribers and anyone who evinced an interest in it.

When the plans for National Review were being matured, but
before the attempted take-over of The Freeman, Professor Kendall
assured me that he had been unable to find a single university
professor who, although secretly espousing the purposes of the
projected weekly, would dare to contribute openly to a journal that
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was certain to arouse the anger of the “Liberal” Establishment and
provoke clandestine reprisals.
That was a challenge. I took it up.

111

In 1955, I had at last to discard all the optimistic conclusions about
what was historically necessary and inevitable that [ had reached
ten years before.

I had to re-examine the available data and reconsider the plight
and potentialities of the American people, who had signally failed to
do what I had once been certain they would naturally and instinc-
tively do. And [ was handicapped by the fact that for more than five
lustra [ had been — or had thought myself — too busy to establish
much direct contact with the majority of average Americans, whom
it was then fashionable to call “the man in the street”.

Not thoughtlessly, but perhaps with no more prescience than [
had shown in 1945, 1 reached the conclusion that our race, including
specifically the Americans, was a viable species, and that there-
fore, like all viable species of animal life, it had an innate instinct to
survive and perpetuate itself. in 1955, as in Cicero’s time, our men
still planted trees that would not mature in their lifetime and so
could benefit only their posterity, and they made the other provi-
sions for their children of which the trees were used by Cicero as a
vivid symbol. Our women still bore children, and even if, as mere
proletarians, they underwent the pains of travail thoughtlessly, they,
whether consciously or unconsciously, expected their offspring to
survive and, perhaps, be happier and more secure than they were.
In 1955, so far as I could learn, no American wittingly destined his
children for degradation and servitude.

In 1955, perhaps because | was imperceptive, I saw no clear
evidence of the subconscious death-wish, the degenerate yearn-
ing for annihilation as a Nirvana, a secure refuge from the stress
of living and striving in an imperfect and disagreeable world, that
Whittaker Chambers had identified as the lethal soul-sickness of a
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self-doomed civilization. The possibility of such an explanation did
not even occur to me, At thal time, [ had not met Chambers, Later,
although 1 could not doubt either his intelligence or the sincerity
of his bleak and integral pessimism, | optimistically found grounds
for rejecting his conclusions®,

There seemed to be no historical or biological precedent for
suicidal mania in an entire species. It was true, for example, that
the Romans had destroyed themselves, but their suicide, which
had been a gradual process, extending over two centuries, could be
satisfactorily explained by their ignorance of the relevant historical
and biological knowledge that is available to us. Among the lesser
mammals, the lemmings are the outstanding example of a suicidal
urge, but although great hordes of the rodents, crazed by some
strange biological impulsion, leap to their death in the sea, the spe-
cies survives, and one hypothetical explanation of the mass suicides
is that the species thus relieves the pressure of overpopulation and
averts the otherwise disastrous consequences of a fecundity that
produces individuals too numerous for the available food.

Neither analogy seemed applicable to Americans, and it was
only a decade after my last contact with Chambers that | began
seriously to ask myself whether he had not, after all, been right.
Since that time, I have seen nothing that would disprove or even
logically impugn the validity of his fearsome analysis. And nothing,
certainly, has occurred to support the alternative hypothesis, that
the American mind was (and is) in a state of temporary irrational-
ity, such as might be induced by hypnosis or opium, and subject to
delusions that could be dispelled by confrontation with reality ora
traumatic shock; during the past two decades, shock after shock has
produced no perceptible reaction. Even so, however, [ am inclined
to believe that the hypothesis is still tenable.

To return to 1955: the very fact that Chambers could be so vilely
traduced by our enemies’ hirelings and a chorus of pseudo-intellec-
tual witlings was proof of alien control of the channels of quotidian
communication*'. And the fact that Senator McCarthy’s mild and
almost tentative efforts to explore the periphery of treason had failed
to evoke massive and irresistible support was proof that our national
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consciousness had been paralyzed by some malefic spell imposed
by agencies of great power. In other words, the United States was no
longer an independent country, having been clandestinely occupied
by its enemies®, whose control over it differed from the Soviets’
control over Poland and Eastern Germany only in that it was secret,
and consequently the occupying power could not feasibly indulge
in open reprisals against its critics and would have to budget strictly
even surreptitious assassinations. To prevent its subjects from be-
coming inopportunely restive, it would have to silence its critics
by obloquy and defamation in the press and radio, over which it
had prudently established almost complete control.

The problem, therefore, was essentially a strategic one, the most

ffective use of such means of resistance as were still available. To
1se a metaphor then in commmon use, it was necessary to “awaken”
the American people. But how?

In the Western world today, masses are set in motion and control-
led by propaganda, an art which, as the name indicates, was first
distinguished from rhetoric and theology in the Roman Catholic
studies de propaganda fide and subsequently claborated, on the
basis of psychological research, into a virtually infallible technique
for implanting any desired faith in the minds and consciousness of a
large population®. Although the power that has a virtual monopoly
of the means of forming the consciousness of the masses, from public
schools to newspapers and (in recent years) the boob-tubes, appears
to have an insuperable advantage, propaganda directed against
that power is possible on a limited scale, so long as it is not feasible
for the masters openly to suppress, by pseudo-legal terrorism and
naked violence, all dissent™. In 1955, however, the need for counter-
propaganda was not apparent to me, and if it had been, I should
have had to recognize my irremediable incompetence in an art and
technique for which | was by temperament unfitted. I thought,
however, that there was one contribution | could make.

A first-rate propagandist, like a theologian, evangelist, or modern
“educator”, is interested only in what he can make people believe
and has no interest in the truth per se. If he is really a master of his
technique, he will respect truth in the sense that he will carefully
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avoid, in propaganda intended to have a lasting effect, statements
that are demonstrably false, and he will use even the old Jesuit device
of suppressio veri with caution. The reason for this restraint is obvi-
ous: if an intricate web of propaganda can be shown to depend at
important points on lies, the entire web collapses, and rational minds
reject the whole®. And when this happens, even powers of physical
coercion such as the Inquisition once exercised will be inadequate,
for the best minds will always murmur, as Galileo is said to have
done, ¢ pur si muove.

From this standpoint, the propaganda that is used to herd
Americans is woefully inept and vulnerable at so many points that
it should be easy to demolish the great festoons of cobwebs, and
to sweep them from the minds of individuals whose thinking
is cercbral rather than glandular. Factual and rational cricitism
is therefore a potent weapon against our masters and can, when
addressed to the literate part of our population, effectively demolish
the gross and bungling impostures on which the control exercised
over Americans so obviously depends. It was for this activity that
I believed myself to have some capacity.

This was precisely the function of the new weekly periodical,
as conceived by Professor Kendall, and since it seemed adequately
financed to sustain heavy losses for three years, its success seemed
assured. It obviously could not become a journal of mass circula-
tion, for which the techniques of propaganda would be needed,
but it could address a fairly large audience that had an influence
far greater than its numbers: essentially all men of scientific and
scholarly competence in the universities and learned professions
plus the greater part of the American bourgeoisie, the class that
had the most to lose from the subjugation of their country, most of
whom had acquired in colleges (which in 1955 were yet far from
reaching their present state of degradation) at least a certain
familiarity with the standards of scientific and scholarly learning.
To these could be added readers who might, for various reasons,
be attracted to opposition to the Establishment.

There was, indeed, one grave handicap that was not perceived at
the time. The sudden influx of “professionals” from the moribund
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Freeman seemed to be only normal in the context of “literary” circles
in New York City, where eyes are always fixed on the markets for
written work, and it was only long after Professor Kendall had been
shouldered out of the organization and I had severed my connec-
tions with it that I perceived that whenever a potentially influential
journal is founded, it receives the assistance of talented “conserva-
tive” Jews, who are charged with the duty of supervising the Aryan
children and making certain that they play only approved games.

The new journal, like all efforts to release Americans from the
Old Man of the Sea, who has wrapped his puny legs around their
necks in a stranglehold, faced an almost insoluble dilemma. From
the time, immediately after the First World War, when Americans
first became alarmed by the progressive Communist and “Liberal”
subversion of their nation and culture, virtually the only organized
opposition was offered by associations that were at least nominally
Christian and claimed a religious basis for their efforts against their
“godless” opponents*.

These “anti-Communist” leagues and publications had
unintentionally and inadvertently been the Communists’ most
influential propagandists, for their endless yelping about “atheistic
Communism” effectively procured for the Bolsheviks in Russia and
here the toleration and even sympathy of the very large number of
educated men who could not believe the Christian mythology and
were repelled by the hypocrisy, obscurantism, and rabid ambitions
of the clergy. It is a grim paradox, therefore, that it was the “anti-
Communists” who, in the 1920s and 1930s, won for our enemies
some measure of support from the influential men who would
otherwise have been revolted by the vulgarity, fanaticism, and
brutality of the votaries of the Marxist superstition*’. But the cffects
of this perhaps fatal blunder were a prime datum in 1955 and are,
indeed, crucial even today.

v

The dilemma was not merely one of adroitly enlisting the support
that should have been sought before 1939 while conciliating a com-
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paratively large body of potential allies by more or less hypocriti-
cally catering to their ignorance and superstitions. The function of
Christianity in our society cannot be considered apart from the very
delicate and intricate problem of the relation between religion and
civilization — a problem that admits of several hypotheses but no
indubitable solution. Much of the support of Christianity comes
from educated men, including a few honest clergymen, who do not
believe any of the tales in the Christians’ storybook and are unim-
pressed by the sophistries of clever theologians, but are convinced by
one or more of three highly relevant considerations, viz:

(1) Religion doubtless had its origin in primitive man'’s sense,
of utter helplessness before the fearful powers of a nature he could
not understand — prirnus in orbe deos fecit timor — but in some
prehistoric time the gods, who were imagined to be the cause of
storms, floods, drought, pestilence, and similar phenomena, were
enlisted to support the basic morality on which all organized socie-
ties must depend.

Although we must suppose a gradual development as tribes
grew larger, so that each individual was no longer under the eyes
of all the others, and the invisible deities, who may have been first
invoked to sanction oaths, were increasingly charged with enforcing
moral obligations, there is essential truth in the well-known expla-
nation of religion by Critias (Plato’s uncie): that since laws can
always be secretly evaded by men who can conceal either their
crime or their responsibility for it, gods were invented, deathless
beings who, themselves unseen, observed, by psychic faculties that
do not depend on sight or hearing, all the acts of man, including the
most covert and stealthy, and overheard not only every utterance
but even unspoken thoughts®. This ingenious and, indeed, nobie
device for policing society, which was invoked as early as the eighth
century B.C. in the iofty morality of Hesiod*, had only the defect
that men soon learned by experience that the supposedly omniscient
gods failed to punish the transgressions they observed, and this was
remedied by alleging that men had souls that survived death, and
that while sinners might flourish in this life, the gods would inflict
condign punishment on them in a hereafter®.
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The social efficacy of supernatural terrors is uncertain. Every-
one knows that no religion, however ingenious and no matter how
unanimously it was accepted without question by a given popula-
tion, has ever prevented a fairly high incidence of crime, but one
can always plausibly conjecture that without the fear of superhuman
sanctions the incidence would have been much greater, and even
so great that the state would explode in anarchy. Lord Devlin, in
an address to the British Psycho-Analytical Society in 1965, after
considering the statistical chances that the perpetrator of an ordinary
crime would escape detection, decided that if half of a population
were deterred from crime only by a calculation of the likelihood
that violators of the laws would be arrested and punished, civilized
society would become impossible. t1e concluded pessimistically
that “there is not a discernible sign of anything that is capable of
replacing Christianity in the mind of the populace as the provider
of the necessary moral force”, leaving it to be inferred that with the
waning of the religion and the gradual dissipation of the residue
that it has left in society”, Britain and presumably the whole of the
Western world is moving toward an ineluctable doom.

The crucial question is whether in large nations (as distinct from
aristocracies and comparable small groups) the requisite moral
force can be provided without invoking supernatural sanctions.
The one good instance, unfortunately subject to qualifications that
render it less than conclusive, is provided by Soviet Russia, where,
after the orgy of bestiality that accompanied the Jewish Revolu-
tion, society was organized on the basis of the Marxist cult, which
expressly denies the existence of gods. Although reliable statistics
are wanting, it seems likely that the incidence of crime under Stalin
was no greater than it had been under Nicholas [l — and certainly
the society did not end in anarchy, as many observers in the West-
ern world confidently predicted™. It is not impossible — though
certainly not demonstrable — that an active faith in our race and
the obviously urgent need for racial solidarity against our enemies
might provide in Western nations the moral force of which Lord
Devlin despaired.

There is a factor more fundamental than prevention of the crimes
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that are normally forbidden by domestic laws. Even the earliest
tribes of our race must have been aware of the potential conflict
between an intelligent individualism and the society’s absolute
need toinspire in its members a willingness to subordinate personal
advantage to the good of the whole, and especially to inspire its
young men to risk their lives, and often die, on its behalf*,

Dante, in what should be regarded as one of the great Christian
gospels, saw at the gates of Hell the angels who had been loyal nei-
ther to God nor to Satan, but only to themselves. Milton, in another
of the great gospels, portrays Satan as a true individualist whose
pride and ambition make him destroy with civil war the celestial
society to which he owes allegiance — and every reader of the epicis
aware that even the poet’s intent and genius could not prevent that
individualism from so appealing to the innate sentiments of our race
that Satan is, in fact, the hero of Paradise Lost. The two poets have
given us magnificent symbols of the social dilemma, most acute, no
doubt, among Aryans, of nations that must encourage individual
excellence and superiority and yet prevent man'’s natural philautia
from weakening, and an unbridled egotism from destroying, the
society and culture that, in a real sense, created the individuals.

The foregoing considerations led the great minds of our race,
almost without exception, to regard religion as an indispensable
instrument of government. Plato devoted himself to devising,
most explicitly in his Nomoi, a political system that preserved the
power of religion, which his uncle’s candid anthropology had so
deeply compromised. Aristotle thought gods requisite to induce in
the majority an adherence to the standards of civilized life. Every
reader of Cicero’s De natura deorum has seen how its author was torn
between the rationalism of the Academics and Stoicism, which pre-
served, at least partially, the divine sanctions that encouraged men
to serve their society rather than themselves. Machiavelli insisted
that the first duty of a ruler or other government was to maintain
the established religion. And the principle was bluntly expressed
in Cardinal Dubois’ famous dictum that God is a bogeyman that
must be brandished to scare the masses into a semblance of civilized
behavior.
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The Cardinal’s maxim was taken to heart by many thinkers who
were too discreet to repeat it, and undoubtedly played a large part
in the revival of Christianity in the Nineteenth Century as civilized
men recoiled from the horrors and savagery of the French Revolu-
tion. The problem has become particularly acute in our own time,
when disbelief in myths and the concomitant removal of praeter-
natural sanctions can plausibly be regarded as the prime cause of the
implacably egotistic and utterly ruthless mentality that is evinced
by Aryans who hold high positions in Western governments and
“education” —a mentality brilliantly depicted in CS Lewis’s novel,
That Hideous Strength. Although Lewis wrote to frighten us into be-
lieving the unbelievable, he has the merit of having quite accurately
described the thinking of many minds that are sufficientiy shrewd,
for example, to pierce the ungrammatical verbiage and platitudinous
jargon with which John Dewey enveloped his Pragmatism™, and to
draw from the absconse substance of his doctrine the logical and
congenial conclusion that true sanity is found only in the mentality
that society regards as criminal. (It is understood, of course, that
only very stupid wights take the risk of violence, embezzlement
and other activities that might result in inconvenience; intelligent
men rise above the laws by professing noble purposes and gaining
control of the government that administers and corrupts the laws,
which, even then, it is best to flout by hiring ordinary thugs to do
the dirty work.) Dewey, needless to say, was only one of the expo-
nents of Pragmatic mentality, which appears under other names,
but always draped in idealistic fustian, lest the naked Death’s Head
affright the vulgar.

A society such as ours, quite understandably, shudders when
it sees the autocratic rulers of the Soviet quite coolly murder mil-
lions of human beings to facilitate an agrarian reform or carry out
a project in “social engineering” and our contemporaries can avoid
panic only by resolutely telling themselves that their own rulers are
more scrupulous — by steadfastly refusing to believe, for example,
that as early as 1909 the trustees of the Carnegie Endowment for
International Peace, while spraying the populace with idealistic
hokum about the beauties of “world peace”, were imprudently
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recording in their own minutes their deliberations about the most
efficient way to precipitate a major war that would involve the
United States and kill enough American boobs, and produce suf-
ficiently great economic stresses and social dislocations, to facilitate
the destruction of American society and the assembly of the debris
into a form more conducive to their own and their principals’ profit
and satisfaction™.

Americans refuse to see the conclusive evidence concerning the
ways in which, and the purposes for which, their wars since 1909
were contrived, and they avert their eyes from the indications that
bureaus of their “own” government deliberately work to increase
deaths from various diseases to obtain total contro] over the medical
profession. This blocking of their minds is prudent, for they would
run mad in screaming insanity if they realized that even their pre-
sumably-Aryan governors and the chiefs of their ever-multiplying
bureaucracies regard them as swine, whom it is only reasonable to
butcher, whenever expedient, to obtain more power, to have fun,
or to win bakhishish from the enemies of their nation and race. But
while the people are determined to regard their plight as unthink-
able, a vague suspicion of the logical behavior of keen intellects
that are unfettered by any loyalty or compunction suffices to make
them passionately desiderate a lost religion as a guarantee of their
terrestrial salvation.

(2) There is undeniably a strain of religiosity in our nature that
is not necessarily atavistic. It is possible, indeed, that taking our
race as a whole, the capacity for objective thought, like the ability,
not necessarily the same, to make a high score on intelligence tests,
appears only in a small fraction of our people. If the problem is bio-
logical, there is no more to be said. If it is not, the problem remains
psychologically far too complex for discussion here, where we can
note only a few relevant considerations.

We are equipped with strong imaginations and an emotional
need to use them to transcend the limitations of reality. Prudent
men satisfy this need with poetry, fiction, music, and fantasy, while
vigilantly guarding their powers of reason against insidious sub-
version by delectable sentiments. Children, however, only slowly
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and sometimes painfully learn to distinguish between imagination
and observation. The wildest fairy tales, including the commonly
practiced hoax about Santa Claus, seem real to them, and are sup-
plemented by illusions produced by their own imaginations.

As is well known, children, especially if they, for any one of
various reasons, feel lonely, give themselves imaginary companions
in whose reality they firmly believe, often to a fairly advanced age®™.
So vivid does the consoling illusion appear to them that the efforts
of adults to dissipate it, including ridicule and punishment, merely
teach the child not to express a belief that it inwardly retains, while
it continues to commune in secret with its unseen companion, who
is usually a child of its own age and sex, but sometimes an adult
patron or even a supernatural being. Now of all the imaginary beings
that a child’s fancy may body forth to him, the image of a god, by
definition invisible, powerful, and having a personal interest in him,
may be the most vivid and enduring, especially if the child grows
up among adults who, far from dissuading him, assure him of its
reality; and the faith thus imprinted on the mind may persist into
adult life and so constantly renew itself imaginatively as to make
the consciousness automatically exclude evidence that impugns the
comforting, long-cherished, and now habitual illusion®.

Emotional fixations on divine friends or patrons are, of course,
bolstered by other factors. All human beings naturally share the
fear of death that is common to all mammals, and the higher races
have imaginations that can portray paradises in which their own
ghosts could enjoy forever the satisfactions they were denied on
earth. To dispense with an assurance of a blissful immortality or,
at least, with a precariously cherished hope of it, requires a very
high degree of spiritual fortitude. There is a very real basis for the
exclamation of the amazed Moslem pilot in one of Conrad’s novels,
“Oh, the strength of unbelievers!” A prospect or chance of surviv-
ing death and enjoying a felicity beyond the attainment of mortals
is not lightly rejected by any man™,

Imagined intimacy with supernatural beings, furthermore,
provides compensation for the frustrations and disappointments
that are inevitable in life, and are felt with particular distress by
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women, who, for physiological as well as social reasons, desire a
tender affection they may fail to find in marriage and which their
romantic fantasies in adolescence may have led them to expect be-
yond human possibility. The strength and prevalence of religiosity
among women is notorious, and is reflected in the common French
axiom that men talk with men, while women talk with Jesus or the
Virgin™. Some historians attribute the ascendency of Christianity
over the Mithraic and other Oriental cults in the decaying Roman
Empire to the fact that virtually all of the Christian sects catered es-
pecially to women, while other religions either excluded females, as
did the cult of Mithras, or relegated them to a very minor position;
and some of our contemporaries believe that without women and
their influence over males, the Christian churches would completely
collapse. However that may be, the force of this factor should not
be dismissed with a smile.

Afew years ago, | was a guest in a relatively opulent household,
in which dinner was always served by a manservant with the help
of a maid. One evening, when ten or so of the family’s friends, all
presumably of the same social status, had come in, a rational dis-
cusston of immediately practical economic and political problems,
which must have been of urgent concern to most of the individuals
present, was interrupted by one of the women, who declaimed a
few words about a deity who “makes folly of the wisdom of this
world” ending with the assertion, “And a little child shall lead
them.” This nonsense did not suggest the logical step of sending one
of the servants next door to borrow a leader from the nursery there,
but other women joined in with affirmations that “we must have
Faith” and the like, while the other guests, including at least two
intelligent women, politely refrained from comment. The evening
ended in a babble of mysticism, and while it is true that on the fol-
lowing morning everyone seemed to have become sane again, the
mere possibility of such emotional orgies in the very circles in which
one would least expect them is a fact of the gravest import.

It is entirely possible that religion is an emotional necessity for
a large part of our race, and one could even argue that in our time
it has become more necessary than ever before. The loss of the
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old illusion that we are living in a cozy little world that has been
thoughtfully provided with a sun and moon just above the clouds,
and our discovery of the appalling size and implacable mechanisms
of the universe in which we are merely the ephemeral consequences
of a chemical reaction produced by a fantastically improbable
coincidence®”, has made the human condition one that few men
have the courage to contemplate for even a moment. It is probably
true that, as James Branch Cabell once remarked, “Five minutes of
clear vision of man’s plight in the universe would suffice to set the
most philosophical gibbering.”

(3) There is the further consideration, related to, but not identi-
cal with, the foregoing, that a rational society may have to be based
on irrationality. James Bumham, who bas by far the keenest mind
ever associated with National Review and certainly one of the best in
our time, in The Machiavellians (New York, 1943) has very cogently
argued that the very nature of human society requires a mythology,
a set of illusions, that the masses accept and believe, since they are,
for many reasons, incapable of objective observation and logical
reasoning,. All societies are necessarily ruled by an elite of some kind
(even, as with us, by a stupid and purblind elite, faute de micux), and
the only problem is that of developing and maintaining a competent
elite that will govern intelligently, primarily in its own interest, of
course, but secondarily for the benefit of the masses, the indispen-
sable basis of its own power. This the elite must do by intelligently
calculated deception, so we reach the paradox that “The political life
of the masses and the cohesion of society demand the acceptance
of myths. A scientific [= rational] attitude toward socicty does not
permit belief in the truth of the myths. But the leaders must profess,
indeed foster, belief in the myths, or the fabric of society will crack
and they be overthrown. In short, the leaders, if they themselves
are scientific, must lie.”®!

Now, if myths are the sine qua non of civilization, are there any
myths more consoling and beneficial than those of a religion that
fosters belief in gods? Or, for that matter, are there myths more
suited to a rational government?

If areligion of the supematural®? is desirable, it would be idle to
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consider as relevant to our present situation religions other than the
traditional Western Christianity. Anyone can invent a socially effi-
cient religion, but it can be propagated only by a prophet, a person
who has the extraordinary force of character that we call charisma,
in addition to a most unusual combination of real or cunningly
feigned fanaticism, shrewdness, and showmanship; if the sect is
to be more than an ephemeral sensation, the prophet must have
competent assistants and successors; and the sect must acquire a
long tradition before it can become a generally accepted religion®.
The non-Christian secls that have a considerable following today in
the United States are promotions by clever evangelists whose only
interest is in milking the suckers; and all are likely to disappear af-
ter a brief vogue among the lightheaded, and are, while they exist,
socially disintegrating forces. It is vain to speculate about possible
religions that might be acceptable to our race in a distant future, if
our race survives™.

It is futile to deplore the triumph of Christianity in the mon-
grelized Roman Empire and its consequent adoption by our
barbarous ancestors, and to dream of reversing the process is sheer
romanticism. Gods that have been overthrown are dead; some poet,
indeed, should elaborate the Tuat of the earliest Egyptian cosmol-
ogy into a Heaven for all dead gods, in which they can enjoy the
immortality that men could not give them. Today, worship of Zeus
or Odin or the Sun can never be more than a histrionic gesture.

[tis otiose to regret that the Christian sect that made a deal with
the despotic government of the once-Roman Empire and was thus
able to exterminate all the others was a sect that brought with it
the most pernicious of all Jewish hoaxes, the Self-Chosen People’s
insolent claim to be God’s Race®®. Erasmus, the most erudite and
perspicacious Christian of his time, regretted that the Church had
burdened itself with the embarrassing baggage of the Old Testa-
ment, but he realized that it was too late to correct the blunder®. It
is now much later.

It is impossible in the Twentieth Century to restore a variety of
Christianity that was suppressed in the Fifth. The late Dr David
Hamblen, seeking to develop a form of Christianity that would be
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more resistant to the slightly disguised Communism that is ped-
dled as the “Social Gospel” by cynical clergymen, tried to revive
Marcionism, one of the earliest and largest Christian sects and one
that the Catholics found very difficult to extirpate®, but his very
able efforts were fruitless, and he had to reach the conclusion that
Christianity as such could not be salvaged and was therefore a fatal
weakness in our society.

A much less reasonable reformation is being attempted by the
sects that are called “British Israel” and claim that the Anglo-Sax-
ons or Aryans generally are the real Israelites of the Old Testament,
whom the Jews helped the Assyrians conquer, and that these Is-
raelites, after being defeated, migrated to England or to northern
Europe under the protection of Yahweh. While historical absurd-
ity seems not to deter the credulous from believing anything that
stimulates their glands, it seems most unlikely that these sects can
capture a majority of contemporary Christians*. The foregoing con-
siderations indicate that the only feasible choice today is between
the traditional Christianity of the West and no religion at all. For
persons interested in persuading our race not to commit suicide,
the question is whether the religion is, on the whole, a help or a
hindrance in that endeavor.

In 1955, the answer to that question seemed obvious to anyone
who proposed to make what contribution he could to the American
cause. It was only prudent to evince a courteous regard for the feel-
ings of persons who were emotionally addicted to the religion, and
a decent respect for the opinions of those who regarded it, perhaps
correctly, as socially indispensable — and this could be done without
hypocrisy by simply refraining from raising a divisive issue. There
was no need to simulate or dissemble — only to forbear obtruding
a complex of historical facts of which many individuals had never
heard, had no wish to hear, and could not hear without feeling dis-
tress and perhaps a natural reaction of defensive anger®”. One had
only to emulate the tact of the Christians themselves, who, given
the multiplicity of sects that violently disagreed about almost every
article of dogma and the prevalence of incredulity, had learned to
exclude their own religious opinion and doctrinal pronouncements
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from polite society and from politics. One thereby avoided offense to
some of the most estimable and sincerely patriotic men and women
in the nation.

In 1955, furthermore, Christianity seemed still to have a very
considerable strength as a bulwark against subversion. It was true
that the Protestant churches, with the exception of certain ”Funda-
mentalist” and “British Israelite” sects, had fallen almost entirely
under the control of clerical shysters and mountebanks who were
peddling a “Social Gospel” as a profitable substitute for a religion
in which they did not believe. Within many of those sects, however,
the masqueraders were encountering vocal protest and an opposi-
tion that might become formidable. And there were two large sects
that, so far as one could tell, had been almost entirely immune to
the infection and seemed to have a social and doctrinal stability that
was likely to endure through the foreseeable future.

The Latter-Day Saints, equipped with supplemental gospels,
the Book of Mormon and the Book of Abraham, and an astute hierarchy,
were the most solidly cohesive religious organization in the
nation, and, despite one understandable concession to persecution
and military force in 1890, had remained true to their beliefs. Their
church seemed invulnerable to subversion™.

Above all, there was the vast edifice of the Roman Catholic
Church, seemingly monolithic and immovable, having survived
many wars, revolutions, and political mutations, having suppressed
many heresies and outlived its numerous schismatics. It had en-
dured foralmost sixteen hundred years with an unbroken tradition
and monarchic solidarity, and it retained an effective ascendency
over the greater part of the Western world. It had recently shown
itself impervious to subversion, for early in 1944, as | remember, the
Communists had sent into South America large sums of money in
gold (doubtless supplied through channels by the world’s beasts of
burden, the American taxpayers) to hire agitation for disrupting the
Church by making the College of Cardinals similar to our House
of Representatives, each country to have a number of Cardinals
proportional to its Catholic population — and, so far as one knew,
the gold had no more effect than a stone thrown into the ocean. The
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Catholic Church seemed the most stable, as well as the oldest, of
all existing institutions. In 1955, no one foresaw that within a few
years this venerable religion would begin, under Jewish pressure,
to destroy itself by publicly proclaiming that its supposedly om-
niscient god, speaking through his infallible deputy on earth, had
for sixteen centuries either lied to his worshippers or ignorantly
misrepresented his own affairs.

It seemed, therefore, that the traditional Christianity of the
West, which took form during the Middle Ages™ and had been an
integral part of our culture until the Twentieth Century, retained a
considerable social force that could be mobilized against the reli-
gion’s bastard offspring, the various cults that may collectively be
called “Liberalism”.

\Y

“Liberalism” is a succedaneous religion that was devised late in the
Eighteenth Century and it originally included a vague deism. Like
the Christianity from which it sprang, it split into various sects and
heresies, such as Jacobinism, Fourierism, Owenism, Fabtan Social-
ism, Marxism, and the like. The doctrine of the “Liberal” cults is
essentially Christianity divested of its belief in supernatural beings,
but retaining its social superstitions, which were originally derived
from, and necessarily depend on, the supposed wishes of a god.
Thus “Liberalism”, the residue of Christianity, is, despite the fervor
with which its votaries hold their faith, merely a logical absurdity,
a series of deductions from a premise that has been denied.

The dependence of the “Liberal” cults on a blind and irrational
faith was long obscured or concealed by their professed esteem for
objective science, which they used as a polemic weapon against
orthodox Christianity, much as the Protestants took up the Coper-
nican restoration of heliocentric astronomy as a weapon against
the Catholics, who had imprudently decided that the earth could
be stopped from revolving about the sun in defiance of Holy Writ
by burning intelligent men at the stake or torturing them until they
recanted. Pious Protestants would naturally have preferred a cozy
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little earth, such as their god described in their holy book, but they
saw the advantage of appealing to our racial respect for observed
reality to enlist support, while simultaneously stigmatizing their
rivals as ignorant obscurantists and ridiculous ranters.

The votaries of “Liberalism” would have much preferred to
have the various human species specially created to form one race
endowed with the fictitious qualities dear to “Liberal” fancy, but the
cultists saw the advantage of endorsing the findings of geology and
biology, including the evolution of species, in their polemics against
orthodox Christianity to show the absurdity of the Jewish version
of the Sumerian creation-myth. The hypocrisy of the professed
devotion to scientific knowledge was made unmistakable when
the “Liberals” began their frantic and often hysterical efforts to
suppress scientific knowledge about genetics and the obviously
innate differences between the different human species and between
the individuals of any given species. At present, the “Liberals” are
limited to shrieking and spitting when they are confronted with
inconvenient facts, but no one who has heard them in action can
have failed to notice how exasperated they are by the limitations
that have thus far prevented them from burning wicked biologists
and other rational men at the stake.

It is unnecessary to dilate on the superstitions of “Liberalism.”
They are obvious in the cult’s holy words. “Liberals” are forever
chattering about “all mankind”, a term which does have a specific
meaning, as do parallel terms in biology, such as “all marsupials”
or “all species of the genus Canis”, but the fanatics give to the term
a mystic and special meaning, derived from the Zoroastrian myth
of “all mankind” and its counterpart in Stoic speculation, but
absurd when used by persons who deny the existence of Ahura
Mazda or a comparable deity who could be supposed to have
imposed a transcendental unity on the manifest diversity of the
various human species. “Liberals” rant about “human rights” with
the fervor of an evangelist who appeals to what Moses purportedly
said, but a moment’s thought suffices to show that, in the absence
of a god who might be presumed to have decreed such rights, the
only rights are those which the citizens of a stable society, by agree-
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ment or by a long usage that has acquired the force of law, bestow
on themselves; and while the citizens may show kindness to aliens,
slaves, and horses, these beings can have no rights. Furthermore,
in societies that have been so subjugated by conquest or the artful
manipulation of masses that individuals no longer have consti-
tutional rights that are not subject to revocation by violence or in
the name of “social welfare”, there are no rights, strictly speaking,
and therefore no citizens — only masses existing in the state of in-
discriminate equality of which “Liberals” dream and, of course, a
state of de facto slavery, which their masters may deem it expedient,
as in the United States at present, to make relatively light until the
animals are broken to the yoke.

“Liberals” babble about “One World,” whichiis to be a “universal
democracy” and is “inevitable” and they thus describe it in the very
terms in which the notion was formulated, two thousand years ago,
by P’hilo Judacus, when he cleverly gave a Stoic coloring to the old
Jewish dream of a globe in which all the lower races would obey the
masters whom Yahweh, by covenant, appointed to rule over them.
And the “Liberal” cults, having rejected the Christian doctrine of
“original sin” which, although based on a silly myth about Adam
and Eve, corresponded fairlv well to the facts of human nature, have
even reverted to the most pernicious aspect of Christianity, which
common sense had held in check in Europe until the Eighteenth
Century; and they openly exhibit the morbid Christian fascination
with whatever is lowly, proletarian, inferior, irrational, debased,
deformed, and degenerate. This maudlin preoccupation with bio-
logical refuse, usually sicklied over with such nonsense words as
‘underprivileged’ [!], would make sense, if it had been decreed by
a god who perverselv chose to become incarnate among the most
pestiferous of human races and to select his disciples from among
the illiterate dregs of even that peuplade, but since the “Liberals”
claim to have rejected belief in such a divinity, their superstition is
exposed as having no basis other than their own resentment of their
betters and their professional interest in exploiting the gullibility
of their compatriots.

In the Eighteenth Century, Christians whose thinking was
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cerebral rather than glandular, perceived that their faith was in-
compatible with observed reality and reluctantly abandoned it.
A comparable development is taking place in the waning faith of
“Liberalism” and we may be sure that, despite the cult’s appeal to
masses that yearn for an effortless and mindless existence on the
animal level, and despite the prolonged use of public schools to de-
form the minds of all children with “Liberal” myths, the cult would
have disappeared, but for the massive support given it today, as to
the Christian cults in the ancient world, by the Jews, who have, for
more than two thousand years, battened on the venality, credulity,
and vices of the races they despise. In 1955, however, the extent and
pervasiveness of their power in the United States remained to be
determined.

There is one crucial fact that we must not overlook, if we are to
see the political situation as it is, rather than in the anamorphosis
of some ‘ideology,’ ie, propaganda-line, whether “Liberal” or “con-
servative”. The real fulcrum of power in our society is neither the
votarics of an ideological sect nor the Jews, clear-sighted and shrewd
as they are, but the intelligent members of our own race whose one
principle is an unmitigated and ruthless egotism, an implacable
determination to satisfy their own ambitions and lusts at whatever
cost to their race, their nation, and even their own progeny. And
with them we must reckon the bureaucrats, men who, however
much or little they may think about the predictable consequences of
the policies they carry out, are governed by a corporate determina-
tion to sink their probosces ever deeper into the body politic from
which they draw their nourishment”. Neither of these groups can
be regarded as being “Liberal” or as having any other political at-
titude from conviction. The first are guarded by the lucidity of their
minds, and the second by their collective interests, from adhesion
to any ideology or other superstition,

Burcacracies contain, of course, ambitious men who are climb-
ing upward. One thinks of the bureaucrats who, shortly before the
“Battle of the Bulge” in the last days of 1944, were openly distressed
“lest a premature victory in Europe compromise our social gains at
home” meaning, of course, that they were afraid that peace might
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break out before they had climbed another rung on their way to
real power. After the defeat of Japan, one of them, a major in the
ever-growing battalions of chair-borne troops, too precious to be
distressed by such nasty things as fighting battles, frankly lamented
his hard luck: if only the war had lasted another three months, and
a suitable number of Americans been killed, he would have been
promoted to colonel and would also have a “command” that would
have qualified him as the foremost expert in his field and thus as-
sured his prosperity after the evil day on which he would have to
face the hardships of peace. This attitude may not be admirable,
but it is quite common and a political force of the first magnitude,
which it would be childish to ignore. It is not, of course, peculiar to
the United States. When the National Socialists came to power in
Germany, they had many enthusiastic adherents of the same type,
who, after the defeat of their nation, did not have to be tortured
to become witnesses to the “evils of Nazism” and endorse any lie
desired by the brutal conquerors. The attitude, furthermore, though
especially prevalent in our demoralized age, is not peculiar to it.
One thinks of the Popes who are reported to have told their intimates,
“How much profit this fable of Christ has brought us!"™ And the
same realistic appraisal of the main chance was doubtless present
in many ecclesiastics who did not reach the top or did not have so
much confidence in the discretion of their immediate associates.
Unmitigated egotism, which is necessarily a prime factor on
all the higher levels of society in a “democracy”,” is a political
force with which one cannot cope directly; one can only attack the
masks that are worn in public. It is, however, an obstacle that can
be circumvented and one which could become an asset. The only
strategic consideration here is represented by the truism, “nothing
succeeds like success” — a crude statement, which you may find
elaborated with elegance and sagacity in the Ordculo manual of the
great Jesuit, Baltasar Gracidn. Our formidable enemies today will
become our enthusiastic allies tomorrow, if it appears that we are
likely to succeed. 1 speak, of course, only of members of our race, but
the most competent and acute “Liberals”, who today declaim most
eloquently about the “underprivileged” and “world peace”, could
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become tomorrow the most eloquent champions of the hierarchical
principle (with which they secretly agree) and a guerre a l'outrance
against our enemies, if their calculations of the probable future were
changed. And, as the Jews well know, the great humanitarian, whose
soul shudders today at the very thought of insufficient veneration
of the Jews, could become tomorrow grateful to the Jews only for
the wonderful idea about gas chambers that was incorporated in
the hoax about the “six million”, and he would probably find a
real personal satisfaction in putting the idea into practice at last.
As Gracian says, the prudent man will ascertain where power re-
ally lies, in order to use those who have it and to spurn those who
have it not.

If one wishes to talk about principles or even long-range objec-
tives to the representatives of this extremely powerful political force,
one should wear motley and cap with bells; the only arguments
that will be cogent to them are of the kind that always taught the
Reverend Bishop Talleyrand precisely when it would be profitable
to kick his less nimble associates in the teeth. Some historians claim,
and it may be true, that Talleyrand had principles. If so, he never
let them interfere with his conduct. e was a man of great talent
and perspicacity, and he always found the right moment and right
way to join the winning side in time for it to boost him yet higher.
When age at last forced his retirement, he was equally adroit in
conciliating impressionable historians by simulating regret for
the methods by which he had attained eminence. He is one of the
comparatively few perfect models for brilliant and pragmatic young
men today.

Many of my conservative readers will find this fact disagreeable
or even depressing, but | trust they will not dream of resuscitating
an etiolated religion, and will not count too heavily on the spiritual
effects of a possible restoration of racial self-respect and sanity. If
the fact is unpleasant per se, it is also the basis for some cautious
optimism, since it leaves open the possibility that movement on
behalf of our race, if it ever seems likely to succeed, could quickly
become anavalanche. In certain circumstances — not likely, perhaps,
but possible — the despised “racist” of today could be astounded

83



by the discovery that an overwhelming majority of the bureaucracy
and of the white men in power above it had always been with him
in heart. The sudden conversions will not necessarily be hypocritical,
for it is quite likely that there is now such a majority which, ceteris
paribus, would prefer to belong to a virile race rather than a dying
one. But remember the proviso, ceteris paribus: no personal sacri-
fices, no risks.

VI

In 1955, if rational criticism were to have a political effect, it would
have to be directed against the three obvious targets: the “Liberal”
cults in general, the Communists in particular, and the Jews. The first
of these, although as multiform and elusive as Proteus, was the most
important in the United States, since its mythology, administered
in the public schools, shielded the other two.

Communist doctrine represents, of course, a schismatic “Lib-
eralism” standing in much the same relation to the orthodoxy as
the Puritans stood to Catholicism. It was, however, a particularly
inviting target in 1955, because the general public was to a certain
extent then aware of it as a menace. When the American cattle began
to recover from the great stampede into Europe and to show signs
of restlessness, their drovers decided to distract and further exploit
them by discovering that the Soviet, which so many Americans
had died to save, was a danger, after all, and that the Bolsheviks
were not really archangels come to earth. Thus was begun the “cold
war”, with much rhetorical fustian and a few token gestures, such as
the ostentatious disposal of two worn-out tools, the Rosenbergs, to
create the illusion that treason was no longer normal in the District
of Corruption. The “cold war,” needless to say, was devised to bleed
the American economy and to subsidize the enemies of America
under the idiotic pretext that “poverty breeds Communism”. An
official simulation of hostility toward the Communists was also
necessary to permit intensive squandering of American resources
in military operations primarily designed to degrade the Americans
and so to advertise their degradation as to make them contempt-
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ible in the eyes of even the most stupid races on earth. The Korean
War, for example, was made possible only by assuring the suckers
that they were “fighting Communism” and by deploying squads
of brainwashed rabble to how! Communist slogans in protest, thus
neatly estopping rational criticism of the covert treason by making
it seem that the critic was acting in the interests of the Communists,
who were, for the nonce, recognized as our enemies. The success of
the Korean War was momentarily endangered by a nasty general
named MacArthur, who did not have witenough to understand that
his duty was to get as many stupid Americans killed as possible,
and to waste as much of American resources as he could, without
serious inconvenience to the Bolsheviks. But as soon as MacArthur
was eliminated, everything went according to the plan that had been
agreed upon in Washington and Moscow, and it was easy to herd
the cattle into other disgraces until the bloody farce in Vietnam
finally exhausted the utility of the hoax about “fighting Commu-
nism” and prepared the boobs for more open submission to their
“invincible” enemies, now reconverted into friends by crude, but
effective, propaganda.

In the meantime, however, and so long as it was desired to put
the hoax over on the American peasantry, it had been expedient to
permit some of them to say unkind things, about the real beneficiar-
ies of the “cold war,” who, of course, did their part by pretending to
take it seriously.”” And although this permission was always subject
to the stringent limitation that the unkind remarks must be superfi-
cial, Americans who hoped to recover control of their country were
encouraged, and for a number of years the populace was allowed
to feel some vague alarm over the obvious threat to their national
survival. The carefully rationed pro-Comimunist agitation in the
United States fostered the illusion that some real struggle to decide
national policy was under way. This gave worried individuals the
exhilarating distraction of campaigns, often successful, to elect “anti-
Communist” candidates, most of whom, aware of political realities,
were amused by the naivete of their supporters.

In these circumstances, the most direct means of revivifying and
focusing the Americans’ instinct of self-preservation was a direct
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attack on the Bolsheviks, elucidating their nature and purposes,
explaining their seizure of Russia and other territories, and, above
all, pointing out that the major base of their power had always been
located in the United States. And in 1955, when the United States
was still a world power, one could hope that an aroused people
might exert such pressure as would convert their government’s
pretense into a reality and force a military confrontation with the
Soviet, which would either prudently retreat or rashly commit itself
to a war in which we would probably be victorious.

So much was clear, but the third target of political criticism, the
Jews, presented a problem, of extreme difficulty and exasperating
delicacy. The rare individuals who perceived the extent of their
covert power were desperately afraid of them, and said that to of-
fend the Jews openly was to exhibit temerity pushed to the verge of
madness. But that was not the real problem. A man who wished to
serve his race might be as audacious and foolhardy as you please,
but he would find his utterances nevertheless confined within very
narrow limits by the factors we have already reviewed. There were
only two things that he could do.

He could speak of Bolsheviks, and since a large proportion of the
Jews involved had notconcealed their race by assuming distinctively
Aryan names, and the real names of many who had adopted such
aliases were matters of public record, he could hope that the names
would suggest a significant fact to minds that were not hopelessly
sluggish or hebetated. He could also suggest rational thought
about current propaganda by avoiding use of the absurd term “anti-
Semitic’ that the Jews, yielding to their instinct for concealment and
disguise, had foisted into use when it was expedient to confuse the
stupid Europeans by pretending that Jews are of the same race as the
Semitic peoples of the Near East.” And there was then the additional
advantage that the notion that criticism of Jews residing in Europe
was tantamount to hostility toward the Semitic race would help
to excite disaffection among the Semitic peoples, who were, until
1945, all either directly under European jurisdiction in the various
colonies or under European influence (even in the Turkish Empire
before 1914). Such disaffection, naturally, facilitated destruction
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of the European empires. When the deceitful term was invented, of
course, the Jews did not anticipate the situation today, when the na-
tions of the Near East have been alarmed by the bandit state of Israel,
and even unthinking persons are jolted by the ludicrous paradox that
the real Semites are vehemently “anti-Semitic.”

Even a cowed American could venture to insist on an honest
use of words, and ask people to say “anti-Jewish” when that was
what they meant, but even the most temerarious critic could not
go beyond such oblique hints. He was simply impaled on the two
horns of a dilemma. Even if he were willing to become a propagan-
dist and, like a radio announcer, try to say with conviction what
he did not believe, he could not echo the polemics of anti-Jewish
Christians without exciting the derision of the readers whom he
most needed to convince. But factual and objective criticism of
the Jews would automatically provoke the Christians to the most
violent antagonism.

VII

In the last quarter of the Nineteenth Century, conservatives who
hoped to free their nations from Jewish infiltration and stealthy
control, based their opposition on specifically Christian premises.
The most brilliant critic of the Jews, however, was Edouard Dru-
mont, who, in his masterly La France juive”, was able to take Catholic
Christianity for granted, avoid all doctrinal and Scriptural questions,
and take his position on the solid ground of French history, from the
Middle Ages to his own time, to draw up a damning and irrefragable
inventory of the baleful results of Jewish intrigues and influence.
So cogent was his work that the Jews were able to neutralize it only
by means of the Dreyfus affair™. But when Protestants, less saga-
cious and learned than Drumont and perhaps influenced by their
own tradition”, tried to oppose the Jews, they did not emulate his
discretionand so, abandoning the solid ground of racial realities®,
they jumped into the quagmire of Biblical quotations and theologi-
cal disputation. From that bog there is no escape.

Christians are committed to endorsement of the Jews' great

87



hoax about God's People, and particularly to the notion, thought-
fully inserted in the doctrine of the sect that prevailed in the Fifth
Century, that Yahweh, although he might spank the Jews a little for
killing his son, was certain to arrange everything for the eventual
“conversion” of the superior race to which he had for centuries
ruthlessly sacrificed all others®. And when Christians, who have
to believe some parts of their holy book, although I should suppose
that none of them now believes all of it, try to wriggle out of that
dilemma with theological twists about Satan etc, they merely sink
deeper into the morass. It would be an unpardonable waste of time
even to mention typical specimens of the innumerable (and often
almost unreadable) polemics in which contemporary Christians
explain how God'’s People became the Devil’s People. And 1 do not
have the heart to comment on the brave fellows who wade through
the mephitic swamps of the Talmuds, the Shulhan ‘Aruk, the Zohar,
and the like, to dredge up statements that, to be sure, are shockingly
immoral by our standards, but merely corroborate what is patent
in the Old Testament, which the laborious searchers resolutely
ignore. There seems to be an underlying assumption that the Jews
are deliberately perverse and evil, and it seems to occur to no one
that they cannot in their own minds regard as immoral or improper
conduct that violates our moral instincts and standards.

Here, too, we find the cultural phenomenon of the residue.
Many men who regard the Bible as mythology, nevertheless
regard the Jews as a uniquely gifted people who invented a par-
ticularly admirable religion. The real basis of this odd belief is, of
course, the respect and even nostalgia with which cultivated men
must regard the religion into which our people transmuted during
the Middle Ages the cult they had inherited from the dying Roman
Empire. It is impossible not to revere the faith that created our great
cathedrals, from Cologne to Salisbury, from St Peter’s to St Paul’s,
and a thousand churches, some of them in humble towns, that are
“prayers in stone” — the faith that glows in more than half of all
our great paintings, that soars heavenward in so much of our music,
that inspired some of our magnificent literature and is implicit in
almost all of the rest of it, including even the poetry of unbelievers.
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But with those wonderful creations of our culture — of what we
may, with Spengler, call the Faustian soul — the Jews have nothing
to do; they are so alien to it that they can regard it only with covert
or open contempt. But, nevertheless, they are credited with having
invented monotheism and a wonderful system of ethics.

The idea that monotheism is an improved form of religion is
highly debatable — a monotheism always founders on the impos-
sibility of constructing a logical theodicy"”> — but is irrelevant. In
its great age and even with many believers today Christianity
retained and retains its Zoroastrian basis, considering the world
as the battleground of a great struggle between good and evil, the
good championed by a good God, while evil is championed by an
anti-God (Ahriman or Satan); the two gods fight for men’s souls,
whence the Zoroastrian (and later Christian) idea of “conversion”,
a change of allegiance from one monarch to the other, and the ancil-
lary idea of the cquality of races, since, as in the significant story that
Zoroaster’s first convert was a Turanian (ie, a Turko-Mongolian was
spiritually transformed into an Aryan), the only important thing was
recruitment to the army of either good or evil. As for monotheism, a
reading of the Old Testament (except the very late apologue called
Job) suffices to show that the Jews were not monothcists, but instead
believed that they had made a bargain with a tribal god, Yahweh,
who would, when necessary, beat up the gods of other nations, and
who, in the much-touted Commandments, specifically recognizes
the existence of the other gods over whom Jews are to give him
precedence in their own rites. The jews did not become monotheists
until they saw the benefits they would derive from appropriating
the real monotheism of the Graeco-Roman Stoics.

The attribution of an ethical superiority to the Jews is even more
fantastic. The converse is true. The Graeco-Roman and Germanic
peoples thought of morality as inherent in the very nature of society,
since without established and accepted codes of conduct, peaceful
association and cooperation of individuals would be impossible.
And, as a matter of fact, Christianity, except in certain sexual relations
(to which it gave cardinal importance), added nothing to practi-
cal morality — to the prohibition of theft, murder, rape, adultery,
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perjury, fraud and the like — that had been commonplace in the
laws of all the Greek and Roman states, in the laws of the Germanic
tribes that invaded and dismembered the rotted Empire, in the laws
of ancient Egypt, and, indeed, in the laws of all organized societies
known to history. The conception of morality as a hecessary regula-
tion of intercourse between individuals (and therefore to be observed
by gods, as well as men, in their relations with one another) is not
perfect, but  fail to see any improvement in the Jewish conception of
practical morality as rules laid down by the caprice of a deity shortly
before he exposed his buttocks for the admiration and veneration
of Moses. In fact, the Judaic notion of morality as a body of rules,
including prohibition of theft etc among members of the tribe, cir-
cumcision, and intricate regulations about diet, physical functions,
and the like, imposed by their tribal deity as a condition on which
he was prepared to fight off other gods and help his Chosen People
plunder other tribes and seize their territory — all that seems to me
a distinct regression, when considered from the standpoint of our
own morality, which, of course, must not be thought of as binding
on other races.®

Now a rational consideration of the Jews — which would
require a volume, not a paragraph — would have to begin with a
candid recognition that, as the learned and candid Maurice Samuel
told us, there is an insuperable biological difference between their
race and ours. Neither can have the instincts of the other, and if one
emulates the outlook and standards of the other, that can be done
only by simulation, whatever the motive. Further, we must under-
stand that, in the absence of the Stoics’ animus mundi or a creator
who for some reason made most of his products inferior, no race
can be thought of as having a morality and instincts that are good
from any point of view but its own, while the corresponding qualities
of other races are intrinsically bad. The question that Blake asked
of the tiger when he admired its fearful symmetry, “Did He who
made the lamb make thee?” embarrasses theologians, but not biolo-
gists: the tiger’s morality is excellent by its own standards, though
deplorable by the lamb’s.

We must further understand that all races naturally regard them-
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selves as superior to all others. We think Congoids unintelligent, but
they feel only contempt for a race so stupid or craven that it fawns
on them, gives them votes, lavishly subsidizes them with its own
earnings, and even oppresses its own people to curry their favor.
We are a race as are the others. If we attribute to ourselves a supe-
riority, intellectual, moral, or other, in terms of our own standards,
we are simply indulging in a tautology. The only objective criterion
of superiority, among human races as among all other species, is
biological: the strong survive, the weak perish. The superior race
of mankind today is the one thal will emerge victorious — whether
by its technology or its fecundity — from the proximate struggle
for life on an overcrowded planet.

An objective discussion of the Jews would infuriate them — un-
derstandably and, from their point of view, righteously — because
it would threaten the bases of their power. It would also exasperate
those ammong us who hate them, because we should have to concede
to them some virtues that are superior by our own standards, first
of all, their absolute loyalty to their own race. It would be possible
to argue that no Jew, despite the intense antagonism between indi-
viduals and factions, has ever committed treason against his own
people, but we need not try to determine the putative motives of
such rare individuals as Raymond Martin, Pfefferkorn, and Samuel
Roth*. Those who can be suspected of betrayal are certainly rare,
and although Aryans like to talk about the greed and unscrupulous
rapacity of the Jews, they would do well to remember — and ponder
with shame — the fact that, so far as | know, there is no example of
a Jew who betrayed his race for a bribe or profit.

There are instances of racial loyalty that at first sight seem to us
unbelievable. Virtually all of the opulent and luxurious ghetto in
Frankfurt am Main was destroyed by fire in 1711, and the Jews be-
lieved that the conflagration had been caused in spite by a Kabbalist
named Cohen, who, to be sure, prudently fled to Prague. But there
seems to have been a singular lack of resentment against Cohen,
who was not hunted down and was permitted to attain eminence
among his fellow Kabbalists in Poland and the Ukraine. One
explanation of his odd immunity is that the Jews of Frankfurt, who
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even issued a quite handsome gold medal with an inscription that
described the devastating fire as having occurred with the permis-
sion of their god, resolved not to excite a scandal that would increase
suspicion of their race.

An even more singular example is the fact that Jews, including
those who resided in Germany during the Hitlerian regime, evince
no resentment or even disapproval of the intensive efforts of their
Zionists before 1939 to instigate pogroms in Germany as a means of
arousing among the goyim in Britain and the United States enthu-
siasm for a crusade against the Germans and for a repetition of the
Jews’ seizure of Palestine as described in the Old Testament™®. It is
true that the Zionists were unable to incite the Germans to a mas-
sacre of the Jews in Germany and thus had to devise the hoax about
the “six million” after the war they had induced by other means,
but their efforts to sacrifice a part of their own people, which seem
shocking to us, are evidently regarded by the Jews as proper and
justified by the strategic purpose. They apply, as they have done
throughout their long history, the one absolute standard: “Is it good
or bad for the Jewish people?*” We make foolish jokes about that
criterion, instead of recognizing a capacity for self-sacrifice that is
admirable by our own standards and is also a biological force that
assures the survival and promotes the dominion of the international
race on earth.

Aryans are also a small minority on this planet, but how many
members of our race seem to have even an inkling of that fact? We
may have to ponder that question for several minutes before we
think of Commodore Josiah Tattnall, who, in June 1859, exclaimed
“Blood is thicker than water”, and led the American squadron to
the assistance of the British gunboats that were hard pressed as
they tried to pass the forts at the mouth of the Pei-ho river. And if
we rack our memories, we may eventually extract ten or a dozen
more names from the past two centuries and all our nations. | see
no monument to Tattnall, and [ suspect that if the little punks that
are hatched out by the public boob-incubators heard of him, they
would spit on his memory. You will remember that not long ago,
when it was desired to keep Americans under the illusion that they

92



were “fighting Communism” in Vietnam, swarms of the disgusting
creatures were sent out to protest and demonstrate, and they howled
because darling Mongolians were being killed, but one never heard
from them a word of sympathy or compassion for the young men
of our race who were being butchered in that bloody fraud.

There are no monuments to Tattnall, but Americans have been
taught to venerate a particularly vicious homicidal maniac named
John Brown, who, after a long series of murders in Kansas, appointed
himself President of the United States and slipped into Virginia in
the hope that he could enjoy seeing white men, mutilated but alive,
hanging by their heels from trees while their intestines were pulled
out of their bodies and torches were used to ignite their hair, and he
yearned to see white women blinded and herded together in pig-
pens, but kept alive for the amusement of black beasts*”. And those
facts were, of course, well known to the liars, chiefly of degenerate
Puritan stock, who started the canonization of Brown and publicly
compared him o Jesus Christ as they labored to arouse enthusiasm
for an invasion of the more civilized states in the southern half of
the nation — enthusiasm for the war that they greatly enjoyed, to
say nothing of its aftermath, when they so richly appeased their
sadistic lusts with the suffering they inflicted on the conquered
white population. That, it scems, is the “idealism” Americans love.
And there is no need to multiply the many examples from the recent
past. Today, you can watch “educators” gloat as white children are
hauled around in buses so that they can be spat on, robbed, beaten,
and raped by savages. And you can see our clergymen lick their lips
in joyous anticipation of the time when the white men and women,
of Rhodesia will be pauperized, virtually enslaved, and eventually
butchered.

This spectacle of insane racial hatred — hatred of our own race
by some of its members — does not perturb our people. They all
willingly subsidize it through their taxes and many contribute
further subsidies through their churches, and, so far as we can tell,
not one in a thousand Americans (or Englishmen or Swedes et al)
feels even a momentary qualm, to say nothing of uttering (or even
muttering) one word of protest.
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The cause of this psychopathic state of sadism blended with
masochism is not quite certain. Our minds may have been rotted
by centuries of Christian and “Liberal” superstitions about “love of
all mankind” and morbid preoccupation with whatever is lowly,
inferior, proletarian, diseased, deformed, and degenerate. Or it may
represent a biological degeneracy, a progressive atrophy of the
vital instincts, for which there can be no remedy®.

Let us assume, however, that we have been brought to this
suicidal mania by the cunning of the Jews, who are unmistakably
using other devices to afflict and destroy us. Thal, to be sure, is very
wicked by our standards, but (as we must recognize, if we are to be
rational) not by theirs.

For a long time our people in North America thought that the
American Indians were children of Satan, diabolically evil creatures,
because they scalped their victims, fought by skulking behind
trees, treacherously murdered defenceless women, children, and
other non-combatants in our settlements™, and were guilty of many
other “crimes against humanity”. Eventually, however, we realized
that they were not inspired by Satan, were not innately evil, and
also realized that they could not be transformed into white men by
telling them our favorite myths and sprinkling them with, or dous-
ing them in, magic water. They were a biologically different race,
so different from ours that no real comity was possible, and they
fought by methods that seemed entirely right and proper according
to their own standards, using, indeed, the only weapons with which
they could defend the land that we wanted to take from them — the
land to which we had a right by our own standards and our race’s
need for new territory*. And we proved our right — that we were
the superior race by the only criteria that have real meaning.

The Jews’ major weapons are, and always have been, cunning
and deceit — except in rare situations, they have no other. Their use
of these weapons is justified by their own standards, their sublime
confidence in their immecasurable intellectual and moral superiority
to all other races. And without cunning and deceit they could not
survive. They are a tiny minority — much smaller than the Aryans
— on this planet, and they are the only human race that is by nature
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parasitic on other races, just as we are parasitic on cattle, sheep,
horses, and other animals that we use for food or enslave. So far
as the historical evidence goes, the Jews never had a “homeland”
— only a kind of capital they established after they dispossessed
the inhabitants of part of Palestine, probably, as they admit in mo-
ments of candor, by fraud and deceit, although their legends speak
of military aggression and conquest”.

When Jews first appear in history, they are an international race
with colonies in many lands. (The tale about a Diaspora after the
siege of Jerusalem in AD 69 is, of course, just another hoax.) They
always maintained a very large colony in Babylon, which they
betrayed to Cyrus and the Persians in 538 BC, just as, much later,
they habitually betrayed the Graeco-Roman cities of Asia Minor to
the Parthians. During the Graeco-Roman period, in fact, Babylon
was their real capital, the scat of their Nasi, the Chief Executive of
their international nation. In oracles that they forged near the begin-
ning of the second century BC under the name of an early Greek
prophetess, the Jews boast that all the lands and seas of the earth
are full of them. In the first century BC, Strabo, one of the foremost
geographers of antiquity, stated that it was almost impossible to
find an inhabited place on earth into which the Jewish race had not
penetrated and acquired an effective conftrol over the natives. And at that
time, although Strabo probably did not know it, they were already
in China, where they have today an influential but unnumbered
colony”. In the first century of the present era, Josephus repeatedly
boasts that there is no people anywhere on the globe who do not
have a segment of the Jewish race lodged among them. Other Jew-
ish writers agree, of course™.

[t would probably be no exaggeration to say that ever since
some indeterminably early date no people on earth has become
prosperous enough to have property worth taking without hav-
ing Jews appear to get some of it. And the Jews, always whining
about persecution and using their own religion to enlist sympathy
and conceal their real but clandestine power, have survived and
flourished, outlasting all their victims™. And this they have been
able to do only through their phenomenal ability — their genius
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— for deceiving the peoples on whom they feed and whom they
eventually destroy.

Now all this is reprehensible and wicked by our standards, not
by theirs. Their right to our property is exactly like our right to the
Indians’ land: a certainty of their own superiority. And they are
using their only weapons as we used ours. And although you may
disapprove of the weapons (and what do you suppose the Indians
thought of firearms?), if they batten on us and destroy us, as they
have so many nations, they will have proved that they are biologi-
cally superior.

The Jews are a unique race. They began, so far as we know, with
a belief that they had made a bargain with a god who was stronger
than some or many other gods, and when they learned that there
were goyim who were monotheists, they probably began to claim
their tribal god as the one universal god for propaganda purposes,
but they soon, | think, convinced themselves. It paid.

The Jews are a unique race, and the secret of their strength is
disclosed in all their writings. As Maurice Samuel phrases it con-
cisely, religious Jews always conceived God as a Big Jew™. And Jews
who are atheists nevertheless have a god in whom they have an
ardent, unshakable, and instinctive faith: the Jewish People — the
Master Race whose vast superiority has been demonstrated by its
survival®. This is no figure of speech: it is a psychological fact. As
Samuel says, “The feeling in the jew, even in a free-thinking Jew
like myself, is that to be one with his people is to be thereby admitted
to the power of enjoying te infinite” . You may be, as | am, unable to
comprehend such a feeling, but do not be so foolish as to ignore it
or to underestimate its power in history and the world today.

I have written these few pages, not to examine the Jewish
problem, but only to show why it was not feasible in 1955 — and
may not be feasible today — to discuss the Jews in political writ-
ings that are intended to be factual and rational, as distinct from
anti-Jewish propaganda.

On the one hand, one could not — and cannot — appeal
directly and cogently to a scholarly and scientific audience in terms
of books that are yet unwritten. The data are available but scattered
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in hundreds of sources in different fields of knowledge, and in an
age of ever increasing specialization in minutely divided areas of
research, historical, linguistic, and biological, few men are likely to
have encountered more than a small number of seemingly random
data in their own work, and many will have noticed none atall. For
sixteen centuries the minds of our race have been injected with the
idea that veneration of the Jews is the beginning of wisdom, and
even the perpetual whining about “persecution” has been accepted
as evidence of some moral superiority. Even in anthropology, the
very concept of an international race that exhibits the physical
characteristics of many different races is as novel as was Lavoisier’s
idea about oxygen in his day, and requires as careful demonstration.
In genetics, the little that is certain indicates the need for intensive
research that is now, for all practical purposes, forbidden™, In short
one would have to begin with a treatise that brings together the
data now scattered in many and diverse sources and examine each
datum critically and without prejudice — a study at once histori-
cal and biological, and written with the cold objectivity of the vue
de Sirius. Such a work would require more pages than Gibbon’s
Decline and Fall and more years than he spent on his masterpiece.
And, incidentally, if the treatise were written, who would brave the
Jewish Terror to publish an expensive and unpopular work? Occult
but irresistible powers would assure his financial ruin, with assas-
sination a possibility, if he did not cringe promptly™.

On the other hand, one could not discuss the Jews rationally
without infuriating the Christians. A factual consideration of the
Jewish problem must begin with rejection of the greatest and most
pernicious of all their hoaxes, the Self-Chosen People’s impudent
claim to have been chosen by God to inherit the earth. But although
the Christians have tacitly jettisoned many articles of their faith™,
they cling desperately to the central theme of their mythology, the
unique holiness of the Jews. That they will not abandon. Nominal
Christians want no further impairment of a religion they believe
socially necessary. Believing Christians, retaining the faith that was
developed during the Middle Ages, now hold to what is really a
mysticism, and if they read their Holy Writ, they do so in the light
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of preconceptions so strong that they, like Ophelia’s friends, botch
the words up to fit their own thoughts. The facts of history, if not
denied with feminine outcries, are stored in a drawer that is tightly
closed before the drawer of faith is opened. And the two groups
include many of the most amiable, honest, and estimable Aryans
to be found in this hapless nation'*'.

In 1955, the only feasible thing to do, for a man who was de-
termined to be a critic, not a propagandist, was “to concenlrate on
the “Liberals” and Bolsheviks, and, at most, 