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Spielberg & the holocaust

Without the wisdom of Irmin Vinson on
the subject of the Holocaust (see e.g., here
and here) no nationalist will ever reach
intellectual maturity. “Spielberg & the
eleven million” is only the latest of his
articles at Counter-Currents:

“The Holocaust has increasingly become, for the democratic
world at least, a symbol of all the other Genocides, for racism,
anti-Semitism, hatred of foreigners, ethnic cleansing, and mass
destruction of humans by humans generally. The reason for this
is, possibly, that a vague realization is taking hold of people that
the Holocaust, the planned total annihilation of the Jewish
people at the hands of the Nazi regime, is both a Genocide like
other Genocides, and also an unprecedented event in human
history, which should serve as a warning to all of us.” — Prof.
Yehuda Bauer, Yad Vashem

In an episode of Steven Spielberg’s miniseries Band of Brothers
(2001) American soldiers, the men of Easy Company, stumble
upon a German concentration camp, a satellite of Dachau, where
to their horror they discover hundreds of emaciated Jews, along
with about an equal number of Jewish corpses. It is the spring of
1945 and we are — or so Spielberg would have us believe — in the
midst of an extermination facility, one part of the vast
industrialized machinery of mass murder designed to effect the
nazi Final Solution, the physical extermination of the Jewish
people. All of the inmates in the camp are thus Jews, identified by
the yellow stars stitched into their striped camp uniforms, and
they identify themselves as Jews to the startled liberators.

That was Spielberg’s first inaccuracy, which we shall call
Falsehood #1. Most of the inmates at Dachau and Buchenwald,
about eighty percent, were non-Jews. When we look at
photographs of liberated German concentration camps, we now
think that all of the “survivors” we see are Jews. But that, as a
matter of uncontested fact, is untrue. In 1945 American media
coverage of the liberation of the camps on German soil rarely
spoke of Jews, for the simple reason that Jews were a minority
among their various inmates. The Americans who liberated the
camps did not “confront the (Jewish) Holocaust,” as Spielberg’s
Band of Brothers wants us to assume. They instead discovered, as
a contemporary British documentary put it, “men of every
European nationality, including … Germans.”

Falsehood #1 — the ejection of Gentiles from Dachau and their
replacement with Jews — generates a problem for Spielberg. If all
of the inmates in the concentration camp presented in Band of
Brothers are Jews, and if Hitler wanted to exterminate all Jews,
then why are the inmates still alive? That is also, of course, the
monumental problem that the Jewish Holocaust has always faced.
Why did the Germans fail to kill all the Jews under their control?
Why did they bother to evacuate Jewish internees from the East?
Why is Elie Wiesel, evacuated in 1945 from Auschwitz in Poland to
Buchenwald in Germany, still alive? Why was Anne Frank not
gassed at Auschwitz? Why was she instead relocated to Bergen-
Belsen, where she tragically succumbed to typhus?

By falsely making all of his camp’s inmates Jews, Spielberg faces
the same problem, and he invents a solution — Falsehood #2. The
camp guards, a Jewish survivor tells Spielberg’s American
liberators, desperately shot as many of the inmates as they could,
knowing that the imminent arrival of Allied liberators would end
their genocidal mission. Then they ran out of ammunition. So they
fled, no doubt disappointed at their failure to implement fully
their part of the Final Solution to the Jewish Question. They had
killed as many Jews as they were able to kill, but not as many Jews
as they had wanted to kill (i.e. all of them, every single person in
the camp). The emaciated Jews we see on the screen are still alive
because the nazi killers fortuitously ran out of bullets.
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Even for most
mainstream Holocaust scholarship, the presence of survivors at
Dachau poses no insurmountable problem, since the bulk of the
inmates interned there were not Jewish. We should keep that
significant yet often overlooked fact in mind: In 1945 none of the
American liberators of German concentration camps believed that
they had uncovered the physical machinery of a plan to murder all
Jews, because the majority by far of the inmates they liberated
were Gentiles.

A mainstream historian today can account for living men and
women in Dachau even if he accepts the proposition that NS
Germany planned the extermination of all Jews. A revisionist
historian, who denies that NS Germany planned the extermination
of all Jews, can also (and much more plausibly) account for Jewish
survivors in the German camps: Hitler did not attempt to murder
every Jew on the face of the planet, and the survival of the twenty
percent of the inmates at Dachau and Buchenwald who were
indeed Jewish proves it. If Hitler had wanted them dead, and if
exterminating Jews was the central motive of his political career,
they all would have been killed long before the Allies arrived. The
Jewish survivors in the various camps therefore prove the
revisionist thesis.

Falsehood #1, which amounts to the judaizing of Dachau, is
necessary for Spielberg, because it preserves the concentration
camp as distinctively Jewish symbolic territory. Spielberg, who
rediscovered his Jewishness after studying the Holocaust, has no
intention of commemorating German crimes by depicting non-
Jews as the majority of the victims. He wants to retain the
potently Jewish symbolism of a concentration camp, established
in public consciousness by hundreds of Holocaust films and
Holocaust memorials, and he is willing to ignore factual history to
achieve his political aims. Falsehood #2 — the claim that Germans
tried to exterminate Dachau’s inmates — is also necessary for
Spielberg, because without it the death camp presented on our
television screens would be reduced to an internment camp or
even to a mere prison, ceasing to appear as a site for genocide. A
nazi concentration camp not dedicated to genocidal mass killing
would be a contradiction in terms.

We are thus prepared for Falsehood #3, which is the ideological
culmination of the others. A final notice, which brings this episode
of Band of Brothers to its conclusion, reads: “During the following
months, Allied Forces discovered numerous POW, concentration,
and death camps. These camps were part of the Nazi attempt to
effect the ‘Final Solution’ to the ‘Jewish Question’. Between 1942
and 1945 five million ethnic minorities and six million Jews were
murdered — many of them in the camps.”

Falsehood #3 — the “five million ethnic minorities” — is more
complex than its two predecessors and requires a longer
explanation.

In popular memory the Holocaust is the extermination of Six
Million Jews. Any man on the street asked to put a numerical
figure to the Holocaust’s victims will have a simple answer: Six
Million. Yet at a more official level the Holocaust is really the
extermination of Eleven Million: Six Million Jews plus five million
“others,” even though those “others” are generally absent from the
Holocaust’s public representations.

Many Holocaust museums, including the US Holocaust Memorial
Museum (USHMM) in Washington, are officially dedicated to the
Eleven Million. Unsurprisingly the Jews running the USHMM
have blithely ignored an explicit mandate to that effect, secure in
the knowledge that no politician would dare complain that the
Museum is too Jewish and should diversify itself by sharing
almost half its space with five million dead Gentiles. In theory,
however, about half of the Holocaust is non-Jewish, and if the
Holocaust were an affirmative-action employer, about half of all
the Holocaust films and Holocaust museums and Holocaust
educational programs would be devoted to non-Jews.

In Band of Brothers Spielberg elects, as an act of multicultural
inclusion, to present the Holocaust as the extermination of the
Eleven Million, not simply of the Six Million, because he wants to
construct Dachau as an unmistakable embodiment of “racism.” He
wants us to believe that Germans murdered, in camps like Dachau
and elsewhere, Six Million Jews and five million other minorities
as part of their deranged racial vision of the world, which required
the physical extermination of various non-optimal racial types, not
only Jews.

The liberation episode in Band of Brothers is thus appropriately
entitled “Why We Fight,” indicating that the Americans who
liberated the camps belatedly discovered an “anti-racist”
justification for World War II in their horrific “confrontation with
the Holocaust.” A White American in 1940 might not have known
what “racism” could lead to — he might even have been a “racist”
himself — but after he saw “racism” concretized in the camps in
1945, he knew what he had been unwittingly fighting to prevent.
That, at any rate, is the lesson Spielberg hopes we will learn.

This formally inclusive anti-racism also provides an official
rationale for the presence of the USHMM on the Mall in
Washington, at the symbolic heart of American nationhood: “This
museum belongs at the center of American life because America,
as a democratic civilization, is the enemy of racism and its
ultimate expression, genocide.” The Eleven Million are a more
ecumenical and democratic statement of anti-racism than the Six
Million, and they imply that not only Jews have a stake in the
institutionalized commemoration of Jewish deaths.

The five million others are always dispensable, but they are,
despite their virtual absence from public view, structurally useful
to the Holocaust when it provides anti-racist lessons to multiracial
America, because they prove that Holocaust commemoration is
not simply a self-serving warning against the evils of anti-
Semitism. If you think of yourself as a racial or an ethnic minority,
then you too are included in the Holocaust, even though you may
find yourself relegated to a few footnotes or (as in this case) to a
single line at the conclusion of a television program that has
otherwise deliberately excluded you.

Spielberg could have accomplished his educational objective by
eliminating Falsehood #1 while retaining Falsehood #2. In other
words, he could have visibly embodied the Eleven Million in a
throng of emaciated European “ethnic minorities” milling about
the camp awaiting liberation, with a few Jews wearing yellow stars
sprinkled among them.  Falsehood #2 could have been spoken by
(say) a Pole or a Serb, a non-Jewish minority, a member of one of
the ethnic groups whose victims (allegedly) comprise the five
million.

Although Polish Holocaust survivors in speaking roles are likely
too WASPish for the purposes of contemporary anti-racism, and
although Jews hate Poles even more than they hate Germans,
their visible presence would be a reasonable concession to the
historical fact that most of the inmates at Dachau were Gentiles,
many of them Poles and Catholics.

Band of Brothers would have remained, even with this gesture to
multiethnic inclusion, an ideologically driven fiction, still falsely
presenting Dachau as a place where Germans warehoused
minorities whom they planned (when time and available
ammunition permitted) to murder; yet it would have been spared
the burden of one theoretically unnecessary lie, the lie that
Dachau was filled with Jews.

Spielberg is not, however, interested in anti-racism alone, so the
lie was politically imperative. He, like most Holocaust promoters,
has little interest in generic anti-racism. He prefers a special kind
of anti-racism, a Judeocentric anti-racism wherein his Jewish
minority can stand for other minorities, whose literal presence
then becomes optional. The Holocaust can be reduced to the Six
Million in most public presentations, or enlarged (for the sake of
multicultural inclusion) into the Eleven Million whenever Jews
think it expedient.

Jews have successfully figured Jewish Holocaust survivors and
Jewish Holocaust deaths into synecdoches for the results of
“racism,” one part standing for the rest, so that other victims
become semantically superfluous and need not be exhibited. It is a
politically valuable symbolic structure that no activist Jew would
willingly endanger, and hordes of White Holocaust survivors in a
didactic version of Dachau are thus unthinkable.

This flexible structure has important practical consequences. A
student being indoctrinated into the truths of multiracialism can
learn his anti-racist lessons while contemplating only the Six
Million, which is the normal educational practice in most
Holocaust museums. “Because of its Jewish specificity,” Yad
Vashem’s Avner Shalev argues, “[the Holocaust] should serve as a
model in the global fight against the dangers of racism, anti-
Semitism, ethnic hatred and genocide.” Jewish specificity is
somehow equivalent to human universality, so through the
symbolic magic of the Holocaust we can commemorate crimes
against any given minority by commemorating German crimes
against Jews.

If a Euro-American wants to rid himself of “racism” and learn
tolerance for Blacks, he need only study German atrocities against
Jehovah’s Chosen People, whose victims during the Holocaust
serve, in the words of philosopher Paul Ricoeur, as “delegates to
our memory of all the victims of history.” As the result of a process
purportedly involving nothing extrinsic to the events of the
Holocaust, nothing so vulgar as Jewish media power, Jewish
Holocaust victims have come to signify all other racial victims
from time immemorial down to the present.

Spielberg therefore presents the Eleven Million while dispensing
with all visible evidence of any victims other than Jewish victims,
a prerogative that the Holocaust entitles him to exercise. Indeed
he gains the best of both worlds: He explicitly states the Eleven
Million, signaling multicultural inclusion, while eradicating all
Gentile camp inmates from the screen. His wildly unhistorical
version of Dachau is an exact duplication of the ideological
structure of an anti-racist Holocaust museum: Jewish victims
stand for all other victims.

Yet in fact — and here we enter into the strange complexity of the
Eleven Million — Spielberg’s multicultural deference to the five
million others, Falsehood #3, is more historically inaccurate than
his racial devotion to the Six Million Jews. For the Eleven Million
are bogus, pure fantasy. If the five million others who form the
Holocaust’s Gentile Auxiliary include all Allied civilians who died
during the course of the war, the figure is far too low; if it means
(as Spielberg intends) targeted ethnic minorities who perished in
German concentration camps, it is far too high. (See Peter Novick,
The Holocaust in American Life [Boston: Houghton Mifflin,
1999], 215–216.)

Although revisionists seek to reduce the Six Million to some
smaller number, it remains a genuine result of mainstream
scholarship, whether it is true or not. No revisionist, furthermore,
denies that millions of Jews were killed by Germans or died in
German concentration camps. The five million, on the other hand,
are completely fictional and no Holocaust scholarship could ever
account for their official recognition as co-victims with the Six.
They were conjured up, on the basis of political expediency alone,
by nazi-hunter Simon Wiesenthal in order to provide an emotional
reason for non-Jews to commemorate the Holocaust, while
retaining preeminent Jewish victimhood.

Five million dead Gentiles are simply one million victims fewer
than Six Million dead Jews, and that elementary arithmetic is
literally the source of the Eleven Million victims that the
Holocaust is officially supposed to commemorate, an obligation
honored more in the breach than the observance. So by paying
occasional lip service to the five million, Jews are falsifying
history; by regularly ignoring them, they are unintentionally
respecting the historical record.

Since most Americans have probably never heard of the five
million, who constitute only a small part of the Holocaust’s public
mythology, we should not exaggerate their political significance. It
is, however, worth noting the symbolic instability of this five
million. Insofar as the five million are Gentiles they are us, our
stake in the Jewish Holocaust, invented as a motive for our
commemoration; insofar as they are “ethnic minorities” they are
Other, not us, essentially surrogates for rainbow-coalition
minorities, who can thereby be transported back into wartime
history to teach anti-racist lessons.

In the five million we are supposed not only to see ourselves but
also to see the potential victims our of “racism,” our reason for
avoiding nazi-like racial self-assertion. A nonracialized
interpretation of the five million would be useless for Holocaust
lessons in racial tolerance; a five million comprised of powerless
“ethnic minorities” provides an appropriate supplement to
Judeocentric anti-racism.

Tens of millions of European deaths occurred in World War II,
together with an incalculable number of casualties. Through
Holocaust arithmetic they have all dwindled into one million less
than Six Million, reduced to a symbolically ambiguous cohort of
token Gentiles that Jews rarely even deign to exploit.

____________

See endnotes at the original article in Counter-Currents.
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The Bell Curve
The totalitarian system of political correctness in which we live
has hidden from us the main reason why has crime grown so
much in Mexico.

When Richard Herrnstein and Charles Murray, authors of The Bell
Curve, published their study, with chapter 13 discussing the
differences of intelligence quotient (IQ) between the various races,
I was in Houston. Like thousands of other naïve westerners I
swallowed the media claim that the science behind Herrnstein and
Murray’s book was not solid. No, I didn’t read the book, even
though by 1996 a Houstonian friend used to recommend it: the
politically correct book-review at Scientific American had already
brainwashed me.

Today, fifteen years after I believed the silly book-review of The
Bell Curve that prevented me from reading it, I listened the
YouTube clips on the actual content of the book, of which I will
insert # 3, presently featured at The Occidental Observer:

[Note of February 21, 2014: the Thought Police has removed

this instructive video from YouTube]

The information in clips #3 and #8 has been extended more
recently by other authors who have written on the “Color of
Crime,” or how people with lowest IQs are more prone to violence.

I do not agree with everything of the spoken introduction to The
Bell Curve. In clips #6 and # 8 for example individualism is
presented as the cornerstone upon which American culture must
be built, and the book promotes a return to the egalitarian values
of the founders of the United States as to how to stratify society.

However, even though if compared with white nationalists
Herrnstein and Murray seem too cautious and even shy, their
book has the merit of having brought a science spanning more
than a century to the public eye. And if something can be inferred
from IQ studies is that the explosion of crime at both sides of the
Río Grande has to do with the type of people that the system has
helped to breed geometrically: some blacks to the north and
especially the slightly “mestized” Indians at the south.

Anyone willing to understand the crime rates in Mexico in recent
decades, with all those ghastly beheadings and kidnappings, an
unheard of phenomenon when I was a child, should become
familiar with IQ studies. It is obvious that the calamity that many
of us have suffered here down the South—I have been kidnapped
twice in Mexico City—could have been avoided with a reverse
social engineering policy of the very trendy currents of today.
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Excerpts of “The world in flames”
Recently at Counter-Currents I read Francis Parker Yockey’s “The
world in flames”, published at the height of the Cold War, in 1961:
eight months after this dense, brilliant intellectual was liquidated
in what was probably a planned prison murder by the United
States. No ellipsis added between unquoted paragraphs:

Francis Parker Yockey

1917 – 1960

A brief comparison is in
order with the situation of
1946. In that year, America-
Jewry controlled, in a
political if not military, sense
the entire Western
Hemisphere. Since then, this

preponderance of power vis-à-vis Russia has dwindled to a point
where the Washington regime at this moment has no
preponderance of power vis-à-vis Russia, but stands in an inferior
power-position. The basic reason for the diminution of power is
spiritual-organic. Power will never stay in the hands of him who
does not want power and has no plan for its use. The more
superficial and direct reason for the diminution of power was
political incapacity on the part of the Zionists, or Washington
regime as it is here interchangeably called.

A person who believes that the seizing of the apparatus of power—
government, army, police, press, education—guarantees the
continuance of power is a political non-entity. Yet the whole
Washington regime believes this. In philosophy they are
materialists and thus cannot ever understand that visible facts are
only the manifestation of invisible spiritual movements.

To the extent that a people is materialistic in its religion and
philosophy, it is non-revolutionary, but the Russians are
completely non-materialistic, being completely dominated by
feelings, and acting always from their feelings. Thus it was that the
Russians, even without disturbing the Bolshevik governmental
structure or ideology, effected a complete revolution and deprived
the Jewish leadership of all power. The Jew in contemporary
Russia is allowed to be a Jew, if he is first and foremost a Russian.
In other words he is not allowed to be a Jew, and is being
exterminated without physical violence.

In a spiritual sense, of course, the Washington regime are traitors
to the United States and its people, but they have so defined the
relationships that those who are loyal to the United States in a
spiritual and political sense are regarded as traitors in a legal
sense.

The Jewish-American entity is Jewish as respects its head,
American as respects its body.

In view of the complete lack of spirituality, intellect, political
awareness, and moral courage in the American population, the
possibility of an American revolt against Jewish domination has
been entirely omitted. Such a thing is only a possibility after
America-Jewry suffers a thorough military defeat, and even then
only if it is followed by large-scale economic disasters.

The American cinema is not anti-Russian, regardless of
preparations for the Third World War. Compare this with the
preparations for the Second World War, when this same cinema
created many thousands of hate-Germany films, which it is still
turning out.

When the Germans in Russia make some new technical advance,
Eisenhower congratulates the Moscow regime. Roosevelt never
congratulated Hitler on such occasions. The Russian flag is flown
in the United States on all festive, “international” occasions. Never
did the German flag appear, nor does it today. The fundamental
ineradicable Jewish hatred of Germany appears in the fact that
even the Germany they control directly is not permitted to sit
among the United Nations, on a par with the other puppets.

But after this phase, the issue of victory remains undecided. The
Jewish-American regime will not surrender, since the very
existence of Jewry is at stake, and the whole United States and its
population is there to secure the existence of Jewry.

What is the effect of Jewish-American bombardment of Russian
cities? And what is the effect vice versa? The Russian is a peasant,
whether or not he tills the soil. He is not city-oriented, even when
he lives in the city. When the city is destroyed, little is destroyed,
so he feels. The American, and a fortiori the Jew, is a
megalopolitan, whether or not he lives in Megalopolis. When the
city is destroyed, all is destroyed, so he feels. He who reads may
draw his own conclusion at this point.

If this happens, an interesting new possibility opens up. In
November 1918 Germany surrendered to the English-led coalition,
consisting of England, France, Italy, Japan, China, India, Portugal,
USA, etc. But after the surrender, England continued the
blockade, a war-measure after the war. Since the war was over,
this could not be called a means of destroying the enemy’s armed
forces. It was solely a means of killing civilians, and in this
blockade, continued until July 1919, a million people died of
starvation in Germany. That which the Jewish-American-English-
French forces did in Germany after the Second World War;
destruction of industrial plants, and irrational plundering of
natural resources in order to destroy them, could be equally well
done by Russia after the Third World War: further destruction of
cities, perhaps occupation (large armies might no longer be
necessary) to destroy industry systematically, on the pattern used
by American-Jewish forces in Europe 1945–1950. If there were no
occupation, the forest areas could be destroyed by systematic
bombardment, converting most of the North American Continent
into desert. Speaking thus of political victory, it is clear that
America-Jewry—under the conditions of 1960—must lose, and
Russia must win.

It was not Russian cleverness which drove out Chiang from China,
but the Jewish-American agent Marshall. Russia did not
neutralize India—The Anglo-American troops there were
withdrawn by order from Washington. Russia did not occupy
Eastern Germany—America-Jewry gave it to Russia. Russian
“successes”—except for its German-made rockets—are all the gift
of the Washington regime. Jewish-American political stupidity is
invincible. But the power-gifts which the Washington regime has
made to Russia are not explicable entirely by simple stupidity,
simple incapacity. There is the further factor at work that the
Zionist Washington regime is on both sides of most power-
questions in the world. Its sole firm stand is its fundamental anti-
German position: Germany must be destroyed, its young men
must be slaughtered.

[The Jewish-American entity] occupied Lebanon, then evacuated.
It held back Chiang when from his island, he would have attacked
China with whom the Washington regime was then at war. In
Cuba it forbade exportation of arms to the loyal Batista and thus
helped Fidel Castro; now it is committed to the overthrow of
Castro.

It is a psychological riddle, decipherable only thus: the Zionists
have two minds, which function independently. As Zionists, they
are committed to the destruction of the Western Civilization, and
in this they sympathize with Russia, with China, with Japan, with
the Arabs, and as such they anathematize Germany, which is the
mind and heart of the Western Civilization. As custodians of the
United States, they must half-heartedly remain at least the
technical and political domination of that Civilization even while
destroying its soul and its meaning. In a word, they are working
simultaneously for and against the Western Civilization. Quite
obviously they are thus doing more damage than conferring
benefit! If a commander of a fortress sympathizes with the enemy,
but yet insists in defending the fortress rather than surrendering
it, he has surely found the highest formula of destruction. Thus
the newspaper tag of “East versus West” is meaningless. It is East
versus East, with the West supplying the lives and treasure for
destruction.

If Russia represents the Principle of Stupidity, then Zionism
represents the Principle of Malice. Of course neither of the two is
without the leading characteristic of the other, but stupidity reigns
in Moscow, and Malice in Washington.
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Sexual utopia in power
Roger Devlin’s series of incredibly insightful articles on the feminist
problem and how to solve it merit a book and I look forward to seeing it in
the bookstores. (Below, one of these articles, “Sexual Utopia in Power,”
originally published in 2006.)

Remember that in a previous incarnation of this blog the masthead of WDH
used to be: “Both Nordic and Mediterranean whites are a threatened
species… The etiology of the catastrophe: Our entire civilization is under the
grip of a Judeo-liberal ideology, the belief that non-discrimination on race
and gender is the highest value of society” (emphasis added).

It is well known to
readers of this
journal that white
birthrates worldwide
have suffered a
catastrophic decline
in recent decades.
During this same

period, ours has become assuredly the most sex-obsessed society
in the history of the world. Two such massive, concurrent trends
are hardly likely to be unrelated. Many well-meaning
conservatives agree in deploring the present situation, but do not
agree in describing that situation or how it arose. Correct
diagnosis is the first precondition for effective strategy.

The well-worn phrase “sexual revolution” ought, I believe, to be
taken with more than customary seriousness. Like the French
Revolution, the paradigmatic political revolution of modern times,
it was an attempt to realize a utopia, but a sexual rather than
political utopia. And like the French Revolution, it has gone
through three phases: first, a libertarian or anarchic phase in
which the utopia was supposed to occur spontaneously once old
ways had been swept aside; second, a reign of terror, in which one
faction seized power and attempted to realize its schemes
dictatorially; and third, a “reaction” in which human nature
gradually reasserted itself. We shall follow this order in the
present essay.

Two Utopias

Let us consider what a sexual utopia is, and let us begin with men,
who are in every respect simpler.

Nature has played a trick on men: production of spermatozoa
occurs at a rate several orders of magnitude greater than female
ovulation (about 12 million per hour vs. 400 per lifetime). This is a
natural, not a moral, fact. Among the lower animals also, the male
is grossly oversupplied with something for which the female has
only a limited demand. This means that the female has far greater
control over mating. The universal law of nature is that males
display and females choose. Male peacocks spread their tales,
females choose. Male rams butt horns, females choose. Among
humans, boys try to impress girls—and the girls choose. Nature
dictates that in the mating dance, the male must wait to be chosen.

A man’s sexual utopia is, accordingly, a world in which no such
limit to female demand for him exists. It is not necessary to resort
to pornography for examples. Consider only popular movies
aimed at a male audience, such as the James Bond series. Women
simply cannot resist James Bond. He does not have to propose
marriage, or even request dates. He simply walks into the room
and they swoon. The entertainment industry turns out endless
images such as this. Why, the male viewer eventually may ask,
cannot life actually be so? To some, it is tempting to put the blame
on the institution of marriage.

Marriage, after all, seems to restrict sex rather drastically. Certain
men figure that if sex were permitted both inside and outside of
marriage there would have to be twice as much sex as formerly.
They imagined there existed a large, untapped reservoir of female
desire hitherto repressed by monogamy. To release it, they sought,
during the early postwar period, to replace the seventh
commandment with an endorsement of all sexual activity between
“consenting adults.” Every man could have a harem. Sexual
behavior in general, and not merely family life, was henceforward
to be regarded as a private matter. Traditionalists who disagreed
were said to want to “put a policeman in every bedroom.” This was
the age of the Kinsey Reports and the first appearance of Playboy
magazine. Idle male daydreams had become a social movement.

This characteristically male sexual utopianism of the early postwar
years was a forerunner of the sexual revolution but not the
revolution itself. Men are incapable of bringing about
revolutionary changes in heterosexual relations without the
cooperation—the famed “consent”—of women. But the original
male would-be revolutionaries did not understand the nature of
the female sex instinct. That is why things have not gone
according to their plan.

What is the special character of feminine sexual desire that
distinguishes it from that of men?

It is sometimes said that men are polygamous and women
monogamous. Such a belief is often implicit in the writings of
“conservative” male commentators: Women only want good
husbands, but heartless men use and abandon them. Some
evidence does appear, prima facie, to support such a view. One
1994 survey found that “while men projected they would ideally
like 6 sex partners over the next year, and 8 over the next two
years, women responded that their ideal would be to have only
one partner over the next year. And over two years? The answer,
for women, was still one.” Is this not evidence that women are
naturally monogamous?

No, it is not. Women know their own sexual urges are unruly, but
traditionally have had enough sense to keep quiet about it. A
husband’s belief that his wife is naturally monogamous makes for
his own peace of mind. It is not to a wife’s advantage, either, that
her husband understand her too well: Knowledge is power. In
short, we have here a kind of Platonic “noble lie”—a belief which is
salutary, although false.

It would be more accurate to say that the female sexual instinct is
hypergamous. Men may have a tendency to seek sexual variety,
but women have simple tastes in the manner of Oscar Wilde: They
are always satisfied with the best. By definition, only one man can
be the best. These different male and female “sexual orientations”
are clearly seen among the lower primates, e.g., in a baboon pack.
Females compete to mate at the top, males to get to the top.

Women, in fact, have a distinctive sexual utopia corresponding to
their hypergamous instincts. In its purely utopian form, it has two
parts: First, she mates with her incubus, the imaginary perfect
man; and, second, he “commits,” or ceases mating with all other
women. This is the formula of much pulp romance fiction. The
fantasy is strictly utopian, partly because no perfect man exists,
but partly also because even if he did, it is logically impossible for
him to be the exclusive mate of all the women who desire him.

It is possible, however, to enable women to mate hypergamously,
i.e., with the most sexually attractive (handsome or socially
dominant) men. In the Ecclesiazusae of Aristophanes the women
of Athens stage a coup d’état. They occupy the legislative assembly
and barricade their husbands out. Then they proceed to enact a
law by which the most attractive males of the city will be
compelled to mate with each female in turn, beginning with the
least attractive. That is the female sexual utopia in power.
Aristophanes had a better understanding of the female mind than
the average husband.

Hypergamy is not monogamy in the human sense. Although there
may be only one “alpha male” at the top of the pack at any given
time, which one it is changes over time. In human terms, this
means the female is fickle, infatuated with no more than one man
at any given time, but not naturally loyal to a husband over the
course of a lifetime. In bygone days, it was permitted to point out
natural female inconstancy. Consult, for example, Ring Lardner’s
humorous story “I Can’t Breathe”—the private journal of an
eighteen-year-old girl who wants to marry a different young man
every week. If surveyed on her preferred number of “sex partners,”
she would presumably respond “one”; this does not mean she has
any idea who it is.

An important aspect of hypergamy is that it implies the rejection
of most males. Women are naturally vain. They are inclined to
believe that only the “best” (most sexually attractive) man is
worthy of them. This is another common theme of popular
romance (the beautiful princess, surrounded by panting suitors,
pined away hopelessly for a “real” man—until, one day… etc.).

This cannot be objectively true, of course. An average man is by
definition good enough for an average woman. If each woman
were to mate with all men “worthy” of her, she would have no time
to do anything else. Once again, hypergamy is distinct from
monogamy. It is an irrational instinct; the female sexual utopia is
a consequence of that instinct.

The sexual revolution in America was an attempt by women to
realize their own utopia, not that of men. Female utopians came
forward publicly with plans a few years after Kinsey and Playboy.
Helen Gurley Brown’s Sex and the Single Girl appeared in 1962,
and she took over Cosmopolitan magazine three years later.
Notoriously hostile to motherhood, she explicitly encouraged
women to use men (including married men) for pleasure.

One Revolution

The actual outbreak of the sexual revolution occurred when
significant numbers of young women began acting on the new
utopian plan. This seems to have occurred on many college
campuses in the 1960s. Women who took birth-control pills and
committed fornication with any man who caught their fancy
claimed they were liberating themselves from the slavery of
marriage. The men, urged by their youthful hormones, frequently
went along with this, but were not as happy about it as they are
sometimes represented. Columnist Paul Craig Roberts recalls:

I was a young professor when it all started and watched a
campus turn into a brothel. The male students were perplexed,
even the left-wing ones who had been taught to regard female
chastity as oppression. I still remember the resident Marxist
who, high on peyote, came to me to complain that “nice girls are
ruining themselves.”

This should not be surprising. Most men prefer a virgin bride; this
is a genuine aspect of male erotic desire favoring monogamy, and
hence in constant tension with the impulse to seek sexual variety.

The young women, although hardly philosophers, did set forth
arguments to justify their behavior. Most were a variation on the
theme that traditional morality involved a “double standard.”

It was said that women who had promiscuous sex had been
condemned as “sluts” while men who did the same were admired
as “studs.” It was pointed out that some men sought sex outside
marriage and subsequently insisted on their brides being virgins.
The common expression “fallen woman,” and the absence of a
corresponding expression “fallen man,” was cited as further
evidence of an unfair double standard. The inference the female
revolutionaries drew was that woman, too, should henceforward
seek sex outside of marriage. This, of course, does not logically
follow. They might have determined instead to set wayward men a
good example by practicing monogamy regardless of men’s own
actions.

But let us ignore that for the moment and consider the premise of
their argument, the double standard. Like most influential
falsehoods, it involves a distortion, rather than a mere negation, of
an important truth. It is plausible, and hence dangerous, because
it resembles that truth.

In fact, men have never been encouraged to go about seeking
casual sex with multiple women. How could any sane society
encourage such behavior? The results are inevitable and obvious:
abandoned women and fatherless children who are a financial
burden on innocent third parties. Accordingly, promiscuous men
have traditionally been regarded as dissolute, dangerous, and
dishonorable. They have been called by names such as “libertine”
or “rake.” The traditional rule of sexual conduct has been chastity
outside of marriage, faithfulness within—for both sexes.

But in one sense there was undoubtedly a double standard: A
sexual indiscretion, whether fornication or adultery, has usually
been regarded as a more serious matter in a woman than in a
man, and socially sanctioned punishments for it have often been
greater. In other words, while both sexes were supposed to
practice monogamy, it was considered especially important for
women to do so. Why is this?

In the first place, they tend to be better at it. This is not due to any
moral superiority of the female, as many men are pleased to
believe, but to their lower levels of testosterone and their slower
sexual cycle: ovulation at the rate of one gamete per month.

Second, if women are all monogamous, the men will perforce be
monogamous anyway: It is arithmetically impossible for polygamy
to be the norm for men throughout a society because of the human
sex ratio at birth.

Third, the private nature of the sexual act and the nine-month
human gestation period mean that, while there is not normally
doubt as to who the mother of a particular baby is, there may well
be doubt regarding the father. Female fidelity is necessary to
assure the husband that his wife’s children are also his.

Fourth, women are, next to children, the main beneficiaries of
marriage. Most men work their lives away at jobs they do not
much care for in order to support wife and family. For women,
marriage coincides with economic rationality; for a man, going to
a prostitute is a better deal. Accordingly, chastity before marriage
and fidelity within it are the very least a woman owes her
husband. Indeed, on the traditional view, she owes him a great
deal more. She is to make a home for him, return gratitude and
loyalty for his support of her, and accept his position as head of
the family.

Traditional concern for fallen women does not imply there are no
“fallen men.” Fornication is usually a sin of weakness, and
undoubtedly many men who fall into it feel ashamed. The real
double standard here is that few bother to sympathize with those
men. Both men and women are more inclined to pity women.
Some of the greatest male novelists of the nineteenth century
devoted their best labors to the sympathetic portrayal of
adulteresses. Men, by contrast, are expected to take full
responsibility for their actions, no questions asked. In other
words, this double standard favors women. So do most traditional
sex roles, such as exclusively male liability to military service. The
female responsibility to be the primary enforcer of monogamy is
something of an exception.

What, after all, is the alternative to the double standard? Is it
practical to give sexually desperate young men exclusive
responsibility to ensure no act of fornication ever takes place? Or
should women be locked up to make it impossible? Logically, a
woman must either have no mate, one mate, or more than one
mate. The first two choices are socially accepted; the third is not.
Such disapproval involves no coercion, however. Women who
insist on mating with multiple men may do so. But they are
responsible for that behavior and its consequences.

Women’s complaints about double standards refer only to the few
which seem to favor men. They unhesitatingly take advantage of
those which favor themselves. Wives in modern, two-income
marriages, for example, typically assume that “what I earn is
mine; what he earns is ours.” Young women insist on their
“independence,” but assume they are entitled to male protection
should things get sticky.

But the ultimate expression of modern female hypocrisy is the
assertion of a right to adultery for women only. This view is clearly
implied in much contemporary self-help literature aimed at
women. Titles like Get Rid of Him and Ditch That Jerk are found
side-by-side Men Who Can’t Love: How to Recognize a
Commitmentphobic Man. In short, I demand loyalty from you,
but you have no right to expect it of me. Many women seem
sincerely unable to sense a contradiction here. Modern woman
wants the benefits of marriage without the responsibilities; she
wants a man to marry her without her having to marry the man. It
is the eternal dream of irresponsible freedom: In the feminist
formulation, freedom for women, responsibility for men.

Men usually accept that their demand for faithfulness from their
wives entails a reciprocal duty of faithfulness to their wives. In
fact, I am inclined to believe most men lay too much stress on this.
For a man, fidelity in marriage should be a matter of preserving
his own honor and ensuring that he is able to be a proper father to
all his children; his wife’s feelings are a secondary matter, as are
his own. In any case, the marriage vow is carefully formulated to
enunciate a reciprocity of obligations; both the man and woman
pledge faithfulness for life. Given innate sex differences, it is not
possible to eliminate the double standard any more than marriage
already has.

Fallout of the Revolution: “Date Rape”

A few years into the sexual revolution, shocking reports began to
appear of vast numbers of young women—from one quarter to half
—being victims of rape. Shock turned to bewilderment when the
victims were brought forward to tell their stories. The “rapists,” it
turns out, were never lying in wait for them in remote corners,
were not armed, did not attack them. Instead, these “date rapes”
occur in private places, usually college dormitory rooms, and
involve no threats or violence. In fact, they little resemble what
most of us think of as rape.

What was going on here?

Take a girl too young to understand what erotic desire is and
subject her to several years of propaganda to the effect that she
has a right to have things any way she wants them in this domain
—with no corresponding duties to God, her parents, or anyone
else. Do not give her any guidance as to what it might be good for
her to want, how she might try to regulate her own conduct, or
what qualities she ought to look for in a young man. Teach her
furthermore that the notion of natural differences between the
sexes is a laughable superstition that our enlightened age is
gradually overcoming—with the implication that men’s sexual
desires are no different from or more intense than her own.
Meanwhile, as she matures physically, keep her protected in her
parents’ house, sheltered from responsibility.

Then, at age seventeen or eighteen, take her suddenly away from
her family and all the people she has ever known. She can stay up
as late as she wants! She can decide for herself when and how
much to study! She’s making new friends all the time, young
women and men both. It’s no big deal having them over or going
to their rooms; everybody is perfectly casual about it. What
difference does it make if it’s a boy she met at a party? He seems
like a nice fellow, like others she meets in class.

Now let us consider
the young man she is
alone with. He is
neither a saint nor a
criminal, but, like all
normal young men of
college years, he is
intensely interested
in sex. There are
times he cannot study
without getting
distracted by the thought of some young woman’s body. He has
had little real experience with girls, and most of that unhappy. He
has been rejected a few times with little ceremony, and it was
more humiliating than he cares to admit. He has the impression
that for other young men things are not as difficult: “Everybody
knows,” after all, that since the 1960s men get all the sex they like,
right? He is bombarded with talk about sex on television, in the
words to popular songs, in rumors about friends who supposedly
“scored” with this or that girl. He begins to wonder if there isn’t
something wrong with him.

Furthermore, he has received the same education about sex as the
girl he is now with. He has learned that people have the right to do
anything they want. The only exception is rape. But that is hardly
even relevant to him; he is obviously incapable of doing something
like that.

He has also been taught that there are no important differences
between the sexes. This means, of course, that girls want sex just
as badly as he does, though they slyly pretend otherwise. And are
not their real desires verified by all those Cosmopolitan magazine
covers he sees constantly at the grocery store? If women are so
eager to read such stuff, why should it be so damned difficult to
find just one girl willing to go to bed with him?

But tonight, finally, something seemed to click. He met a girl at a
party. They chatted, perhaps drank a bit: all smiles, quite unlike
the girls who had been so quick about rejecting him in high school.
She even let him come to her room afterwards (or came to his). It
doesn’t take a genius to figure out what she is thinking, he says to
himself. This is a tremendously important moment for him; every
ounce of his self-respect is at stake. He is confused and his heart is
pounding, but he tries to act as if he knows what he is doing. She
seems confused, too, and he meets no more than token resistance
(or so it seems to him). He doesn’t actually enjoy it, and isn’t sure
whether she does either. But that is beside the point; it only
matters that he can finally consider himself a man. Later on they
can talk about what terms they want to be on, whether she will be
his regular girlfriend, etc. Matrimony is not exactly uppermost in
his mind, but he might not rule it out—eventually. He asks her
how she feels afterwards, and she mumbles that she is “okay.” This
sets his mind at rest. An awkward parting follows.

Later that night or the next morning our young woman is trying to
figure out what in hell has happened to her. Why had he gotten so
pushy all of a sudden? Didn’t he even want to get to know her
first? It was confusing, it all happened so quickly. Sex, she had
always heard, was supposed to be something wonderful; but this
she had not enjoyed at all. She felt somehow used.

Of course, at no point does it enter her mind to question her own
right to have been intimate with the young man if she had wanted
to. Moral rule number one, we all know, is that all sex between
consenting adults is licit. She just isn’t sure whether she had really
wanted this. In fact, the more she thinks about it, the more certain
she feels that she hadn’t. But if she hadn’t wanted it, then it was
against her will, wasn’t it? And if it was against her will, that
means… she’s been raped?

I sympathize with the young woman, in view of a miseducation
which might have been consciously designed to leave her
unprepared for the situation she got herself into. But as to the
question of whether she was raped, the answer must be a clear no.

Let me explain by means of an analogy with something less
emotionally laden. Consider someone who purchases a lottery
ticket which does not win the prize. Suppose he were to argue as
follows: “I put my money down because I wanted the prize. I
wouldn’t have paid if I had known I was going to lose; therefore I
have been deprived of my money against my will; therefore I am
the victim of theft.” No one would accept this argument as valid.
Why shouldn’t we?

For the very good reason that it denies the fundamental principle
behind all personal responsibility. Those who want to make their
own choices in life must be willing to accept the consequences of
those choices. Consider the alternative: If every loser in a lottery
were entitled to a refund there would be no money left for the
prize, and so no lottery. For similar reasons, most civilized
institutions depend upon people taking responsibility for their
actions, keeping agreements, and fulfilling obligations regardless
of whether or not they happen to like the consequences.

The grandmother of the young woman in our story was unaware
that she possessed a “right” to sleep with any boy who took her
fancy—or to invite him to her bedroom and expect nothing to
happen. It was the male and female sexual utopians of the postwar
period who said women should be allowed unlimited freedom to
choose for themselves in such matters. Unfortunately, they did not
lay much stress on the need to accept the consequences of poor
choices. Instead, they treated the moral and social norms women
in particular had traditionally used to guide themselves as wholly
irrational barriers to pleasure. Under their influence, two
generations of women have been led to believe that doing as they
please should lead to happiness and involve no risk. Hence the
moral sophistry of “I didn’t like it; ergo I didn’t want it; ergo it
was against my will.”

To anyone who believes that a society of free and responsible
persons is preferable to one based on centralized control, the
reasoning of the date rape movement is ominous. The demand
that law rather than moral principle and common prudence
should protect women in situations such as I have described could
only be met by literally “putting a policeman in every bedroom.”
However much we may sympathize with the misled young people
involved (and I mean the men as well as the women), we must
insist that it is no part of our responsibility to create an absolutely
safe environment for them, nor to shield them from the
consequences of their own behavior, nor to insure that sex shall be
their path to happiness. Because there are some things of greater
importance than the pain they have suffered, and among these are
the principle of responsibility upon which the freedom of all of us
depends.

It was never the traditional view that a woman’s erotic power over
men was anything she possessed unconditional personal rights
over. Instead, the use to which she put this natural power was
understood to be freighted with extensive responsibilities—to God,
her family, the man to whom she gave herself, the children
produced by the union, and her own long-term well being. In
order to fulfill her obligations as creature, daughter, wife, and
mother she required considerable powers of self-control. This
cultivated and socially reinforced sexual self-control was known as
modesty. It required chiefly the duty of chastity before marriage
and fidelity within marriage; secondarily, it involved maintaining
a certain demeanor toward men—polite but reserved.

Now, every duty does imply a right: If we have a duty to provide
for our children or defend our country we necessarily possess the
right to do so as well. Formerly, insofar as sexual rights were
recognized, they were understood to have this character of resting
upon duties. Thus, a woman did indeed have the right to refuse
the sexual advances of any man not her husband. But this was
only because she was not understood to have any moral right to
accept a proposal of fornication or adultery (even in the absence of
legal sanctions therefore).

The reason rape was regarded as a particularly odious form of
assault is that it violated this superpersonal moral principle by
which a woman subordinated her momentary private desires to
the well-being of those closest to her. Modesty had to be
respected, or else protected, if it was to perform its essential social
function of guarding the integrity of families.

Under Roman law it was not considered a serious crime to rape a
prostitute: A man could not violate the modesty of a woman who
had none to violate. In later European law it was made criminal to
rape even prostitutes. But this does not mean that the concept of
rape had been divorced from that of feminine modesty; it was
rather that the law now recognized and protected the possibility of
repentance for immodesty. (Christianity is relevant here.)

The sexual revolution asserted the right of each individual to sex
on his or her own terms—in other words, a right of perfect
selfishness in erotic matters. One effect of this change was to
eliminate the moral dignity of feminine modesty. It was not to be
forbidden, of course, but was henceforward to be understood as no
more than a personal taste, like anchovies or homosexuality.
When the initial excitement of abandoned restraint had died down
it was noticed that the promised felicity had not arrived. And one
reason, it was soon realized, was that the terms men wished to set
for sexual conduct were not identical to those desired by women.
This being so, the granting to men of a right to sex on their own
terms necessarily involved the denial of such a right to women.
The anarchy with which the sexual revolution began was
necessarily a passing phase.

From Sexual Anarchy to Sexual Terror

It is a cliché of political philosophy that the less self-restraint
citizens are able to exercise, the more they must be constrained
from without. The practical necessity of such a trade-off can be
seen in such extraordinary upheavals as the French and Russian
revolutions. First, old and habitual patterns and norms are thrown
aside in the name of freedom. When the ensuing chaos becomes
intolerable, some group with the requisite ambition, self-
assurance, and ruthlessness succeeds in forcibly imposing its own
order on the weakened society. This is what gradually happened in
the case of the sexual revolution also, with the role of
Jacobins/Bolsheviks being assumed by the feminists.

Human beings cannot do without some social norms to guide
them in their personal relations. Young women cannot be
expected to work out a personal system of sexual ethics in the
manner of Descartes reconstructing the universe in his own mind.
If you cease to prepare them for marriage, they will seek guidance
wherever they can find it. In the past thirty years they have found
it in feminism, simply because the feminists have outshouted
everyone else.

After helping to encourage sexual experimentation by young
women, feminism found itself able to capitalize on the
unhappiness which resulted. Their program for rewriting the rules
of human sexual behavior is in one way a continuation of the
liberationists’ utopian program and in another way a reaction
against it. The feminists approve the notion of a right to do as one
pleases without responsibilities toward others; they merely insist
that only women have this right.

Looking about them for some legal and moral basis for enforcing
this novel claim, they hit upon the age-old prohibition against
rape. Feminists understand rape, however, not as a violation of a
woman’s chastity or marital fidelity, but of her merely personal
wishes. They are making use of the ancient law against rape to
enforce not respect for feminine modesty but obedience to female
whims. Their ideal is not the man whose self-control permits a
woman to exercise her own, but the man who is subservient to a
woman’s good pleasure—the man who behaves, not like a
gentleman, but like a dildo.

But mere disregard of a woman’s personal wishes is manifestly not
the reason men have been disgraced, imprisoned, in some
societies even put to death for the crime of rape. On the new view,
in which consent rather than the marriage bond is the issue, the
same sexual act may be a crime on Monday or Wednesday and a
right on Tuesday or Thursday, according to the shifts in a woman’s
mood. Feminists claim rape is not taken seriously enough;
perhaps it would be better to ask how it could be taken seriously at
all once we begin defining it as they do. If women want to be free
to do as they please with men, after all, why should not men be
free to do as they please with women?

Indeed, the date rape campaign owes its success only to the
lingering effect of older views. Feminists themselves are not
confused about this; they write openly of “redefining rape.” Of
course, for those of us who still speak traditional English, this
amounts to an admission that they are falsely accusing men.

One might have more sympathy for the “date rape victims” if they
wanted the men to marry them, feared they were “ruined” for
other suitors, and were prepared to assume their own obligations
as wives and mothers. But this is simply not the case. The date
rape campaigners, if not the confused young women themselves,
are hostile to the very idea of matrimony, and never propose it as a
solution. They want to jail men, not make responsible husbands of
them. This is far worse than shotgun marriage, which at least
allowed the man to act as father to the child he had engendered.

And what benefit do women derive from imprisoning men as date
rapists apart from gratification of a desire for revenge? Seeing
men punished may even confirm morally confused women in their
mistaken sense of victimhood—resentment tends to feed upon
itself, like an itch that worsens with scratching. Women are
reinforced in the belief that it is their right for men’s behavior to
be anything they would like it to be. They become less inclined to
treat men with respect or to try to learn to understand or
compromise with them. In a word, they learn to think and behave
like spoiled children, expecting everything and willing to give
nothing.

Men, meanwhile, respond to this in ways that are not difficult to
predict. They may not (at first) decline sexual liaisons with such
women, because the woman’s moral shortcomings do not have too
great an effect upon the sexual act itself. But, quite rationally, they
will avoid any deeper involvement with them. So women
experience fewer, shorter, and worse marriages and
“relationships” with men. But they do not blame themselves for
the predicament they are in; they refuse to see any connection
between their own behavior and their loneliness and frustration.
Thus we get ever more frequent characterizations of men as
rapists and predators who mysteriously refuse to commit.

Indeed, the only people profiting from the imposition of the new
standards are the feminists who invented them. The survival of
their movement depends on a continuing supply of resentful
women who believe their rights are being violated; one can only
admit that the principles which undergird the date rape campaign
are admirably designed to guarantee such a supply. Feminism is a
movement that thrives on its own failures; hence, it is very
difficult to reverse.

Merriam-Webster’s Collegiate Dictionary, eleventh edition, lists
the first recorded use of the term “date rape” as 1975. Within a few
years we find so thoroughgoing a traditionalist as Thomas
Fleming of Chronicles using the expression as matter-of-factly as
any feminist zealot. A second instrument of the feminist reign of
sexual terror, “sexual harassment,” similarly made its first
appearance in 1975. In less than a generation this has become a
national industry providing a comfortable living for many people.
Yet again we find this revolutionary concept blithely accepted by
many conservatives. They are content to accept without argument
that there exists a widespread problem of men “harassing”
women, and that “something must be done about it.” My first
thought would be: What did the Romans do about it? What did the
Christian Church do about it? How about the Chinese or the
Aztecs? The obvious answer is that none of them did anything
about it, because the concept has only recently developed within
the context of the feminist movement. Is this not cause for
suspicion? Why are men so quick to adopt the language of their
declared enemies?

The thinking behind the sexual harassment movement is that
women are entitled to “an environment free from unwanted sexual
advances”—meaning, in plain English, romantic overtures from
unattractive men. Anyone who has been forced to endure a
corporate antiharassment video can see that what is being
condemned is merely traditional male courtship behavior.

The introduction of harassment law was accompanied by a
campaign to inform young women of the new entitlement.
Colleges, for example, instituted harassment committees one of
whose stated purposes was “to encourage victims to come
forward.” (I saw this happening up close.) The agitators wanted as
many young women as possible accusing unsuccessful suitors of
wrongdoing. And they had considerable success; many women
unhesitatingly availed themselves of the new dispensation. Young
men found they risked visits from the police for flirting or inviting
women on dates.

This female bullying should be contrasted with traditional male
chivalry. Men, at least within Western civilization, have been
socialized into extreme reluctance to use force against women.
This is not an absolute principle: Few would deny that a man has a
right of self-defense against a woman attempting to kill him. But
many men will refuse to retaliate against a woman under almost
any lesser threat. This attitude is far removed from the feminist
principle of equality between the sexes. Indeed, it seems to imply a
view of men as naturally dominant: It is a form of noblesse oblige.
And it is not, so far as I can see, reducible to any long-term self-
interest on the part of a man; in other words, it is a principle of
honor. The code of chivalry holds that a man has no moral right to
use force against women simply because he can do so.

An obvious difficulty with such a code is that it is vulnerable to
abuse by its beneficiaries. I had a classmate in grade school who
had heard it said somewhere that “boys are not supposed to hit
girls.” Unfortunately, she interpreted this to mean that it was
acceptable for girls to hit boys, which she then proceeded to do.
She became genuinely indignant when she found that they usually
hit back.

The special character of noblesse oblige is that it does not involve
a corresponding entitlement on the part of the beneficiary. On the

traditional view, a
man should indeed
be reluctant to use
force against women,
but women have no
right to presume
upon this. The
reluctance is elicited
by a recognition of
women’s weakness,
not commanded as a

recognition of their rights.

Perhaps because women are the weaker sex, they have never
developed any similar inhibitions about using force against men.
In a traditionally ordered society, this does not present difficulties,
because a woman’s obligations to her husband are clearly
understood and socially enforced. But the situation changes when
millions of spoiled, impressionable young women have been
convinced men are “harassing” them and that the proper response
is to appeal to force of law and the police powers of the state.
Indeed, the system is now set up to reward them for doing so.

Men, on the other hand, are frequently denied due process, ruined
professionally, and threatened with particularly harsh
punishments for any retaliation against the women accusing them
of a newly invented and ill-defined crime. For prudential reasons,
some men will outwardly conform to the new rules. But it is
unlikely that the traditional reluctance in foro interno to use force
against women can long survive the present pattern of female
behavior. If I were a woman, I would be worried about this.

Return of the Primitive

Public discussion of the sexual revolution has tended to focus on
date rape and “hook-ups,” that is, on what is taking place, rather
than on the formation of stable families that is not taking place.
Survey results are occasionally announced apparently indicating
male satisfaction with their “sex lives” and female unhappiness
with theirs. This creates an impression that there really is “more
sex” for men today than before some misguided girls misbehaved
themselves forty years ago. People speak as if the male sexual
utopia of a harem for every man has actually been realized.

It is child’s play to show, not merely that this is untrue, but that it
cannot be true. There is roughly the same number of male as
female children (not quite: there are about 5 percent more live
male births than female—there is not a girl for every boy). What
happens when female sexual desire is liberated is not an increase
in the total amount of sex available to men, but a redistribution of
the existing supply. Society becomes polygamous. A situation
emerges in which most men are desperate for wives, but most
women are just as desperately throwing themselves at a very few
exceptionally attractive men. These men, who had always found it
easy to get a mate, henceforward get multiple mates.

A characteristic feature of decadent societies is the recrudescence
of primitive, precivilized cultural forms. That is what is happening
to us. Sexual liberation really means the Darwinian mating pattern
of the baboon pack reappears among humans.

Once monogamy is abolished, no restriction is placed on a
woman’s choices. Hence, all women choose the same few men. If
Casanova had 132 lovers it is because 132 different women chose
him. Such men acquire harems, not because they are predators,
but because they happen to be attractive. The problem is not so
much male immorality as simple arithmetic; it is obviously
impossible for every woman to have exclusive possession of the
most attractive man. If women want to mate simply as their
natural drives impel them, they must, rationally speaking, be
willing to share their mate with others.

But, of course, women’s attitude about this situation is not
especially rational. They expect their alpha man to “commit.”
Woman’s complaining about men’s failure to commit, one
suspects, means merely that they are unable to get a highly
attractive man to commit to them; rather as if an ordinary man
were to propose to Helen of Troy and complain of her refusal by
saying “women don’t want to get married.”

Furthermore, many women are sexually attracted to promiscuous
men because, not in spite, of their promiscuity. This can be
explained with reference to the primate pack. The “alpha male”
can be identified by his mating with many females. This is
probably where the sluts-and-studs double standard argument
came from—not from any social approval of male promiscuity, but
from female fascination with it. Male “immorality” (in traditional
language) is attractive to females. Thus, once polygamous mating
begins, it tends to be self-reinforcing.

Students of animal behavior have learned that the presence of a
female decoy or two near a male makes real females more likely to
mate with that particular male. Among human females also,
nothing succeeds like success. I hear anecdotes about women
refusing to date thirtyish bachelors because, “if he’s never been
married, there must be something wrong with him.” In college I
observed decent, clean-living men left alone while notorious
adulterers had no difficulty going from one girlfriend to the next.

Commentators on contemporary mores rarely show awareness of
this irrationality in female mate selection. I recall seeing an article
some years ago in which a planned new college was touted as a
boon to young women seeking “Christian husbands,” on the naive
assumption that they must be doing so. There was no talk of
helping young men find faithful wives, of course.

Modern Chivalry

Both men and women find it easier to sympathize with young
women than with young men. In the case of male observers a kind
of rescue fantasy is probably at work. The literature and folklore of
the world is replete with stories of heroes rescuing innocent
maidens from the clutches of villains: too much for it to be an
accident. The damsel in distress scenario appeals to something
deeply rooted in men’s minds, and probably natural. Most likely it
is merely a self-congratulatory interpretation of mate competition.
Men project their unruly sexual instincts onto others, who are
thus cast into the role of predators.

In the contemporary world, the male protective instinct often
perversely expresses itself in support for feminist causes: for
example, chiming in with the denunciation of harassers and date
rapists. This is a form of gallantry singularly well-adapted to the
sedentary habits of the modern male, involving neither risk nor
sacrifice. Examples abound in the conservative press. College men
are regularly spoken of as “preying” upon women—who are in fact
quite old enough to be married and starting a family. Joseph
Farah of World Net Daily commends a wife for murdering her
unfaithful husband. There are calls for bringing back shotgun
marriage and the death penalty for rapists. If only sufficiently
draconian punishments can be meted out to villainous males, the
reasoning seems to go, everything will be all right again. The
fundamental error in such thinking is its failure to recognize that
the female largely controls the mating process.

Shrewd women have long known how to manipulate the male
protective urge for their own ends. The feminist attack on
heterosexuality and the family is directed against husbands and
fathers for reasons of public relations. No one will sign up for a
campaign against women or children, but many men can easily be
made to condemn other men. The result is that young men today
are in an impossible situation. If they seek a mate they are
predators; if they find one they are date rapists; if they want to
avoid the whole ordeal they are immature and irresponsible for
not committing. We have gone from a situation where it seemed
everything was permitted to one where nothing is permitted.
Marriage as a binding legal contract has been done away with, and
young men are still supposed to believe it is wrong for them to
seek sex outside of marriage. It is not prudent to put this much
strain on human nature.

Meanwhile, the illusion of there being “too much sex” has led to
proposals for “abstinence education,” provided by government
schools and paid for with tax money. The geniuses of
establishment conservatism may need a gentle reminder that the
human race is not perpetuated through sexual abstinence. They
might do better to ponder how many families have not formed and
how many children have not been born due to overzealous
attempts to protect young women from men who might have
made good husbands and fathers.

The Revolution Destroys Sex

So far we have focused on female promiscuity, and undoubtedly it
is a serious problem. But there are two ways for women not to be
monogamous: by having more than one mate and—by having less
than one. Let us now consider the spinsters as well as the sluts.

Here again I would warn against a misconception common among
male writers: The assumption that young women not having
sexual relations with men must be modest. In fact, there are
numerous reasons besides religious or moral principle which can
keep a woman from taking a mate, and some of these now operate
more strongly than before the sexual revolution. Consider the
following passage from A Return to Modesty by Wendy Shalit:

“Pfffffft!” sexual modesty says to the world, “I think I’m worth
waiting for… So not you, not you, not you, and not you either.”

This is certainly not modest. As one 27-year-old Orthodox
woman put it to me… “the daughters of Israel are not available
for public use.” She was taking obvious, almost haughty,
satisfaction in the fact that she wasn’t sleeping around with just
anyone.

This is pure illusion, a consequence of natural female hypergamy
and not dependent on any actual merit in the woman. But it may
be a socially useful illusion. If a woman believes she is “too good”
to sleep around, this may help keep her faithful to her husband.
Marriage, in other words, is a way of channeling female
hypergamy in a socially useful way. (We frequently hear of the
need to channel the male sexual instinct into marriage and family,
but not the female; this is a mistake.)

In any case, women are not so much naturally modest as naturally
vain. Hypergamy implies rejection maximization; if only the best
is good enough, almost everyone isn’t good enough. Rather than
cheapening herself, as observers tend to assume, modern woman
may be pricing herself out of the market. It used to be commonly
said that “a woman who thinks she is too good for any man may be
right, but more often—she is left.” Why might this be an especial
danger for women today?

Formerly, most people lived parochial lives in a world where even
photography did not exist. Their notions of sexual attractiveness
were limited by their experience. Back in my own family tree, for
example, there was a family with three daughters who grew up on
a farm adjoining three others. As each girl came of age, she
married a boy from one of the neighboring farms. They did not
expect that much in a husband. It is probable all three went
through life without ever seeing a man who looked like Cary
Grant.

But by the 1930s millions of women were watching Cary Grant two
hours a week and silently comparing their husbands with him. For
several decades since then the entertainment industry has
continued to grow and coarsen. Finally the point has been reached
that many women are simply not interested in meeting any man
who does not look like a movie star. While it is not possible to
make all men look like movie stars, it is possible to encourage
women to throw themselves at or hold out for the few who do, i.e.,
to become sluts or spinsters, respectively. Helen Gurley Brown
raked in millions doing precisely this. The brevity of a woman’s
youthful bloom, combined with a mind not yet fully formed at that
stage of life, always renders her vulnerable to unrealistic
expectations. The sexual revolution is in part a large-scale
commercial exploitation of this vulnerability.

Yes, men are also, to their own detriment, continually surrounded
with images of exceptionally attractive women. But this has less
practical import, because—to say it once more—women choose.
Even plain young women are often able to obtain sexual favors
from good-looking or socially dominant men; they have the option
to be promiscuous. Many women do not understand that ordinary
young men do not have that option.

Traditionalists sometimes speak as if monogamy were a cartel
whose purpose was to restrict the amount of sex available to men
artificially so as to drive up the price for the benefit of women.
(That is roughly what the male sexual utopians believed also.) But
this would require that men be able to raise their bid, i.e., make
themselves more attractive at will. Monogamy does not get women
as a group more desirable mates than would otherwise be
available to them. A different economic analogy is apposite here:
In sex as in other matters the buyers, not the sellers, ultimately
determine the price. And the buyers, by and large, are merely
average men.

Furthermore, many young women appear to believe that any man
who attempts to meet them ipso facto wishes to take them as a
mate. Partly this is youthful naïveté; partly a result of the
disintegration of socially agreed upon courtship procedures; and
partly due to the feminist campaign to label male courtship
behavior “harassment.” So they angrily reject every advance they
receive during their nubile years as if these were merely crude
sexual propositioning. As they enter their late twenties, it
gradually dawns on them that it might be prudent to accept at
least a few date requests. They are then astonished to discover that
the men usually take them out once or twice and then stop calling.
They claim the men are leading them on. They believe themselves
entitled to a wedding ring in return for the great condescension of
finally accepting a date. Just as some men think the world owes
them a living, these women think the world owes them a husband.

When a man asks a woman out he is only implying that he is
willing to consider her as a mate: He might conceivably offer her a
ring if she pleases him enough on further acquaintance. Most
dates do not result in marriage proposals. There is no reason why
they should. Rather than blame men for not committing in such
instances, they should be commended for sexual self-control and
the exercise of caution in mate-seeking.

To summarize: the encouragement of rejection maximization and
unrealistic expectations is one reason (unrelated to modesty) that
many women today do not reproduce. A second is what I call
parasitic dating, a kind of economic predation upon the male by
the female. Let me explain.

The decline of matrimony is often attributed to men now being
able to “get what they want” from women without marrying them.
But what if a woman is able to get everything she wants from a
man without marriage? Might she not also be less inclined to
“commit” under such circumstances? In truth, a significant
number of women seek primarily attention and material goods
from men. They are happy to date men they have no romantic
interest in merely as a form of entertainment and a source of free
meals and gifts. A man can waste a great deal of money and time
on such a woman before he realizes he is being used.

Family life involves sacrifice; a good mother devotes herself to her
children. Parasitic daters are takers, not givers; they are not fit for
marriage or motherhood. Their character is usually fixed by the
time a man meets them. Since he cannot change them, the only
rational course is to learn to identify and avoid them.

A third obstacle to female reproduction is date rape hysteria. The
reader may consult the first couple of chapters of Katie Roiphe’s
The Morning After. At an age when women have traditionally
actively sought mates, they now participate in “take back the
night” marches, “rape awareness” campaign, and self-defense
classes involving kicking male dummies in the groin. These young
women seem less afraid of anything men are actually doing than
they are of male sexual desire itself. In the trenchant words of
columnist Angela Fiori “the campus date rape campaigns of the
early 1990s weren’t motivated by a genuine concern for the well-
being of women. They were part of an ongoing attempt to
delegitimize heterosexuality to young, impressionable women by
demonizing men as rapists.” Self-defense training, for example,
really serves to inculcate a defensive mentality toward men,
making trust and intimacy impossible.

Part of the transition
to womanhood has
always been learning
to relate to men.
Attempts to pander
to girls’ irrational
fears are now keeping
many of them in a
state of arrested
development. There
is little that
individual men can
do about this, nor is there any reason they should be expected to.
Who would want to court a girl encased in an impenetrable
psychic armor of suspicion?

Once again, well-meaning male traditionalists have not been free
of fault in their reactions to this situation. Fathers encourage self-
defense classes and date rape paranoia on the assumption that
their daughters’ safety overrides all other concerns. Eventually
they may start wondering why they have no grandchildren.

Fourth, many women are without a mate for the simple reason
that they have abandoned their men. Women formally initiate
divorce about two thirds of the time. Most observers agree,
however, that this understates matters: In many cases where the
husband formally initiates, it is because his wife wants out of the
marriage. Exact data are elusive, but close observers tend to
estimate that women are responsible for about nine-tenths of the
divorcing and breaking-up: Men do not love them and leave them,
but love them and get left by them. Many young women, indeed,
believe they want marriage when all they really want is a wedding
(think of bridal magazines). The common pattern is that women
are the first to want into marriage and the first to want out. Of
course, it is easy to get married; the difficulty is living happily ever
after.

Typically, the faithless wife does not intend to remain alone. But
some men have scruples about involving themselves with
divorcées; they wonder “Whose wife is this I’m dating?” There are
also merely prudential considerations; a woman with a track
record of abandoning her husband is hardly likely to be more
faithful the second time around. And few men are eager to support
another man’s children financially. Women frequently express
indignation at their inability to find a replacement for the husband
they walked out on: I call these women the angry adulteresses.

Vanity, parasitism, paranoia, and infidelity are only a few of the
unpleasant characteristics of contemporary Western womanhood;
one more is rudeness. To an extent this is part of the general
decline in civility over the past half century, in which both sexes
have participated. But I believe some of it is a consequence of
female sexual utopianism. Here is why.

One would get the idea looking at Cosmopolitan magazine covers
that women were obsessed with giving men sexual pleasure. This
would come as news to many men. Indeed, the contrast between
what women read and their actual behavior towards men has
become almost surreal. The key to the mystery is that the man the
Cosmo-girl is interested in pleasing is imaginary. She is going to
meet him after one more new makeover, after losing five more
pounds or finding the perfect hairdo. In the meantime, she is free
to treat the flesh-and-blood men she runs into like dirt. Why make
the effort of being civil to ordinary men as long as you are certain
a perfect one is going to come along tomorrow? Men of the older
generation are insufficiently aware how uncouth women have
become. I came rather late to the realization that the behavior I
was observing in women could not possibly be normal—that if
women had behaved this way in times past, the human race would
have died out.

The reader who suspects me of exaggerating is urged to spend a
little time browsing women’s self-descriptions on Internet dating
sites. They never mention children, but almost always manage to
include the word “fun.” “I like to party and have fun! I like to
drink, hang out with cool people, and go shopping!” The young
women invite “hot guys” to contact them. No doubt some will, and
perhaps have a bit of fun with them. But would any sensible man,
“hot” or otherwise, start a family with such a creature?

A good wife does not simply happen. Girls were once brought up
from childhood with the idea that they were going to be wives and
mothers. They were taught the skills necessary to that end. A
young suitor could expect a girl to know a few things about
cooking and homemaking. Today, many women seem unaware
that they are supposed to have something to offer a husband
besides a warm body.

What happens when a contemporary woman, deluded into
thinking she deserves a movie star husband, fails not only to find
her ideal mate, but any mate at all? She does not blame herself for
being unreasonable or gullible, of course; she blames men. A
whole literary genre has emerged to pander to female anger with
the opposite sex. Here are a few titles, all currently available
through Amazon.com: Why Men Are Clueless, “Let’s Face it, Men
are @$#%\e$”: What Women Can Do About It, How to
Aggravate A Man Every Time… And Have Him Beg for Mercy,
Things You Can Do With a Useless Man, 101 Reasons Why a Cat
Is Better Than a Man, 101 Lies Men Tell Women — And Why
Women Believe Them, Men Who Hate Women and the Women
Who Love Them, Kiss-Off Letters to Men: Over 70 Zingers You
Can Use to Send Him Packing, Mess with His Head, or Just Plain
Dump Him, or—for the woman who gets sent packing herself
—How to Heal the Hurt by Hating.

For some women, hatred of men has now taken on psychotic
dimensions. A large billboard in my hometown asks passing
motorists: “How many women have to die before domestic
violence is considered a crime?” One is forced to wonder what is
going on in the minds of those who sponsor such a message. Are
they really unaware that it has always been a crime for a man to
murder his wife? Are they just trying to stir up fear? Or are their
own minds so clouded by hatred that they can no longer view the
world realistically?

This is where we have arrived after just one generation of female
sexual liberation. Many men are bewildered when they realize the
extent and depth of feminine rage at them. What could be making
the most affluent and pampered women in history so furious?

Internet scribe Henry Makow has put forward the most plausible
diagnosis I have yet seen, in an essay entitled “The Effect of Sexual
Deprivation on Women.” Apropos of the recent rape hysteria, he
suggests: “Men are ‘rapists’ because they are not giving women the
love they need.” In other words, what if the problem is that men,
ahem, aren’t preying upon women? All that we have just said
supports the theory that Western civilization is now facing an
epidemic of female sexual frustration. And once again, the typical
conservative commentator is wholly unable to confront the
problem correctly: He instinctively wants to step forward in
shining armor and exclaim “Never fear, tender maids, I shall
prevent these vicious beasts from sullying your virgin purity.” If
women need love from men and aren’t getting it, this is not going
to help them.

The Forgotten Men

The attempt to realize a sexual utopia for women was doomed to
failure before it began. Women’s wishes aim at the impossible,
conflict with one another, and change unpredictably. Hence, any
program to force men (or “society”) to fulfill women’s wishes must
fail, even if all men were willing to submit to it. Pile entitlement
upon entitlement for women, heap punishment after punishment
onto men: It cannot work, because women’s wishes will always
outpace legislation and lead to new demands.

But while the revolution has not achieved its aims, it has certainly
achieved something. It has destroyed monogamy and family
stability. It has resulted in a polygamous mating pattern of
immodest women aggressively pursuing a small number of men. It
has decreased the number of children born, and insured that
many who are born grow up without a father in their lives. And,
least often mentioned, it has made it impossible for many decent
men to find wives.

One occasionally hears of studies purporting to show that men are
happier with their “sex lives” than women. It has always struck me
as ludicrous that anyone would take such survey results at face
value. First, women complain more about everything than men.
But second, many men (especially young men) experience a
powerful mauvaise honte when they are unsuccessful with
women. They rarely compare notes with other men, and still more
rarely do so honestly. Everyone puts up a brave front, however
lonely he may actually be. Hence, men almost always imagine
other men to have greater success with women than is actually the
case. This situation has worsened since the 1960s, with the
propagation of the illusion that there is “more sex” available to
men than formerly.

But if women are only mating with a few exceptionally attractive
men, and if many women fail to mate at all, there must be a large
number of men unable to get a woman. We might, in the spirit of
William Gilmore Simms, term them the forgotten men of the
sexual revolution. I have reason to believe that a growing number
are willing to come out of the closet (to use a currently popular
expression) and admit that, whoever has been doing all the
“hooking up” one reads about, it hasn’t been them. Simple
prudence dictates that we give some consideration to the situation
of these men. In societies where polygamy is openly practiced
(e.g., in Africa and the Muslim world), young bachelors tend to
form gangs which engage in antisocial behavior: “It is not good for
man to be alone.”

In our society, a definite pattern has already emerged of “singles”
groups or events being composed of innocent, never-married men
in their thirties and cynical, bitter, often divorced women. What
have the bachelors been doing with themselves all these years? So
far, in the West, they have not been forming criminal gangs. They
would probably be more attractive to women if they did: Everyone
seems to have heard the stories about men on death row being
besieged with offers of marriage from bored, thrill-seeking
females.

I suggest that today’s bachelors are hardly different from men
who, before the sexual revolution, married young and raised
families.

Natural instinct makes young men almost literally “crazy” about
girls. They believe young women are something wonderful when
in fact most are not. The male sex drive that modern women
complain so much about exists largely for women’s benefit. As
Schopenhauer wrote:

Nature has provided [the girl] with superabundant beauty and
charm for a few years… so that during these years she may so
capture the imagination of a man that he is carried away into
undertaking to support her honorably in some form or another
for the rest of her life, a step he would seem hardly likely to take
for purely rational considerations. Thus nature has equipped
women, as it has all its creatures, with the tools and weapons she
needs for securing her existence.

So far from being unwilling to commit, many men are only too
happy to marry the first girl they meet who is nice to them. The
modern bachelor is no different.

Furthermore, many men assume women value honest, clean-
living, responsible men (as opposed to death-row criminals). So
slowly, patiently, by dint of much hard work, amid uncertainty
and self-doubt, our bachelor makes a decent life for himself. No
woman is there to give him love, moral support, loyalty. If he did
make any effort to get a wife, he may have found himself accused
of “harassment” or “stalking.”

Kick a friendly dog often enough and you have a mean dog on your
hands.

What were our bachelor’s female contemporaries doing all those
years while he was an impoverished, lonely stripling who found
them intensely desirable? Fornicating with dashing fellows who
mysteriously declined to “commit,” marrying and walking out on
their husbands, or holding out for perfection. Now, lo and behold,
these women, with their youthful looks gone and rapidly
approaching menopause, are willing to go out with him. If they are
satisfied with the free meals and entertainment he provides, he
may be permitted to fork over a wedding ring. Then they will
graciously allow him to support them and the children they had by
another man for the rest of his life. (I have seen a woman’s
personal ad stating her goal of “achieving financial security for
myself and my daughters.”) Why in heaven’s name would any man
sign up for this? As one man put it to me: “If the kitten didn’t want
me, I don’t want the cat.”

Western woman has become the new “white man’s burden,” and
the signs are that he is beginning to throw it off.

Sexual Thermidor: The Marriage Strike

The term “Thermidor” originally designated the month of the
French Revolutionary calendar in which the terror ended. By July

1794, twenty or thirty
persons were being
guillotined daily in
Paris under a so-
called Law of
Suspects requiring no
serious evidence
against the accused.
Addressing the
Convention on July
26, Robespierre

incautiously let slip that certain delegates were themselves under
suspicion of being “traitors,” but declined to name them. His
hearers realized their only hope of safety lay in destroying
Robespierre before he could destroy them. They concerted their
plans that night, and the following morning he was arrested.
Within two days, he and eighty of his followers went to the
guillotine. Over the next few weeks, the prisons emptied and life
again assumed a semblance of normality.

Something analogous appears to be happening today in the case of
feminism. Consider, for example, the sexual harassment
movement. As it spreads, the number of men who have not been
accused steadily diminishes. Eventually a point is reached where
initially sympathetic men understand that they themselves are no
longer safe, that their innocence does not protect them or their
jobs. Anecdotal evidence suggests that this point is being reached
in many workplaces. Men are developing a self-defensive code of
avoiding all unnecessary words or contact with women. One hears
stories about women entering break rooms full of merrily chatting
male coworkers who look up and instantly lapse into tense, stony
silence. A “hostile work environment” indeed.

A more serious development, however, is what has come to be
known as the marriage strike. The first occurrence of this term
appears to have been in a Philadelphia Enquirer editorial of 2002.
Two years later, a formal study gave substance to the idea: Fully
22 percent of American bachelors aged 25–34 have resolved never
to marry. 53 percent more say they are not interested in marrying
any time soon. That leaves just 25 percent looking for wives. This
may be a situation unprecedented in the history of the world.

Men do cite the availability of sex outside marriage as one reason
for not marrying. But this does not mean that the problem could
be solved simply by getting them to take vows (e.g., by shotgun
marriage). Men now realize they stand to lose their children at a
moment’s notice through no fault of their own if the mother
decides to cash out of the marriage or “relationship” in Family
Court. For this reason, many are refusing to father children with
or without benefit of clergy. In Germany, which faces an even
lower birthrate than America, the talk is already of a
Zeugungsstreik, literally a “procreation strike,” rather than a mere
marriage strike. Some women suffering from what has come to be
known as “babies-rabies” have resorted to lying to their men about
using birth control. Of course, men are wising up to this as well.

No woman is owed economic support, children, respect, or love.
The woman who accepts and lives by correct principles thereby
earns the right to make certain demands upon her husband; being
female entitles her to nothing.

Western women have been biting the hand that feeds them for
several decades now. It seems to me fair to say that the majority
have willfully forfeited the privilege of marrying decent men. It is
time for men to abandon the protector role and tell them they are
going to be “liberated” from us whether they wish it or not. They
can hold down their own jobs, pay their own bills, live, grow old,
and finally die by themselves. Every step which has brought them
to this pass has involved an assertion of “rights” for themselves
and male concessions to them. Men would seem justified in saying
to them, with some Schadenfreude, “you made your bed, now you
can lie in it—alone.”

Unfortunately, the matter cannot simply be allowed to rest here.
Without children, the race has no future, and without women men
cannot have children.

One well-established trend is the search for foreign wives.
Predictably, efforts are underway by feminists to outlaw, or at
least discourage this, and one law has already gotten through
Congress (the International Marriage Broker Regulation Act of
2005). The ostensible reason is to protect innocent foreign lasses
from “abuse”; the real reason to protect spoiled, feminist-
indoctrinated American women from foreign competition. Most of
the economic arguments about protective tariffs for domestic
industry apply here.

Feminists think in terms of governmental coercion. The idea of
eliciting desirable male behavior does not occur to them. Some
men are concerned that proposals for forced marriage may be in
the offing.

Meanwhile, men have begun to realize that any sexual intimacy
with a woman can lead to date rape charges based upon things
that go on in her mind afterwards, and over which he has no
control. Women do frequently attempt to evade responsibility for
their sexual conduct by ascribing it to the men involved. Without
any social or legal enforcement of marriage, this leaves chastity as
a man’s only means of self-defense.

A male sex strike was probably beyond the imagination even of
Aristophanes. But I wouldn’t underestimate men. We, and not
women, have been the builders, sustainers, and defenders of
civilization.

The latest word from college campuses is that women have begun
to complain men are not asking them out. That’s right: Men at
their hormonal peak are going to class side by side with nubile
young women who now outnumber them, and are simply ignoring
or shunning them. Some report being repeatedly asked “Are you
gay?” by frustrated coeds. This is what happens when women
complain for forty years about being “used as sex objects”:
Eventually men stop using them as sex objects.

Not long ago I spotted a feminist recruitment poster at a local
college. Most of it consisted of the word FALSE in bold capitals,
visible from a distance. Underneath was something to the effect:
“…that we’re all man-hating maniacs,” etc.; “Come join us and
see.”

When the most inspiring slogan a movement can come up with
amounts to “We’re not as bad as everyone says,” you know it is in
trouble.

What Is to Be Done?

We have arrived at a rare historical moment when we men have
the upper hand in the battle of the sexes. Much depends upon the
use we make of it. The only thing still propping up the present
feminist-bureaucratic regime is the continued willingness of many
of the hated “heterosexual white males” to live according to the old
rules: not only to work, save, pay taxes, and obey the law, but also
to sire and raise children. Once we stop doing these things, the
whole system of patronage and parasitism collapses.

My greatest fear is that at the first female concessions, the male
protective instinct will kick in once again and men will cheerfully
shout “All is forgiven” in a stampede to the altar. This must not
happen. Our first priority must be to put the divorce industry out
of business. A man must insist on nothing less than a legally
binding promise to love, honor, and obeyhim before “consenting”
to give a woman a baby.

One proposal for strengthening marriage is the recognition of
personalized marriage contracts. These could be made to accord
with various religious traditions. I see no reason they might not
stipulate that the husband would vote on behalf of his family.
Feminists who think political participation more important than
family life could still live as they please, but they would be forced
to make a clear choice. This would help erode the superstitious
belief in a universal right to participate in politics, and political life
itself would be less affected by the feminine tendencies to value
security over freedom and to base public policies on sentiment.
Property would also be more secure where the producers of wealth
have greater political power.

Economic policy should be determined by the imperative to carry
on our race and civilization. There is something wrong when
everyone can afford a high-definition plasma TV with three
hundred channels but an honest man of average abilities with a
willingness to work cannot afford to raise a family.

Female mate selection has always had an economic aspect. Hesiod
warned his male listeners in the seventh century B.C. that “hateful
poverty they will not share, but only luxury.” This notorious facet
of the female sexual instinct is the reason behind the words “for
richer or for poorer” in the Christian marriage ceremony. The man
must know he has a solid bargain whether or not he is as
successful a provider as his wife (or he himself) might like.

Within the family, the provider must control the allotment of his
wealth. The traditional community of property in a marriage, i.e.,
the wife’s claim to support from her husband, should again be
made conditional on her being a wife to him. She may run off with
the milkman if she wishes—leaving her children behind, of course
(anyone willing to do this is perhaps an unfit mother in any case);
but she may not evict her husband from his own house and
replace him with the milkman, nor continue to extract resources
from the husband she has abandoned. Until sensible reforms are
instituted, men must refuse to leave themselves prey to a criminal
regime which forces them to subsidize their own cuckolding and
the abduction of their children.

The date rape issue
can be solved
overnight by
restoring shotgun
marriage—but with
the shotgun at the
woman’s back. The
“victim” should be
told to get into the
kitchen and fix
supper for her new lord and master. Not exactly a match made in
heaven, but at least the baby will have both a father and a mother.
Furthermore, after the birth of her child, the woman will have
more important things to worry about than whether the act by
which she conceived it accorded with some feminist professor’s
newfangled notion of “true consent.” Childbirth has always been
the best remedy for female narcissism.

Harassment accusations should be a matter of public record. This
would make it possible to maintain lists of women with a history
of making such charges for the benefit of employers and, far more
importantly, potential suitors. Women might eventually
reacquaint themselves with the old-fashioned idea that they have a
reputation to protect.

Universal coeducation should be abandoned. One problem in
relations between the sexes today is overfamiliarity. Young men
are wont to assume that being around girls all the time will
increase their chances of getting one. But familiarity is often the
enemy of intimacy. When a girl only gets to socialize with young
men at a dance once a week, she values the company of young men
more highly. It works to the man’s advantage not to be constantly
in their company. Men, also, are most likely to marry when they
do not understand women too well.

It is necessary to act quickly. It took us half a century to get into
our present mess, but we do not have that long to get out of it. A
single-generation Zeugungsstreik will destroy us. So we cannot
wait for women to come to their senses; we must take charge and
begin the painful process of unspoiling them.

How Monogamy Works

Traditionally, a man has been expected to marry. Bachelorhood
was positively forbidden in some ancient European societies,
including the early Roman republic. Others offered higher social
status for husbands and relative disgrace for bachelors. There
seems to have been a fear that the sexual instinct alone was
inadequate to insure a sufficient number of offspring. Another
seldom mentioned motive for the expectation of marriage was
husbands’ envy of bachelors: “Why should that fellow be free and
happy when I am stuck working my life away to support an
ungrateful creature who nags me?”

Strange as it sounds to modern ears, the Christian endorsement of
celibacy was a liberalization of sexual morality; it recognized there
could be legitimate motives for remaining unmarried. One social
function of the celibate religious orders was to give that minority
of men and women unsuited for or disinclined to marriage a
socially acceptable way of avoiding it.

Obviously, an obligation of marrying implies the possibility of
doing so. It was not difficult for an ordinary man to get a wife in
times past. One reason is what I call the grandmother effect.

Civilization has been defined as the partial victory of age over
youth. After several decades of married life, a woman looks back
and finds it inconceivable that she once considered a man’s facial
features an important factor in mate selection. She tries to talk
some sense into her granddaughter before it is too late. “Don’t
worry about what he looks like; don’t worry about how he makes
you feel; that isn’t important.” If the girl had a not especially
glamorous but otherwise unexceptionable suitor (the sort who
would be charged with harassment today), she might take the
young man’s part: “If you don’t catch this fellow while you can,
some smarter girl will.” So it went, generation after generation.
This created a healthy sense of competition for decent, as opposed
to merely sexually attractive, men. Husbands often never
suspected the grandmother effect, living out their lives in the
comforting delusion that their wives married them solely from
recognition of their outstanding merits. But today grandma has
been replaced by Cosmopolitan, and the results are there for all to
see.

Much confusion has been caused by attempting to get women to
say what it is they want from men. Usually they bleat something
about “a sensitive man with a good sense of humor.” But this is
continually belied by their behavior. Any man who believes it is in
for years of frustration and heartbreak. What they actually look for
when left to their own devices (i.e., without any grandmother
effect) is a handsome, socially dominant, or wealthy man. Many
prefer married men or philanderers; some actively seek out
criminals.

In a deeper sense, though, humans necessarily want happiness, as
the philosopher says. During most of history no one tried to figure
out what young women wanted; they were simply told what they
wanted, viz., a good husband. This was the correct approach. Sex
is too important a matter to be left to the independent judgment of
young women, because young women rarely possess good
judgment. The overwhelming majority of women will be happier
in the long run by marrying an ordinary man and having children
than by seeking sexual thrills, ascending the corporate heights, or
grinding out turgid tracts on gender theory. A woman develops an
emotional bond with her mate through the sexual act itself; this is
why arranged marriages (contrary to Western prejudice) are often
reasonably happy. Romantic courtship has its charms, but is
finally dispensable; marriage is not dispensable.

Finally, heterosexual monogamy is incompatible with equality of
the sexes. A wife always has more influence on home life, if only
because she spends more time there; a husband’s leadership often
amounts to little more than an occasional veto upon some of his
wife’s decisions. But such leadership is necessary to accommodate
female hypergamy. Women want a man they can look up to; they
leave or fall out of love with men they do not respect. Hence, men
really have no choice in the matter.

Once more, we find nearly perfect agreement between feminist
radicals and plenty of conservatives in failing to understand this,
with men getting the blame from both sides. Feminists protest
that “power differentials” between the sexes—meaning, really,
differences in status or authority—make genuine sexual consent
impossible. In a similar vein, the stern editor of Chronicles
laments that “in the case of a college professor who sleeps with an
18-year- old student, disparity in age or rank should be grounds
for regarding the professor as a rapist. But professors who prey
upon girls are not sent to jail. They do not even lose their jobs.”

In fact, this is just one more example of hypergamous female mate
selection. In most marriages, the husband is at least slightly older
than the wife. Normal women tend to be attracted precisely to
men in positions of authority. Nurses do tend to choose doctors,
secretaries their bosses, and the occasional female student will
choose a professor; this does not mean the men are abusing any
“power” to force helpless creatures to mate with them.

I submit that a man’s “preying upon” a younger women of lower
rank should be grounds for regarding him as a husband. Men are
supposed to have authority over women; that is part of what a
marriage is. Equality of the sexes makes men less attractive to
women; it has probably contributed significantly to the decline in
Western birthrates. It is time to put an end to it.

Conclusion

Marriage is an institution; it places artificial limits on women’s
choices. To repeat: Nature dictates that males display and females
choose. Monogamy artificially strengthens the male’s position by
insisting that (1) each female must choose a different male; and
(2) each female must stick to her choice. Monogamy entails that
highly attractive men are removed from the mating pool early,
usually by the most attractive women. The next women are
compelled to choose a less attractive mate if they wish to mate at
all. Even the last and least of the females can, however, find a
mate: For every girl there is a boy. Abolishing marriage only
strengthens the naturally stronger: it strengthens the female at the
expense of the male and the attractive at the expense of the
unattractive.

Marriage, like most useful things, was probably invented by men:
partly to keep the social peace, partly so they could be certain their
wives’ children were also their own. The consequences of marriage
must have appeared soon after its institution: The efforts
previously spent fighting over mates were replaced by strenuous
exertions to provide for, rear, and defend offspring. No doubt
neighboring tribes wondered why this one had recently grown so
much more powerful. When they learned the reason, imitation
must have seemed a matter of survival.

It was, and it still is. If the Occident does not restore marriage, we
will be overwhelmed by those who continue to practice it.

♣

For the endnotes of Devlin’s piece,
see the PDF linked in the lead paragraph.
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Comments by Trainspotter, 1
With this entry I’ll start collecting some of the
insightful comments authored by a blogger who uses
the penname of Trainspotter. This one comes from a
C-C thread:

Today, white nationalism at least has the beginnings of a
meaningful intellectual scene. Since the intellectual side has to
come first in any truly revolutionary movement, this is a damn
good thing to have. For right now, it’s the only thing that matters,
though in time that will change.

I suspect that a lot of our brightest people got their start with
[William L.] Pierce, who offered insightful and incisive analysis in
a way that nobody else was. Perhaps some of you are old enough
to remember the sort of floundering Right of the 90′s. I was pretty
young then, fresh out of college, and wasn’t even online. Every
now and again I’d come across some right wing, racially oriented
material—you know, real paper and ink. It was invariably awful.
The huge captions, the photos of snarling blacks, text written at
about a sixth grade level. It was, in a word, tacky.

Yes, we know that niggers commit lots of murders. Yes we know
that they commit lots of rapes. So… let’s put on white robes and
burn a cross in somebody’s yard. After all, it’s 1995. Bound to
work. Why change a winning formula?

Looking back on those strange days, it strikes me as almost kitsch.
So hopelessly ridiculous and out of touch with the real trends that
were sweeping society.

Now, maybe simple material has its place, and some will even
need to be targeted at a middle school level. But first, you’ve got to
have some really bright people who can put together a credible
movement. Without that, you’re just lowbrow losers in the minds
of most. People don’t follow lowbrow losers. Everyone “knows”
that you don’t say certain things in public. Therefore, by
definition, if you do say those certain things, or pass those words
out in the form of a leaflet—you’re weird. You’re a loser. Unless…
you obviously aren’t. Pierce obviously wasn’t, but I’m getting
ahead of myself.

Then, around 2000, I got online. So great was my thirst for the
white perspective that I immediately sought out racialist sites.
After seeing the nineties up close and personal, I had already
largely radicalized on my own. But I didn’t really know where to
go with it, and there were still a lot of connections that I had yet to
make.

So, literally within seconds of my first getting online, I took a
beeline for white nationalism—no passing go or collecting $200. I
remember bopping around a bit. I had already heard of
Stormfront, so I went there. Eh, it was o.k. I still go there just to
see news links, but it never really had much influence upon me
(until much later with poster The Old Man, from whom I learned a
thing or two—no longer at Stormfront by the way, he’s moved over
to Kelso’s forum with the username Edmund Ruffin). I also
remember an Alex Curtis, and checking his site out. A few
interesting posts, but again… eh. Frankly, I was disappointed.

Then I found Pierce
and his weekly
broadcasts. It was
like striking gold.
Nothing tacky or
kitsch about it. Just a
very intelligent white
man with an uncanny
knack for addressing
contemporary issues,
yet with a perspective
that seemed inclusive
of all the ages, from

the primordial mists to a future unseen. Timely but timeless. I
could dig it.

It would be the first thing on my to do list on Saturday mornings,
and I would lay in my bed and listen to the broadcasts. I really
looked forward to it. A lot of these things I had figured out myself
during the disheartening nineties, but Pierce connected the dots in
a way that I simply hadn’t at that point. He was clearly a lot
further along than I was, a total reversal of what I was used to.
Pierce actually made it nice to be the student and not the teacher—
he was that good.

It was Pierce that convinced me that this could be a real
movement at some point, that this could be something significant.
I’ll always appreciate him for that. Before, I had almost felt pity for
those that I had seen speak out. The nineties were a transitional
decade. At the beginning of the nineties, I don’t think I had ever
seen a black/white couple. Then all of a sudden I saw them
everywhere. It was soul crushing (it wasn’t envy per se, I was quite
the ladies man myself, but it bothered and offended me on a very
deep level, even though I myself meet the SWPL profile in many
ways).

There were still some white working class types who had not
learned to keep their mouths shut according to the new social
norms, and spoke out at inappropriate times and places. They won
over precisely zero converts. They were right, their instincts were
good, and they had courage of a sort. But they were completely
outclassed, literally and figuratively. This was painfully obvious.
They could not articulate their vision, because they simply didn’t
have one. Didn’t they get the memo? They were going nowhere
fast. I wanted to protect them, and tried as much as I could. Since
I’m reasonably effective socially, I usually was able to extricate
them without much damage. I just wanted to tell them (and pretty
much did, once in private) to STFU, I agree with you but your
approach isn’t working, and no I don’t know what will work, just
teach your none too bright working class daughters to not fuck
niggers, try to hold it together and maybe we’ll get a break down
the road, and that was the best we could do for now. That’s how I
felt. It was friggin hopeless.

There had been a war of ideas, and our side had lost—plain and
simple. A redneck with good instincts but no education or
credibility wasn’t going to make any headway at all—unless and
until this thing gets really big time and he can be put to other
purposes… but that’s another issue altogether. In the nineties,
such a man was truly a lost soul, and yet his betters were doing
precisely nothing. What a stain upon all of us. The disgust has
never left me, though today I am far more optimistic.

After a decade of seeing inarticulate whites fumble the ball and get
absolutely nowhere, enter William Pierce. This guy could take on
the best that the System had to offer. There was zero need for pity,
only respect and admiration. That’s his importance. That’s what
he did… nothing else matters. I could definitely dig it.

Then came Linder (who also was clearly influenced by Pierce),
who in his own way redefined white nationalism, moving it even
further away from the lame nineties, and gradually more and
more capable and intelligent people began populating the net.
Today, I think the quality of intellectual white nationalism is
better than ever—far and away better than ever, though even now
there is some of the one step forward and two steps back variety. I
practically gagged earlier today when I saw Hunter Wallace on the
byline for an article at Altright. What is [Richard] Spencer
thinking, further insinuating that creature into a promising
movement? Up until today, I thought well of Spencer. I still do,
but am seriously questioning his judgment. Yes, let’s make a
pathological liar [Chechar’s note: cf. this long exchange], and
that’s one of his better qualities, more prominent in the
movement. Great call. Spencer, can you dig it? I wonder.

In any event, gaffes and blunders aside, the intellectual
momentum is clearly gathering steam. A flesh and blood
movement is bound to follow—sooner if we shun the kooks. Pierce
was in many ways the fountainhead of the good things that we
now see around us. Yes, it’s a pity that he wasn’t able to take it any
further than he did, but for those of you who have at least some
memory of the nineties, you’ll appreciate how far ahead of his time
Pierce really was. Very strange decade—good for me personally,
but terrible for my race. Trust me when I say that in those odd
times, he didn’t have much to work with. He showed us a different
path, or at least the beginnings of a path. A path that could in time
lead to victory, if we start playing our cards right.
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The king of the animals
With the exception of Animal Planet I usually don’t watch TV: it’s
the vehicle from which the System has been brainwashing us for
decades. But yesterday I experienced a revelation. A program
about the coming extinction of the lion in Africa (ca. 2020) stated
that the male lion is not the ornamental, passive guy we have seen
in the other programs of wild animal life. The lionesses hunt
during the day, true; but with night-vision cameras the role of the
male lion has finally been revealed.

It turns out that, for ages, there has been a war between the two
super-predators of Africa: the hyenas and the lions. And the only
way for a clan of lions to mark their territory and survive is when
the healthy male lions hunt and kill the female leader of the hyena
clan that dares to trespass the boundaries (which usually happens
at night). Footages of male lions hunting and killing the leader of
the hyenas are a treat! I had never seen it before.

Yet since it’s precisely
the splendid male
lion the specimen
that man has been
hunting down for
decades, the
population of lions
dropped from more
than 400,000 to a
tenth of that number.

Similarly, in our species a liberal system led by the Hyenas of
mankind has been hunting down the White males for decades with
feminist laws and a Gomorrean culture that turns them into the
feminized western males, degenerate race wee see today
overwhelmed with gratuitous guilt complexes.

From the nationalist viewpoint the moral of the story is that, if
boys don’t behave like real men again, if we don’t get back our
ruthless predator spirit, if we fail to raise a gun again, like the lion
we’ll go extinct.

Focus Northwest.
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Secession, our only hope…
The idea of fighting for a republic populated only by Whites; to
secede from a degenerated America, boggled my mind back in
2009 when I read Michael O’Meara’s seminal articles “Toward the
White Republic” and “The Sword” at The Occidental Quarterly.

Today, two years later, at The Occidental Observer (TOO)
Farnham O’Reilly has been publishing a series of articles of which
I will republish only the latest one, “What Will Work, Part Nine.”
It is an inspiring word for all those who, like me, believe that the
next step toward a White Republic is to continue spreading these
ideas until the minimum mass for actual revolution is reached.

Only then will secession become possible.

In discussions with
others regarding the
TOO responses on
the topic of secession,
some are discouraged
by the number of
negative reactions —

ostensibly from racially conscious kinsmen — saying that, for one
reason or another, White people cannot or should not secede. Yet,
let’s remember the respondents are not representative of most
White Nationalists. While perhaps one-third are really solid, clear
thinking individuals, another third may be best described as
Internet hobbyists. The remaining are, frankly, shills or
malcontents of one stripe or another.

I really don’t mind the shills; I suspect most TOO writers have
them, and while they work for the Enemy they are at least sincere.
Really, it is an intriguing game of chess with them, for they are the
best sophists, often agreeing in part yet coming across with
compelling arguments that leave honest readers with the
impression that, one way or another, Whites just cannot have total
victory and total sovereignty. This impression is strengthened
when the shill splits — not unlike an amoeba — assuming two
different identities that begin to argue with one another, with the
less polished half losing credibility. Yet, somehow the pseudo-
dialog still leaves the reader with the impression that we can never
have our Homeland — ever. As for the malcontents, they simply
work from a premise of envy or hatred. Not happy unless they are
miserable, these folks are of our own blood and will plague us to
the end.

Many readers raise the point that the U.S. government “won’t let
us secede.” But, that is what secession is all about! Yes, it is not for
the faint of heart, but secession is quite possible, and would be
brought about not through military victory, but by way of
economic expediency. Just how the mechanics whereby a more
powerful nation concedes territory and autonomy to a weaker one
through economic necessity will be left to others to discuss in
private — ample historical precedence as well as some very fine
blueprints set in fictional settings exist.

We have all heard it is wise to not underestimate your enemy. But,
it is also wise not to overestimate him! The Jews and their
collaborators are only as strong as their servants, and we would do
well to remember the last conflict the American military ever truly
won was that against the diminutive Caribbean nation of Grenada.

Compromise will not work, implicit caste or segregation systems
will not work, and enclaves will not work. Who is still in power in
all those scenarios? Who has the nukes? Who has the central
banking system? Who has the media? Nonwhites do not like
Whites. They never have. Dig it. We can’t just all get along, for the
nonwhite factions in this country — who will soon be a majority —
do not want to get along, and do not want equality; they want us
dead.

Only complete sovereignty, complete safety through autonomy,
complete self-determination brought about by secession, will save
us. United we stand, scattered we fall. We have seen how bad it is
when we are a majority — has anyone given thought to the
nightmare facing good White folk once we are a minority? If we do
not act, there is no punishment we will not deserve. Every goal
must bear a just proportion to its cost. For those who will act,
there never has been a more noble cause.

Those who wish to ‘take America back’ have not honestly assessed
reality. They are not even in a position to dictate their terms from
a position of weakness. America — in its current physical entirety
— is no longer theirs to take back. And, they do not deserve to
have it back, even if they were in a position to take it. It is much
like a prostitute who, upon meeting Mr. Right, decides to ‘take
back’ her chastity. It can’t be done. It can’t be taken back. She sold
it, and now it belongs to someone else — just like we did with
America. The Jews did not betray and sell out America — Whites
did that. We did it constitutionally, I might add. It is this America,
the polluting, anti-Nature, race-mixing, porn-addicted, junk-food
gorging, homophile, baby-killing, anti-family, instant gratification,
entertainment craving, God-hating, Jew-fawning abomination
that seeks to introduce its moral superiors such as Iran and
Afghanistan to American democracy.

There is such a thing as national sin, the demand for payment
which shall always be made in this world. America, once the
safest, richest, kindest, most blessed nation, deigned not to honor
the Source of that goodness, choosing instead to pursue evil
beyond imagination. But to those who have been faithful to all that
is good, all that is moral, all that is loyal, indeed all that has been
declared to be in accordance with natural law by that ineffable
Force without beginning or end, to those there is given the
opportunity to come out of this diseased whore known as the
United States of America before her ruin overtakes them.

For this nation of desolation has set its hand against everything
good, and has upheld everything evil. It destroys the environment
to extract those elements by which it may continue to foster
sensual, sedentary lifestyles. It has eschewed health, preferring
repulsive ingestion of garbage over good food — Americans are the
fattest, weakest, most unnatural creatures on earth. It has mocked
the sacred dual image by which Nature has designed all higher life
forms — male and female — daring to call this holy design into
question and relegating it to a matter of ‘orientation’ and ‘gender
identity’. It has actively sought the destruction of the gene pool to
which it owes its very existence through miscegenation, abortion,
alien immigration, and all forms of sexual shame. It has celebrated
and nourished the pornography industry, destroying families and
robbing children of their innocence. It has chosen for its leader a
man symbolic of the highest sin against Nature — a progeny of the
sun and the moon — a repulsive yet narcissistic individual whose
hatred for our folk knows no bounds. Finally, in all things and
everything America serves — first and foremost — Jewish
interests. And our people, what is left of our good people, need to
come out from under her, for there is a sight of blood on her
hands, and her fall, destruction and damnation will be great.

Much of what we talk about is what we don’t like; what is
happening, why it is bad for us, what will happen if we don’t do
anything, or perhaps how we intend on dealing with it. But seldom
do we speak of what we want, what we are after, and what kind of
world we want for our children.

It is hard to grasp how heavy the White Man’s burden really is,
and how good life could really be without subsidizing the parasites
and willful non-producers. One might think “Well, the income
taxes really aren’t that bad, much lower in fact than most other
developed nations. Besides, I always get a refund when I file.” But
that is just the individual income tax. There are a lot of other taxes
as well: tax on gasoline, tax on liquor, tax on highway users
(truckers), tax on arrows used for archery enthusiasts, sales tax,
payroll tax, estate tax, gift tax, corporate tax, tax on machine guns,
franchise tax, tax on tobacco, ad nauseam.

And then there is foreign aid, the most obscene example being
Israel, which siphons off, in the form of military aid, ‘loan
guarantees’ and out and out cash gifts, enough to support each
man, woman and child — legal or otherwise — in this country. In a
society in which parasites and willful non-producers are absent —
and there was at least one example of such a society not too many
years ago — a government can serve its citizens quite well without
the tax burden, and the citizens in turn will find that, while life
still presents many problems, personal finances are not one of
them.

If there will be
anything like a
national religion in
the future White
ethnostate, it will be a
reverence for Truth.
As with the ancient
Druids, truth will be
sought, coveted, and
prized. Truth will be

recognized as an absolute, regardless of any inconvenience,
offense, unpopularity, or expense. We shall have truth in science,
with all discoveries being welcomed regardless of iconoclasms
they may bestow. We shall have truth in history — hysterical
assertion shall not triumph over historical fact in our new State.
Within our reverence for Truth shall be the recognition we are
part of Nature and subject to Nature’s laws, and our treatment of,
and interaction with the environment shall be one of love and
respect.

We want an economy based on invention and production rather
than speculation and consumption, on equity funding rather than
debt financing. With an economy based on production, no citizen
who is willing to work will be without employment or livelihood,
no matter what kind of work it is. We want an end to the tyranny
of oligarchy, the bitter maturing of laissez-faire capitalism with
the loss of jobs, planned obsolescence, and the rich becoming
richer and the poor becoming poorer, and our people being
saddled with massive debt.

We want a nation where scholarships awarded on academic
achievement are really given to young people based on their
academic achievement, where you can send your daughter to
college knowing if she does come home with a husband he will at
least be a loving husband compatible with family heritage, and
furthermore they will make some darn fine looking grandkids. We
want a world where you can speak freely and honestly among your
peers or at your workplace about any aspect of science or history
without being ostracized, called names, or fired.

We want a society where you can watch a TV show without
hearing profanity, seeing strange people, or being exposed to
immodesty and immorality, and where there is no private
monopoly on media/TV, for control of media equals control of the
mind. We want a society where free speech means free speech,
and not license to desecrate that which others hold sacred, or to
steal the innocence of children by exposing them to filth and
depravity.

We want a society where young men still find young women
attractive when they are modestly dressed, and where young
women can find young men who act like young men and not old
boys, where kids can take walks in town at night in safety, where
little boys can hunt frogs in the creek, and little girls can walk
home from school safely. We want a society where food is not fast,
and commutes are not slow. We want a society without repulsive
malls, decrepit trailer parks, chintzy, greasy, plastic fast food
establishments, and other post-war junk architecture.

We want a system where justice is bestowed on the righteous, and
not purchased by the wicked, where truth is a legal defense, and
where professional attorneys can make as much as the
professional electricians and professional plumbers — if they work
hard enough.

We want a government where the constitution not only confers a
bill of rights, but also secures a bill of responsibility from each
citizen, and where the rights of the people are not trampled by the
rights of the individual.

We want a society where history books refer to the murder of 20
million Christians or 50 million unborn children as holocausts.

We want a land where our children learn about their heroes rather
than about the heroes of our enemies — the man who responded
to a courageous challenge by bringing a sling that could kill from
afar, who started a love affair with the King’s son, who betrayed
his loyal lieutenant so that he might ravish his wife in faithless
treachery, and then thanked God when an innocent child paid the
penalty for his transgression. It breaks my heart to think this
repulsive little Hebrew is held up as a godly role model to White
children in Sunday school listening in innocent, rapt wonder to
the whitewashing (literally!) of his loathsome deeds.

We want a society where true
artists are encouraged and
honored, and where
pornographers are located and
executed. We want a society
where live babies are preferred
over live perverts, and where the
slaying of the former rather than
the latter is considered a crime of
hate. We want a society where
degeneracy is ridiculed, and

Christianity is respected. We want a society where the just
recompense for one’s wife being subjected to insult or
unwarranted attention by another man may be transacted with
guns and not words. We want a society where homemaking and
motherhood is revered because it is natural, and the reversal of
spousal roles is ridiculed because it is unnatural.

We want a nation where the beauty accruing from racial hygiene is
preferred over the ugly anatomical disharmonies associated with
race-mixing. We want a nation where any photograph of a
gathering of people shows a healthy compliment of our own folk,
rather than the obligatory and unnatural conglomeration of
various races. We want a nation where quality is preferred to
equality, and where value is based on the natural criteria of
beauty, scarcity and utility, rather than the unnatural, fictitious,
man-declared concept of inherent human worth, without the
earning of such worth.

We want a country where dogfighting, cockfighting, bullfighting,
all kosher barbarisms against our animal friends and other forms
of ghoulish cruelty are rewarded with shame and death.

We want an education system that expands the definition of
Special Education to include those ‘gifted & talented’, and expand
those services to include, at a minimum, an equal amount spent
on gifted as well as ‘challenged’ children, a system where our
children can learn more about their own folk than about others,
and learn more about the good things their folk have done rather
than the mistakes they made. We want a society where active little
boys are given 4H projects instead of Ritalin.

We want a society where ‘freedom’ is defined as being able to do as
much good as one wants, regardless of criticism, rather than as
much evil as one wants, so long as physical or financial injury does
not occur. We want a republic, not a democracy. In other words,
we want our constitution to be founded on the rights of the people,
on which the rights of the individual shall not infringe, where our
freedom comes before my freedom. This will be a constitution that
recognizes the eternal truth which is this: the rights of all
individuals cannot be protected so long as the individuals within
that group have radically different values, but the rights of a
group of people with similar values can be protected.

We want a land where any writing or pictures on buildings or
trains will take the form of art, not hideous graffiti, where people
who are hurt will get prompt attention in emergency rooms
without having to wait while aliens are given priority, where dogs
will receive loving care, fowl will receive proper animal husbandry,
and neither will face an ugly end surrounded by sweating,
screaming faces bidding the highest dollar on mutilation and
death. Motorists will be insured, lawns will be mowed, and
restaurants will have health inspections. We want to be able to
walk our streets or into our stores and hear only the steady,
friendly language of our own folk, and not the gabbling and
gibbering of an alien tongue. Our military will guard our borders.
No se habla español aquí.

We want a nation that loves and upholds Nature and Her laws,
and that hates and opposes all that is unnatural and contrary to
Her laws, a nation whose folk recognizes that creation should go
up, and not down, even as it has in eons past. We want to live in a
White world.

***

We have had a
wonderful springtime
here in the
Homeland. The large
snowpack has been
experiencing a slow
melt-off, and there
are a profusion of
wildflowers. The
long, wet, cool spring
followed by sudden
summer heat has
made for a very
challenging farming

season, but still life is very good. The ruffed grouse have finished
their drumming and courtship in the woods, and the elk and deer,
having wintered much lower due to the heavy snowfall, came
through in fine shape. I saw two bull elk last week — both fat as
ticks, with antlers forming and thick with velvet. For those who
like shopping for free and nutritious groceries in the woods, the
morel mushrooms were quite plentiful, as were the wild onions.
The huckleberry harvest, still several months off, looks very
promising.

And, for birders, the Pacific Northwest is paradise. While there are
over 800 species of birds in North America, more than 350 of
them may be found in Idaho alone! Much of this is due to our
diverse geography, as well as the fact that, while we are a large
area, we have only about 15 people per square mile. Actually, we
have in many areas zero people per square mile as most folks live
in or near one of three major cities. Recently my wife and I saw a
pair of Pileated woodpeckers — always a haunting sight as they so
closely resemble their larger southern brethren the Ivorybill
woodpecker, the survival of which we and others in our
communities continue to pray for, as we do for our own folk — the
Children of the Sun.

* * *

Trainspotter comments at TOO:

Excellent and inspiring essay. As to the critique of America, I am
ashamed to admit that Farnham is both harsh… and essentially
correct. At what point do the missteps and misdeeds of the United
States become fundamental to its nature as opposed to flukes and
aberrations?

Importing cheap labor (including blacks), then whites
slaughtering whites at least in part over blacks, reconstruction,
extending the vote to blacks (in the 1800′s for crying out loud) –
need one go on? And we haven’t even reached the post World War
II era yet, or the absolutely disgusting present. A present where
even rock ribbed red staters are peachy keen on immigration, so
long as it is legal and the person wants to work hard. Want to
make a buck? Want to pursue your self-interest and gorge on
filthy lucre? Surely you are my kinsman, surely you are my fellow
citizen. LOL! You just can’t make this stuff up.

If this bizarre attitude on the part of “conservatives” that the
simple desire to make a buck makes one a kindred spirit, a good
countryman, whether he be Zulu or aborigine, does not reveal the
hollow shell of the United States, I don’t know what does. (I’ll note
that, obviously, there is nothing wrong and much right with
productive activity and building wealth – but the idea that such a
desire makes a Bantu a meaningful part of my community, my
people, is utterly absurd – but perfectly in vogue with the modern
Kwa.)

Today, in 2011, we are witnesses with front row seats to the
endgame. It’s a mad house.

Point is, this country had fundamental problems well before
Brown v Board and the ensuing cesspool. I’m increasingly
persuaded that these problems are inherent to what the United
States is, baked into the cake as it were. Two of the major poisons
being equality and excessive materialism, prominent right from
the beginning.

This is not to say that there is nothing good about America, but it
becomes increasingly apparent that most of the good attributed to
the United States is, in fact, simply an expression of the whites
who peopled it as opposed to the political ideas that get all of the
credit. Whites who had a continent to conquer and put to
productive use. Whites who still had a meaningful culture and
folkways that they brought with them from the Old World, while
temporarily being freed, or at least relatively so, from an
exploitative oligarchy.

Whites were extremely race conscious for most of American
history (and thank god for that, or we would already be at Brazil
status), but again, can this be attributed to the United States
political ideology/system in particular? I think not. It was simply
whites, as essentially decent and realistic people, attempting to
protect their communities, and in particular the more vulnerable
whites in the community, from the horrors that we see all around
us today. It had essentially nothing to do with “equality” or
Coolidge’s famous “the business of America is business”
materialist nonsense.

If anything, America’s political ideology/system worked against
these good things, always threatening to undermine them. And
then it did just that, and with some extra help from the Chosen, we
survey the wasteland across the fruited plain.

In short, what has been beautiful and impressive about America
has been its white people coupled with a fairly unusual set of
circumstances, not the political and ideological snake oil that
garners civic book kudos.

So yes, perhaps we do need something fresh, new and unused.
Something particularly geared to our nature, and specifically
designed to protect and elevate us through the coming ages. I just
don’t think that the United States can really be that anymore. In
many ways it never was.

This does not mean that I’m sold on the Northwest plan. I just
don’t think it will work out that way, for a variety of reasons that
I’ve written about before. However, at the moment, nothing better
has been put forward, so the Northwest idea wins by default. So be
it.

In any event, and however we get it, Farnham is absolutely
correct: sovereignty for our people must be the unalterable goal.
Nothing less will do. Whether the Northwest idea in particular
falls in or out of favor, gaining a land of our own must be our
lodestar.
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Irmin Vinson on the Holocaust
If nationalists continue to be reluctant to debunk the postwar narrative
about Hitler and the holocaust, and by this I don’t mean to deny that several
genocides were committed against various ethnic groups in the twentieth
century (including Jews), the white people won’t see the light. Ever.

Irmin Vinson’s articles on Hitler and the holocaust are essential reading
for anyone who is remotely willing to see through the lies with which the
elites have been brainwashing us for over sixty years. Although the latest
Vinson article published by Counter-Currents Publishing deserves a more
detailed reading, since it is more than seven thousand words, below I have
cut it by less than a half. Take it as an invitation to print and read the full
articles linked above (Counter-Currents has a friendly-printer option if you
just reduce the size of the letters).

No ellipsis added between unquoted paragraphs: 

♣

Once upon a time, not so long ago, the suffering of European
Jewry during the Second World War lacked a name. It was just
suffering, terminologically indistinguishable from, say, the
suffering of Ukrainian peasants during Stalinist collectivization, or
even the suffering of German civilians at the hands of the Red
Army. The suffering of an American soldier crippled on D-Day, the
suffering of a Jew starved at Bergen-Belsen, and the suffering of a
German woman crucified on a barn door all belonged to the same
broad generic category of wartime deaths and wartime suffering.
In the Western democracies historians and the public at large
paid, naturally enough, more attention to first two than to the
latter, more attention to our suffering than to theirs, but no one
believed that ours deserved a special name.

Beginning in the 1960s, during the course of the Civil Rights
Revolution, that changed. One group, until then numbered on our
side, the Jews, began to distinguish their suffering from everyone
else’s.

“Holocaust,” the English version of “Shoah,” was first deployed to
describe distinctively Jewish suffering during the 1961 Eichmann
trial in Jerusalem, a trial consciously conducted as an educational
enterprise, and it was not until the late 1960s that “Holocaust”
began its ascent into public consciousness in the English-speaking
world, propelled by a steadily growing number of essays and
books bearing the term, most authored by Jews. In 1968 the
Library of Congress replaced “World War, 1939-1945 — Jews”
with “Holocaust, Jewish (1939–1945)”; in 1978 the influential
television mini-series Holocaust appeared, watched by almost a
hundred million Americans, its advertising financed by Jewish
organizations; and in the same year President Carter established a
commission, chaired by professional “survivor” Elie Wiesel, to
create a national museum in Washington memorializing Jewish
suffering in Europe. Holocaust remembering accelerated rapidly
in the decade that followed, and by 1991 Rabbi Michael
Berenbaum, then project director of the Holocaust Memorial
Museum, could boast, accurately, that World War II was merely a
“background story” to the Holocaust. The contrary view, that the
Holocaust was a footnote (“point de détail”) to the war, is now
illegal in France and much of Europe, as the French nationalist
leader Jean-Marie Le Pen discovered. The old view of World War
II has not only been supplanted; in some countries it has literally
been criminalized.

The Jewish Holocaust was a run-of-the-mill horror in a century
that saw many horrors, no worse than the Armenian holocaust, or
the Cambodian holocaust, or the Russian holocaust, or the
Rwandan holocaust, or the Ukrainian holocaust.

Whose suffering gets publicly commemorated is a political
decision based not on the magnitude of the suffering but on the
political lessons that the commemorators hope to privilege.

There should be no real mystery why this occurred. Holocaust
education in the public schools, Holocaust Studies programs at
most major universities, a Week of Holocaust Remembrance in
mid-April, annual Holocaust commemorations in fifty states, a
Holocaust Museum on the Washington Mall, Holocaust
documentary after Holocaust documentary, Holocaust film after
Holocaust film — all testify either to the absolutely unprecedented
character of Jewish suffering during World War II, a suffering that
dwarfs all pseudo-holocausts into pitiable insignificance, or else to
the power of Jews to foist their racial agenda on White Gentiles.
Since the first alternative should be unthinkable — the death-tolls
of Soviet and Chinese Marxism were twenty million and sixty-five
million respectively, according to the Black Book — no one can
seriously discuss contemporary “Holocaust mania” without also
discussing Jewish power.

[Norman] Finkelstein has, however, no intention of discussing
Jewish power, and he resolves the problem, in his own mind, by
recourse to a fantasy common across the mainstream political
spectrum, from Rush Limbaugh on the Right to Noam Chomsky
on the Left — the fantasy of Israel as a valuable strategic resource,
“a proxy for US power in the Middle East” necessary to ensure
cheap oil and docile Muslims. Because the Holocaust deflects
legitimate criticism of the Jewish State, Finkelstein argues,
incessant remembering of the Holocaust also serves American
foreign-policy objectives.

It is difficult even to conceive how this Israeli proxy is supposed to
function, and there is no evidence that it does function, witness
the price of oil, a devastating oil embargo in the 1970s, and the
conspicuously undocile Muslim terrorists who now regularly
attack Americans. But the proxy’s phantom existence enables
Finkelstein and some others on the Left to identify their anti-
Zionism as a species of anti-Americanism. Leftist criticism of
Israel becomes de facto criticism of American geopolitical
objectives. The latter are, Finkelstein imagines, really responsible
for the billions shipped annually to Israel, and Zionist lobby
groups in Washington, motivated not by distinctively Jewish
group loyalty but by the raceless pursuit their own political
agendas, are only the willing facilitators, “marching in lock-step
with American power.” The unexamined assumption — that
support for Israel benefits the United States — remains
unexamined. No one need discuss Jewish power, Finkelstein has
convinced himself, because Jewish power is only a useful tool in
the hands of much more powerful non-Jewish “ruling elites.”

Finkelstein’s
implausible thesis
was necessary, from
his perspective, only
because the fact, if
openly
acknowledged, of
strong Jewish racial
loyalties will

inevitably lead anyone who thinks seriously about the political
abuse of the Holocaust to anti-Semitic conclusions. Incessant
Holocaust promotion by Jews has some obvious ulterior motives,
none of which has anything to do with American foreign-policy
objectives: to delegitimize nationalism within majority-White
nations; to legitimize Jewish nationalism in the Jewish State; to
immunize Jews from criticism; to extract money from Germany,
the United States, Switzerland, etc. Holocaust remembering is, in
short, part of a racially self-interested agenda — it helps Jews and
hurts us.

The Lessons of the Holocaust

The Jewish Holocaust, we are told endlessly, teaches universal
“lessons,” and there are now taxpayer-funded Holocaust museums
throughout the West, along with an extensive miseducational
apparatus, designed to impart these supposedly crucial “lessons,”
applicable (so we are instructed) to everyone everywhere. But the
principal “lesson” that the Holocaust teaches is, undoubtedly, the
lethal consequences of any racial or national consciousness among
Whites. Because White racialism and intolerance and nationalism
led to the Holocaust, White racialism and intolerance and
nationalism must be eradicated, to avoid future holocausts. In
terms of practical politics a politician who opposes Third World
immigration on racial or even on cultural grounds has failed to
learn the “lessons of the Holocaust”; the largely successful Jewish
campaigns to tag Patrick Buchanan and Jörg Haider with the
“Nazi” label/libel are recent cases in point.

The Holocaust Museum in Washington announced its anti-White
objectives early on, even before its construction: “This museum
belongs at the center of American life because America, as a
democratic civilization, is the enemy of racism and its ultimate
expression, genocide.” Genocide is, according to Jewish Holocaust
lore, the natural outcome of any racial self-assertion by people of
European descent, and American democracy is, by Jewish fiat,
devoted to the extirpation of every vestige of our racial
consciousness. That, not surprisingly, is what organized Jewry has
wanted all along, as Kevin MacDonald has thoroughly
documented.

In theory, the “lessons of the Holocaust” should teach Jews that
Israel cannot ethically remain an explicitly Jewish state,
committed to the preservation and advancement of a single Volk,
rooted in land, tradition and blood, but must instead become a
multiracial “state of its citizens,” bound together only by abstract
political principles and an eagerness to celebrate diversity, like the
nation-less anti-nations most Diaspora Jews now demand that
their host populations become. In practice, needless to say, few
Jews and no major Jewish organizations allow logical consistency
and the lessons of the Holocaust to interfere with their racial self-
interest. On the contrary: “The heart of every authentic response
to the Holocaust,” writes philosopher Emil Fackenheim, “…is a
commitment to the autonomy and security of the State of Israel.”
Whereas in Israel Jews have formed a Jewish State for themselves
and permit no one but Jews to immigrate into it, not even the
Palestinian Arabs they ejected in 1948, in the Diaspora they
campaign for multiculturalism and Third World immigration.
Jews hate all nationalisms save their own; they are nationalists
within Israel, but anti-nationalists everywhere else.

Broad Jewish support for Zionism in Israel, coupled with strident
opposition to any form of racialism or nationalism in the
Diaspora, is the defining hypocrisy of contemporary Jewry.
Finkelstein, like the late Israel Shahak, is not guilty of it. He is a
principled man: He opposes racialism in the United States, so he
also opposes it in Israel. Yet he is apparently unaware of, or
unwilling to acknowledge, his own anti-racialist debt to the
“shelves upon shelves of [Holocaust] shlock” under whose weight
American libraries are currently groaning. What has been, beyond
any doubt, the most politically significant lesson of the Holocaust,
the evil of White “racism,” is almost completely absent from his
text [The Holocaust Industry], appearing only in two sentences in
the final chapter:

Seen through the lens of Auschwitz, what previously was taken
for granted — for example, bigotry — no longer can be. In fact, it
was the Nazi holocaust that discredited the scientific racism that
was so pervasive a feature of American intellectual life before
World War II.

Auschwitz did not, of course, scientifically discredit scientific
racism, but it is certainly true that the academic study of racial
differences has been discredited by its association with German
National Socialism, although the facts themselves remain
indifferent to the lessons of the Holocaust. It is also true that
“bigotry is no longer taken for granted,” but this bland summary
of the sea-change in post-war attitudes to race requires a
translation. Finkelstein, like most multiracialists, believes that the
majority-White nations of the West are still riddled, from top to
bottom, with bigotry and systemic “racism.” The fight against
White “racism” has scarcely begun; the lessons of the Holocaust
have only taught us that bigotry should no longer be taken for
granted.

Thus in the midst of a culture
soaked in White guilt, Finkelstein
recommends more of the same,
while presenting his proposals as
part of a radical assault on a
conservative Holocaust
Establishment too timid to berate
the goyim with the severity they
deserve. “We could,” he says, “learn
much about ourselves from the Nazi
experience,” and he helpfully
suggests additional atrocities that
we might, if so inclined, also
commemorate: European
“genocide” in the Americas;
American atrocities during the Vietnam war; American
enslavement of Blacks; murderous Belgian exploitation of the
Congo. All of these suggestions for atrocity commemoration have
a feature in common that should not be too difficult to discern,
and with the likely exception of the last, each could be dutifully
recited by any well-indoctrinated schoolboy, thanks to
multicultural miseducation.

Finkelstein has further suggestions. We could also contemplate,
while learning much about ourselves from the Nazi experience,
how “Manifest Destiny anticipated nearly all the ideological and
programmatic elements of Hitler’s Lebensraum policy”; how
German eugenics programs, commonly regarded as precursors of
the Jewish Holocaust, merely followed American precedents; how
the Nuremberg Laws were a milder variant of the Southern
prohibition of miscegenation; how “the vaunted western tradition
is deeply implicated in Nazism as well,” Plato and Rousseau being
the proto-Nazis Finkelstein has in mind. Clearly, learning from the
Nazi experience means learning to see the Nazi in ourselves and in
our history.

Here Finkelstein’s self-described radical critique of Holocaust
orthodoxies has a parasitical relation to what it purports to
debunk, tacitly relying on alleged Holocaust uniqueness in order
construct a tenuous guilt-by-association which would be laughable
in any other context. Hitler opposed “birth control on the ground
that it preempts natural selection”; Rousseau said something
similar. Most American states once had eugenics laws sanctioning
the sterilization of mental defectives; the Nazis had similar laws.
Leo Strauss called this form of non-reasoning the reductio ad
Hitlerum. We are expected to see, and unfortunately most Whites
will indeed see, not discrete ethical issues but a sinister pattern
that establishes culpability.

Yet the sinister pattern of culpability only exists if the Holocaust
remains, on account of its unparalleled evil, the terminus toward
which all of Western history was directed; the pattern ceases to
exist if the Holocaust is dislodged from its position high atop a
hierarchy of suffering. Substitute the Judeo-Bolshevik slaughter of
Ukrainians for the Jewish Holocaust [see e.g., here] and you will
also select a different set of sign-posts leading to a different
unparalleled evil.

Since Finkelstein does not practice what he preaches, avoiding the
implications of his own call to democratize suffering, his preferred
Holocaust lessons turn out, as we have seen, to be not much
different from the anti-racialist lessons that Holocaust promoters
already teach. Elie Wiesel would have no objection to most of
Finkelstein’s pedagogy of White guilt, though he would of course
insist that Jews need not be among its pupils. White guilt is a
given for both; they differ only on how we should best
commemorate it and on whether Jews should be included among
the group to whom the requisite lessons must be addressed. We
are, Finkelstein and Wiesel agree, morally obliged to “confront”
and “remember” Nazi crimes, even though the confronting and
remembering will be “difficult” and “painful,” because we were
somehow complicit in them, and in this both articulate what is
now surely the core dogma of Holocaust propaganda.

“[To] study… the Holocaust,” says Marcia Sachs Littell, director of
the National Academy for Holocaust and Genocide Teacher
Training, “is also to study the pathology of Western civilization
and its flawed structures.” Rabbi Eliezer Berkovits, Holocaust
theologian, goes further: “The guilt of Germany is the guilt of the
West. The fall of Germany is the fall of the West. Not only six
million Jews perished in the Holocaust. In it Western civilization
lost its claim to dignity and respect.”

Such expressions of anti-Western animus, routine in Jewish
Holocaust writing, would be very difficult to reconcile with
Finkelstein’s account of the genesis of Holocaust remembering,
namely that organized Jewry “forgot” the Holocaust throughout
the 1950s and then, in order to become valued participants in
American statecraft, tactically “remembered” it in 1967, so that
“Jews now stood on the front lines defending America — indeed,
‘Western civilization’ — against the retrograde Arab hordes.”

Anti-Western animus is, on the other hand, very easy to explain
within the socio-political context of the decade when, by all
accounts, the Holocaust received its English name and began its
ascent into popular consciousness. American Jewry’s decision to
remember the Holocaust was dependent on White America’s
willingness to listen. A speaker normally presupposes an auditor,
and vocal Holocaust remembering likewise presupposes receptive
Holocaust listening. Jews had no intention in the 1960s and they
have no intention now of remembering their Holocaust in the
absence of a non-Jewish audience.

American Jews conveniently recovered their forgotten Holocaust
memory at the very historical moment when racial victimization in
the past began to confer political power in the present. The
religion of the Holocaust was the Jewish version of anti-White
identity politics. To number yourself among the wretched of the
earth was a source of political power during the Civil Rights
Revolution, and it continued to be a source of political power in
the decades that followed.

Jews had played an instrumental role in fomenting the
Revolution, and by remembering the Holocaust they enlisted
themselves, citing an impeccable pedigree of suffering at the
hands of Whites, among the minority groups eligible to receive its
moral capital, while relieving themselves of membership, largely
nominal in any case, in the White oppressor race, against whom
the Revolution was and still is directed. Through the Holocaust
the most successful ethnic group in American history not only
joined the various aggrieved minorities staking out a claim against
the Euro-American majority, but also pushed itself to the front of
the line.

Since Jews are more intelligent and much more politically
powerful than other aggrieved minorities, they have elevated their
wartime victimization above all other victimizations, while
surrounding it with a deceptive, often eloquent language of
humane universalism. The Jewish victims of the Holocaust,
philosopher Paul Ricoeur writes, are “delegates to our memory of
all the victims of history,” a formulation which in practice means
that all of history’s other victims can be safely ignored or
consigned to a small, dark corner in your local Holocaust
museum, being somehow included in the representative suffering
of the Jews.

Thus this exceptional piece of Holocaust lore from Yad Vashem’s
Avner Shalev: “We add our voice to those who believe that the
Holocaust, because of its Jewish specificity, should serve as a
model in the global fight against the dangers of racism, anti-
Semitism, ethnic hatred and genocide.” The sentence is logically
incoherent but its meaning is clear: Jewish specificity ensures
universality. And the political subtext is also clear: In the holy war
against “racism,” one race of victims is far more equal than the
rest.

* * *

Insofar as we accept, as far too many of us do, the false moral
burden to feel racial guilt over German wartime atrocities, real
and fictional, we have internalized Jewish ethnocentrism, learning
to see ourselves through Jewish eyes. We should therefore learn
our own “lesson of the Holocaust” — that the descendants of both
the winners and the losers of the Second World War now have a
common interest in repudiating the old mythology of unique Nazi
evil, along with the anti-Western Holocaust industry which has
fastened itself on it.
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Why I don’t watch TV or read newspapers
Yesterday I picked up a couple of comments from Mangan’s. Here
there are two more from another thread:

 

 

Wandrin said…

“The typical bribe paid to a
television-channel owner was
about a hundred times larger
than that paid to a politician”

Yup. Democracy + television =
mediacracy.

Most people only know about their little slice of reality which on a
national scale is maybe 10%. The media fills in the other 90%. If
the media lies about or censors the true reality then the whole
political process will revolve around that false reality.

I grew up in and also later worked in certain kinds of
neighborhood. There was a lot of inter-ethnic violence and the
ratio was about 40:1 black on white. Because the media didn’t
report any of the black on white attacks as black on white attacks
—they were either not reported or no ethnicities were mentioned
—but made a huge splash about any white on black attack that
literally went on for months, the people outside those areas
believed the majority of the problem was white on black.

People literally four miles away believed the media version even
though it couldn’t possibly have been further from the truth. This
is just an example of how much they can get away with.

It’s staggering really. You could have death camps in Washington
DC and as long as the MSM didn’t report it, it wouldn’t matter.

Mediacracy.

The politicians are the least important part of the process. The
MSM are like the air force in the first gulf war. By the time they
are finished bombing (manipulating public opinion) all the army
(left-liberal politicians) need to do is roll over the start line and
start taking prisoners.

Obviously the magic of this form of controlled democracy depends
on people trusting the MSM. Without the trust element television
loses its power—like it did in the Sov Bloc—and if so the power of
the ruling class has to be exercised in a more direct and brutal
way.

Daybreaker said…

People think they know a lie when they see one. They forget that
you can’t see through what was never reported. That is why the
media blackout on undesired information is so effective, and why
it’s worth the high price.
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A final solution to the Jewish problem
A moral commitment to the permissibility of exclusionary identity
for European-derived people lies at the heart of starting to think
about a final solution to the Jewish Problem. Let’s take a look at a
couple of comments today in a thread at Mangan’s:

Armor said…

An easy solution to
“save the Jews” [in
1939-1945] would
have been to resettle
them all in Palestine

or Madagascar. I’d rather have 10 million Jews safely expelled
from Europe than millions of Germans and other Europeans killed
in a war.

[Responding to an Anonymous commenter—]

JSM said…

“Sheila, Pat, and Svigor, and other Jew-critical people, what
should the Jews do, according to you? Should they stay in
Western countries or should they go to Israel?” 

My opinions:

Going to Israel would be best. Most particularly, none be allowed
to reenter the U.S., where they might agitate in U.S. government
affairs.

“If they stay in the West, should they convert and intermarry or
could they stay there as Jews?”  

Not stay as Jews. If any stay, in recognition of their and their
people’s complicity in our current mess and in demonstration of
their sincere regret and willingness to make amends, should
willingly agree to give up the Judaism, should intermarry and
assimilate, and in addition, should agree to no occupations in
finance, education, government or media for at least three
generations of unremitting assimilation. If Jew or part-Jew
marries Jew or part-Jew, they should go to Israel.

“If they go to Israel, should they claim it as the Jewish nation
state or should they share it with Arabs as a proposition nation?”   

Shrug. Not my problem. You guys do what you want, but NO
foreign aid from U.S. in any form.

“Or should they all be killed (sterilized)? What would be a good
solution?” 

Yeah, this last bit is proof that you’re not sincerely seeking
solutions with us but trying to smear us as Nazis to get us to shut
up.

You turd.
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This site in a nutshell: here.
See also “The 14 words” and
“New tablets of stone”.

The Fair Race’s Darkest
Hour is a compilation of
texts by seventeen authors
that changed my world-
view. A softcover edition of
the book is available: here.

A translation of the work of
Karlheinz Deschner on the
criminal history of
Christianity is available:
here.

Thomas Goodrich’s
Hellstorm is the most
important book of the 21st
century.

Its subject-matter:
the Holocaust
perpetrated by the

Allied forces on the
Germans, civilians included
(here).
 

Here: an SS
pamphlet explaining
National Socialism.

How we are light-years
away from the secular, Neo-
Christian ethics of the Alt-
Right can be surmised in
“Darwin’s
exterminationism”.

Presently Siege is only
available as a PDF.

“1945 was the year of the
total inversion of Aryan
values into Christian
values.” —Joseph Walsh

“With the death of Adolf
Hitler in the close of the
2nd World War in 1945
Western civilization, as it
had existed and is still
perceived DIED once and for
all. The only thing that was
left now was a gene pool.”
—James Mason

“The fall of Stalingrad is the
finish of Europe. There was
a cataclysm. The core of it
all was Stalingrad. There
you can say it was finished
and well finished, the white
civilisation.” —L.F. Céline

To unplug yourself from the
Matrix you really need to
undemonize Adolf Hitler,
Heinrich Himmler, National
Socialism and the Third
Reich. Click here to hit ten
articles on vital info about
the Second World War that
the controlled media
concealed from you.
 

Gens alba conservanda est
(“The white race must be

preserved”)

 

Worldly gain at the expense
of the Volk is the main
cause of the ongoing
destruction of the white
race.

See “Revaluation of
values”: a
paraphrase from

Francis Parker’s Yockey’s
The Enemy of Europe.

Fortunately, the collapse of
the dollar that is coming
will mark the beginning of
the end of America’s
economic and cultural
hegemony over Europe.
 

 
“The sign of the times is
degeneracy. This term—
degeneracy—sums up all
that is happening to the
West.”
 
CONTACT:

cesartort (at) yahoo

 

“RACISM”:

On the origin of the
word “racist”

The word “racism”
from the Nietzschean
viewpoint

 

Two texts by Wm. Pierce:

1. Best article
on the Jewish
question

2. The West’s darkest
hour
 

See how using non-white
labor in the Ancient World
or capitalism in the
Modern World is the main
factor for white decline:

Who We Are
(abridged)

 

For a couple of articles on
Richard Wagner and LOTR
click on pics below:

 

The Jewish Problem
(Jewish authors):

Larry Auster’s
unpublished chapter

Excerpts of Esau’s Tears

 

The Jewish Problem
(non-Jewish authors):

Definition of anti-
Semitism

The Culture of Critique’s
Preface

 

 

History of Jewry:

The saga of the European
Jews

Jew vs. White: More than
3,000 years of conflict

 

 

“Racism” is just an
expression of evolution.
All species go through
racial separation on their
path to speciation. No
exceptions.

In humans racist is just a
person who loves his
race, for example the
nymphs on this sidebar.
But in today’s mad West
the term “racist” de facto
means someone who
loves the white race to the
point of wanting to
preserve it.

 

Women from our
viewpoint:

The eternal feminine

On racial IQ studies:

The new enemies of
science

The roots of civilisation

 

Who am I?:

See an excerpted
translation from the
German Metapedia article
about me.

 

HUMAN SKIN COLORS:

ARCHIVES

Select Month

CATEGORIES

14 words
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Achilles
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(book)

Africa

Against the Fall of
Night (novel)

Agamemnon

Alaric

Albert Lindemann

Albert Schweitzer

Albert Speer

Albrecht Dürer

Alcibiades

Alcman

Aldous Huxley

Alex Linder

Alexander Alekhine

Alexander the Great
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Alexandria
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Alice Miller

Alt-Right / white
nationalism

American civil war
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Ammianus Marcellinus

An Eye for an Eye
(book)

Ancient Greece
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Anders Breivik

Andrew Anglin
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Angela Merkel

Anti-German
exterminationism

Anti-white
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Antichrist (book)
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Arcadius
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Bolshevism
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Corneliu Zelea
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Counter-Reformation

Crusades

Currency crash

Daniel (biblical figure)

Dante Alighieri

Darkening Age (book)
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David Duke
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Strauss

David Irving

David Lane

Day of Wrath (book)

Daybreak Publishing

Death in Venice
(movie)
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Demeter
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Denmark

Der Ring des
Nibelungen (opera)
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Don Quixote (book)

Donald Trump

Dorians

Dresden

Dwight D. Eisenhower
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Edmund Burke
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Enoch Powell
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Esau's Tears (book)
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Essay on the Inequality
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(book)
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Euripides

Europe
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Evil
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Hour (book)
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Film
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First World War
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Franklin D. Roosevelt
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Franz Boas

Frederick the Great
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French Revolution

Friedrich Nietzsche
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From Jesus to Hitler
(book)

G.W.F. Hegel
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Gaul

Genetics

Genghis Khan

Genrikh Yagoda

Genuine spirituality

Geography

George Lincoln
Rockwell

George Orwell
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Goethe

Gone with the Wind
(movie)

Gore Vidal

Goths

Gratian

Greg Johnson
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Gulag Archipelago
(book)

Gustave Doré
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Hannibal

Hans F. K. Günther

Harold Covington

Harry S. Truman

Hate

Heinrich Himmler

Hellstorm (book)

Helmut Stellrecht

Henry VIII
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Hermann (Arminius)

Hermann Göring
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Herod the Great
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Hieronymus Bosch

Hippocrates

History

History of the decline
and fall of the Roman
Empire (book)

Hitler Youth

Hitler's table talk
(book)

Hojas Susurrantes
(book)

Holocaust

Holodomor

Homer

Homosexuality

Honorius (emperor)

Horace

Human sacrifice

Huns

Hunter (novel)

Hypatia of Alexandria

Ibycus

Iceland

Iliad (epic book)

Immanuel Kant

Immigration laws

Impeachment of Man
(book)

India

Individualism

Indo-European
heritage

Industrial Revolution

Infanticide

Inquisition

Intelligence quotient
(IQ)

Ireland

Isaac Newton

Isabella I of Castile

Isaiah (prophet)

Islam

Islamization of Europe

Israel

Italy

James Mason

James Watson

Jane Austen

Japan

Jared Taylor

Jean-Jacques
Rousseau

Jefferson Davis

Jeffrey Masson

Jeremy Bentham

Jerusalem

Jesus

Jewish hate groups

Jewish question (JQ)

Jewish–Roman wars

Jez Turner

Johannes Gutenberg

Johannes Kepler

John Calvin

John F. Kennedy

John Locke

John Milton

John Modrow

John of Patmos

John Stuart Mill

John the Evangelist

John Tyndall

José María Morelos

José Vasconcelos

Joseph Goebbels

Joseph Stalin

Josephus

Joshua

Jovian

Judaism

Julian (novel)

Julius Caesar

Julius Firmicus
Maternus

Justice

Justinian I

Juvenal

Karl Marx

Karl Popper

Karlheinz Deschner

Kenneth Clark

Kevin MacDonald

Kriminalgeschichte des
Christentums (books)

Ku Klux Klan

Lactantius

Latin America

Lawrence Auster

Leon Trotsky

Leonardo da Vinci

Leonidas

Libanius

Liberalism

Library of Alexandria

Literature

London

Lord of the Rings
(novel / film)

Lothrop Stoddard

Louis XIV of France

Louis-Ferdinand
Céline

Luke the Evangelist

Lycurgus

Maccabees

Madison Grant

Mainstream media

Manosphere

Manu Rodríguez
(blogger)

March of the Titans
(book)

Marcus Aurelius

Marcus Eli Ravage

Mark the Evangelist

Mark Twain

Mark Weber

Marriage

Martin Bormann

Martin Luther

Marxism

Materialism /
capitalism

Maternus Cynegius

Matt Koehl

Matthew the Evangelist

Matthias Grünewald

Maxfield Parrish

Maya civilization

Mein Kampf (book)

Men

Metaphysics of race /
sex

Mexico

Michael O'Meara

Michelangelo

Middle Ages

Middle East

Miguel Hidalgo y
Costilla

Militarism

Miscegenation

Miscellany

Moctezuma II

Monarchy

Mongols

Monocausalism

Montaigne

Montesquieu

Morgenthau Plan

Moscow

Moses (Hebrew
lawgiver)

Music
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Name of the Rose
(novel)

Napoleon

National Socialism

Neanderthalism
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New Spain

New Testament

New York

Newspeak

Niccolò Machiavelli

Nicolaus Copernicus

Non-white
immigration

Nordicism

Norman Rockwell

North America

Norway

Nuremberg

Obituaries

Occam's razor

Occidental Observer
(webzine)

Odysseus / Ulysses

Old Testament

Oliver Cromwell

On the Genealogy of
Morality (book)

On The Historicity of
Jesus (book)
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Oswald Mosley
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Ottoman Empire

Ovid

Painting
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Passing of the Great
Race (book)

Patriarchy

Pedagogy

Pederasty

Percy Bysshe Shelley

Pericles

Persephone

Persia

Peter Schiff

Petronius

Philippe Rushton

Philo

Philosophy

Philosophy of history

Pindar

Plato

Pliny the Elder

Plutarch

Poetry

Poland

Polybius

Pompey

Pope Francis
(Francisco I)

Pope Gregory I

Pope Theophilus of
Alexandria

Porphyry of Tyre

Portugal

Pre-Columbian
America

Prehistory

Pride & Prejudice
(2005 movie)

Pro-white
exterminationism

Protestantism

Pseudoscience

Psychiatry

Psychoanalysis

Psychohistory

Psychology

Puritans

Quotable quotes

Racial studies

Rape of the Sabine
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Raphael

Real men
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Reconquista

Red terror

Reformation

Reinhard Heydrich

Religion

Rembrandt

Renaissance

René Descartes

Republic (Plato's book)

Revilo Oliver

Rhodesia

Richard Carrier

Richard Wagner

Richard Walther Darré

Rising Tide of Color
(book)

Robert Jay Mathews

Roger Devlin

Romanticism

Rome vs. Judea (book)

Romulus

Ronald Reagan

Russia

Russian Revolution

Sappho

Satyricon (novel)

Savitri Devi

Schizophrenia

Schutzstaffel (SS)

Science

Second World War

Seneca

Sense and Sensibility
(movie)

Sexual "liberation"

Siege (book)

Sigmund Freud

Silvano Arieti

Skepticism

Sleeping Beauty (1959
film)

Socrates

Solomon

Solon

South Africa

Soviet Union

Spain

Sparta (Lacedaemon)

Sponsor

St Ambrose

St Athanasius

St Augustine

St Cyril of Alexandria

St Francis

St Ignatius of Antioch

St Irenaeus

St Jerome

St John Chrysostom

St Paul

St Peter

St Thomas Aquinas

Stefan Zweig

Stilicho

Strabo

Struggle with the
Daimon (book)

Sturmabteilung (SA)

Suetonius

Summer, 1945 (book)

Sweden

Switzerland

Sword

Tacitus

Temple of Artemis

Temple of Jerusalem

Temple of Serapis

Tenochtitlan

Tertullian

Thebes

Theoderic the Great

Theodore Lidz

Theodoret

Theodosius I

Theodosius II

Theology

Third Reich

Thomas Cole

Thomas Goodrich

Thomas Hobbes

Thomas Jefferson

Thomas Szasz

Thucydides

Thus spoke
Zarathustra (book)

Tiberius

Titus

Tom Sunic

Trajan

Transvaluation of all
values

Trauma model of
mental disorders

Turin Shroud

Turner Diaries (novel)

Twilight of the idols
(book)

Two Hundred Years
Together (book)

Ukraine

Ulfilas

Uncategorized

Uncle Tom’s Cabin
(novel)

United Kingdom

United States

Universalism

Valens

Valentinian I

Valentinian II

Valentinian III

Valerian

Vercingetorix

Vespasian

Videos

Vienna

Vikings

Vincent van Gogh

Vladimir Lenin

Vladimir Putin

Vlassis Rassias

Voltaire

W.B. Yeats

Ward Kendall

WDH radio show

Welfare of animals

West's darkest hour

White-slave trade

Who We Are (book)

Wikipedia

Wilhelm Sieglin

Will Durant

William Blake

William James

William Pierce

William Shakespeare

Winston Churchill

Wolfgang Amadeus
Mozart

Women

Wuthering Heights
(novel)

Xenophon

Yearling (novel)

Zeus

Zosimus

Zweites Buch

The greatest of the
“conservative” thinkers,
Joseph de Maistre,
pointed out long ago that
the French Revolution led
the revolutionaries rather
than was led by them. For
he believed that certain
Providential forces rule
our lives. These forces he
saw in Christian terms,
but others, like
Heidegger, for instance,
saw them in terms of
Being, over which humans
have no control.

In either case, the force of
Providence or Being or
Destiny has a power that
has often made itself felt
in our history. For this
reason, I have little doubt
that Europeans will
eventually throw off the
Judeo-liberal system
programming their
destruction. I’m less
confident about we
Americans, given the
greater weakness of our
collective identity and
destiny. But nevertheless
even we might be saved
from ourselves by this
force—as long as we do
what is still in our power
to do.

—Michael O’Meara

BLOGROLL

The Occidental Observer
(scholarly site about the
Jewish Question).

Nazi Propaganda Guide
Page (not exactly a
National Socialist friendly
site but very informative
of primary NS sources).

The legacy of Wm. Pierce

David Irving’s Website

Jake F.’s NS Archive

 

IN SPANISH

La hora más oscura

 

From Guillaume Faye's
"Mars & Hephaestus": 

The twenty-first century will
be a century of iron and
storms. It will not resemble
those harmonious futures
predicted up to the 1970s.
It will not be the global
village prophesied by
Marshall MacLuhan in 1966,
or Bill Gates’ planetary
network, or Francis
Fukuyama’s end of history:
a liberal global civilization
directed by a universal
state. 

The Third Age of European
Civilization commences, in
a tragic acceleration of the
historical process, with the
Treaty of Versailles and end
of the civil war of 1914-18:
the catastrophic twentieth
century. Four generations
were enough to undo the
labor of more than forty.
Europe fell victim to its own
tragic Prometheanism, its
own opening to the world
and universalism, oblivious
of all ethnic solidarity. 

The Fourth Age of European
civilization begins today. It
will be the Age of rebirth or
perdition. The twenty-first
century will be for this
civilization, the fateful
century, the century of life
or death. 

Let us cultivate the
pessimistic optimism of
Nietzsche. “There is no
more order to conserve; it is
necessary to create a new
one.” Will the beginning of
the twenty-first century be
difficult? Are all the
indicators in the red? So
much the better. They
predicted the end of history
after the collapse of the
USSR? We wish to speed its
return: thunderous,
bellicose, and archaic. Islam
resumes its wars of
conquest. China and India
wish to become
superpowers. And so forth.
The twenty-first century will
be placed under the double
sign of Mars, the god of
war, and of Hephaestus, the
god who forges swords, the
master of technology and
the chthonic fires. This
century will be that of the
metamorphic rebirth of
Europe, like the Phoenix, or
of its disappearance as a
historical civilization and its
transformation into a
cosmopolitan and sterile
Luna Park. 

The beginning of twenty-
first century will be the
despairing midnight of the
world of which Hölderlin
spoke. But it is always
darkest before the dawn.
Let us prepare our children
for war. Let us educate our
youth, be it only a minority,
as a new aristocracy. 

Today we need more than
morality. We need
hypermorality, the
Nietzschean ethics of
difficult times. When one
defends one’s people, i.e.,
one’s own children, one
defends the essential. Then
one follows the rule of
Agamemnon and Leonidas
but also of Charles Martel:
what prevails is the law of
the sword, whose bronze or
steel reflects the glare of
the sun. 

T A G S:

4 words

 

For Spanish-speakers: an
autobiography of the
editor of this site in two
volumes is available: here
and here. 

 

He who has not read Day
of Wrath has not looked
at the admin of this site in
the eyes. A hard copy is
available: here. For an
introduction see: here.

______  ______

“Hate is not some useless
organ like the appendix.
It’s there for a reason.

Why does Christianity do
all it can to talk us out of
necessary and functional
drives?

Well, the answer is that
it’s a bit of software
meant to disable our
enemy recognition
module. Christianity
preaches blind love, and
that love is murdering the
West”. – Alex Linder

 

“Why were you so
ungrateful to our gods as
to desert them for the
Jews?” —Emperor Julian to
the Christians

Regarding the sticky
post see esp. post #37.
For the context of the
Christian problem see:
here.

 

 

 Search

When you forbid your
enemy to hate, you’ve
disarmed him.
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