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EDITOR’S FOREWORD

Western Civilization Bites Back collects transcripts of seven lectures by
Jonathan Bowden, supplemented by two shorter published pieces and the
transcript of Jonathan’s last interview. As with all of Jonathan’s works, these
pieces range as far and wide as his vast learning, powerful imagination, and
genius for seeing connections could take him. But I have strung them together
on a common thread: Bowden’s conviction that the crisis of the white race is
ultimately moral, both in cause and in cure.

The moral cause is the dominant Christian and liberal values system which
elevates weakness over strength, equality over excellence, humility over pride,
the guilty conscience over the innocence of becoming. This moral programming
has been used to demoralize and dispossess whites not just for our many
collective crimes and mistakes but also for our greatness: for the beauty of our
people and their magnificent achievements in philosophy and letters, art and
architecture, science and technology, exploration and statesmanship—
excellences which other races seldom equal and scarcely ever surpass.

Christian and liberal values have never been consistent with biological
flourishing and cultural greatness, and their dominance has led, inexorably, to
whites being essentially “talked out” of planetary dominance and onto the path
of extinction within the span of less than a century—an astonishing reversal of
fortunes in a historical blink of the eye.

Talk of equality and pity led, first, to a pervasive lowering of standards and
the raising—even privileging—of the marginalized within white communities.
Then the same moral pleading was used to bring about the inclusion, equality,
and eventual hegemony of Jews and other non-whites within our societies.
Once Jews gained sufficient control over education, culture, and the mass
media, the path from white guilt to white dispossession has been immensely
accelerated.

Even the massive use of coercion to advance white dispossession—for
example, the American Civil War, the Bolshevik Revolution, the Second
World War, and the pervasive drive to criminalize ethnocentric speech and
thought throughout white societies—could not have happened before whites—
specifically elite whites in positions of power and influence—had been
essentially talked into them on moral grounds.



The moral cure for our decline is what Nietzsche called a transvaluation of
values: the creation of a new moral hierarchy—or the return of a very old one
—that is consistent with the biological and cultural flourishing of our race. We
need a value system that is both pre-Christian and biological, a value system
that prizes the striving of life for differentiation, struggle, and excellence.

Effecting this transvaluation is an inescapably intellectual and thus elitist
project involving the deconstruction of the hegemonic value system and the
formulation and propagation of a healthy alternative.

But there is a sense in which transvaluation is deeply populist and
subintellectual, for the root of it is our people’s recovery of spontaneous
animal vitality—our will to persist as individuals and to live on through our
race—and a simple refusal to be robbed of our heritage and destiny by
egalitarian sob stories. It is the refusal to be bogged down in morbid
conscientiousness, self-examination, and guilt in the name of naive,
spontaneous, vital self-assertion.

This 1s the sense of Bowden’s recommendation that we just “step over” the
guilt trips and tales of woe. Vital beings with a sense of destiny and a drive for
glory cannot be bothered with spurious historical crimes and mistakes or even
real ones.

Answering the arguments of those who wish to swindle us out of our future
is all well and good. But a healthy organism cannot be talked out of its
existence, period. Thus the deeper victory is to arrive at the conviction that all
such arguments simply do not matter. Winning an argument is nothing compared
to this triumph of the will.

In editing these transcriptions, I punctuated for maximum intelligibility,
added the first names of many historical figures, supplied a few missing
words, deleted a few false starts, and added the minimum necessary sprinkling
of explanatory and corrective notes. The passages that appear in quotation
marks in Jonathan’s speeches are, of course, usually his paraphrases, not exact
quotes. Those who wish to consult the original recordings at www.counter-
currents.com will see that nothing extraneous has been added and nothing
essential removed.

I wish to thank Michael Woodbridge, Jonathan’s literary executor, for his
blessing on this project; Michael Polignano, for recording ‘“Western
Civilization Bites Back” and Jonathan’s last interview and then in recovering
the latter recording from a broken flash drive; and all the individuals who



recorded and made available Jonathan’s lectures.

I wish to thank Michael Polignano for transcribing “Western Civilizatior
Bites Back,” “Credo: A Nietzschean Testment,” and “Western Civilization: A
Bullet Through Steel”; Davied E. Clarke for transcribing “Marxism and th
Frankfurt School” and “Revisionism: Hard and Soft, Left and Right”; V. S. fo
transcribing “Hans-Jiirgen Syberberg: Leni Riefenstahl’s Heir?” and “Bil
Hopkins: An Anti-Humanist Life”; V. S. and S. F. for transcribing Jonathan’s
last interview; and the many loyal readers of Counter-Currents/North
American New Right who helped us complete and correct these transcripts
after they were placed online.

I also wish to thank Matthew Peters and Tim Reus for their carefu
proofreading; Kevin Slaughter for his always excellent design work; and all
the friends and supporters of Counter-Currents without whom this book, and all
of the others, would be impossible.

Finally, I wish to thank Kevin MacDonald, Adrian Davies, Alex Kurtagi¢
and Tom Suni¢ for their promotional quotes.

Once again, this book is for Jonathan.

Greg Johnson
San Francisco
September 15, 2013



WESTERN CIVILIZATION
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BITES BACK_

Well, I don’t really speak to a topic, but you need something to fasten your
mind on when you’re engaged in a speech. Speeches are about energy, and are
about power, and about how you utilize power and how you channel it. I'm
what’s called a mediumistic speaker, so I hear the voice instant by instant
before I speak, and when you stand up you hear what you’re going to say a
fraction of a second before it comes out of your mouth. What I’d like to talk
about is Western civilization and how we can save it.

Now the crisis of the West is ongoing, and everybody knows what it is. In
the circumstances of the United States—I’ve only ever been here twice—the
prognosis for decay is well-advanced. The people who created the United
States are on the defensive: they’re on the defensive psychologically, and
emotionally, and linguistically, and culturally. People are comfortable, at least
those that are, and a lot hit by recession, but everyone is worried about what
the future will hold. Demographically, the people in this room could well be a
minority in 40 years, maybe less than 40 years, maybe more than 40 years;
maybe it doesn’t matter if it’s 40 years or 44 or 64 or 35.

What matters is that you’ve become a minority now. You've become a
minority mentally, because these things happen to people mentally and psycho-
spiritually before they have a physical impact. I think people are preparing to
be a minority now, long before it happens. I was well aware that President Bill
Clinton was once asked about his commitment to political correctness, and he
said whites need political correctness. He said white Europeans, white
Americans need it because they’re going to be a minority relatively soon, and
you need to play all of those vanguard games whereby you play off each group
against every other group, you make sure that your protest is in early whenever
you’re insulted, or you feel there’s the prospect that you might be insulted

And an insult in this trajectory, in this terrain can mean anything. It can mean
the denial of future prospect that you might have expected to own and honor. It
can be the denial of something which is your right as you perceive it. Your
right to dominate the cultural space here in the United States. That the Unitec
States is a post-European society. That all of its architecture—Judeo-Christiar



and otherwise—seems to have the impress of old Europe upon it. I speak as a
European obviously, who doesn’t know the United States that well. Bu
everything that’s glorious about the United States is largely created by the
people in this room, and those to whom they relate.

Now, the problem that we’re finding is that people are giving away the
inheritance that they brought up. It’s as if you have a family business, and
you’ve inherited it from a grandfather, and you inherit it from a father, and you
have this patriarchal chain of hard work and understanding and excellence and
fulfillment, and 1t comes down to you through the generational sort of structures
of the past—and you decided to give it away. You decided to squander it.

It’s very reminiscent of the aristocratic families in Europe: in the era before
the Great War, there were big blowouts in aristocracy where people would
gamble away their entire fortune, because they were bored. Because they were
bored with the Third Republic’s lifestyle, in French terms, in Francophone
terms, of endless summers in the sun where people were pining for the
destruction which Europeans would wreak on themselves in the Great War, the
war that was to end all wars: a war of such manifold destructiveness that
people didn’t think there would be another one, and yet within a generation
there was another one that was even more destructive.

And that war is the crucial event of the last century, because everything that
exists now is a rebounded correction, as it’s perceived, of that struggle and
what occurred in it. Even in the United States, it’s almost as if we as a group
won that war and lost that war simultaneously, irrespective of what side our
forebears fought on. In the United States you fought against Nazi Germany, yot
fought against Fascist Italy, you fought against Imperial Japan in the Pacific
theater, and yet in a strange way you’re the losers of that war. You’ve turned
into the apostates of that war, retrospectively, and you’ve partly done it to
yourselves, as all continental European people and post-European people have
all over the world. That war has been wrenched out of history, and is used as
an ideological totem in relation to everything that occurs.

Whether or not the next 18 months or the next six months we’re going to see
an attack on Iran, and the Islamic Republic of Iran, is in its own way ar
extension of post-1945 events. In all sorts of ways, the attack in Iraq whick
occurred a couple of years ago had as much to do in many people’s minds with
the symmetries and the re-symmetries, of the 1939 through ’45 conflicts and
everything that resulted from it, than it had anything to do with the dictator in
the Iraqi desert. He was a Sunni nationalist, and he held the Kurds down in the



North and the Shia down in the South, and America invaded—you remembet1
all this?—America invaded in order to remake the world safe for democracy!

There’s no democracy in Iraq now. All that’s happened is the Sunnis have
lost power, and the Shias have come up, and the great new hatred, which is
Iran, dominates post-war Iraq. America launched a war that cost $2 trillion ir
order to bring to power Iranian sponsorship and Iranian surrogates inside Iraq.
So you have the odd situation now that Iran manifests power through conquered
Iraq, conquered under American guns and aegis, with a bit of support from
Britain in the South, where the Shia and oil are, and that power that Shia arc o
power runs through Iraq to Lebanon and the Israeli border.

And you’ll find that all of these disputes are intimately connected with the
society that was created in 1948 in Israel, and which didn’t exist before. And
the need to keep that society safe, the need to watch out for it, the need to prize
open this prospect of villainy against it, the need to go to war—conceptually
and actually—anyone against anyone who might threaten it in the future, never
mind in the present.

This war, if it ever were to occur with Iran, has been looming for many
years. Many years. Ahmadinejad’s speech has almost nothing to do with the
Iranian desire to destroy Israelper se, although you could argue that an
extraordinarily foolish speech in many respects. But all he said in Farsi was
that the society that was created falsely, and to the detriment of the
Palestinians, should cease to exist within world history. Which is a pretty
nebulous and “student-fist-in-the-air” sort of speech, but it’s been seized upon
to deny the Iranians the prospect of nuclear weapons and to enable the West,
through the United States, in yet more warfare: more warfare for peace.

I remember Harry Elmer Barnes once edited a compilation in book form
called Perpetual War for Perpetual Peace. And since 1945, we’ve had war
after war: confined to the zero-sum game of the Cold War and now extending
beyond it—whereby all of these wars were are fought allegedly for us,
allegedly for our betterment, allegedly for our safety, allegedly for our
security, and always on the basis of our patriotism.

The bulk of patriotic people from the Right would regard what I’m saying as
unpatriotic, because in a Sarah Palin sort of a way, they believe that one
should stick up for the West—and our allies—against perceived enemies.
Many of these enemies may not be friends of ours, but they are not enemies in
the real sense. The enemies that we face here in the West, here in California,
are internal. They’re internal to our own societies. They’re even internal to our



own minds.

The greatest enemy that we have—to slightly adapt Roosevelt’s slogan
about fear, that there’s nothing to be afraid of except fear itself—the greatest
enemy we have is raised in our own mind. The grammar of self-intolerance is
what we have imposed and allowed others to impose upon us. Political
correctness 1s a white European grammar, which we’ve been taught, and
we’ve stumbled through the early phases of, and yet we’ve learned this
grammar and the methodology that lies behind it very well.

And we’ve learned it to such a degree that we can’t have an incorrect
thought now, without a spasm of guilt that associates with it and goes along
with it. Every time we think of a self-affirmative statement, it’s undercut
immediately by the idea that there’s something wrong, or something queasy, or
something quasi-genocidal, or something not quite right, or something morally
ill about us if we have that thought. And this extends out beyond racial and
ethnic questions to all other questions. To questions of gender, to questions of
group identity and belonging, to questions of cultural affirmation, to questions
of history.

Think about what it will be like when white Americans are 10% of the
population of the United States—or 12%—15%—or even 25%. Political
correctness will not save you from the marginalization of your history and
traditions, which will occur because it’s not much fun being a minority. Which
is why all minorities seek through their vanguards to take majorities down.
And they seem to take them down physically, conceptually, actually, legally,
philosophically, and in other ways. And they form alliances with like-minded
groups that wish to do to majorities what minorities feel that they ought to,
because it’s a question of survival. Everyone’s interested in surviving, and
even getting along with each other in a relatively quiescent and “PC” way is
just another way of surviving. Maybe in the current circumstances it’s the only
way in which multiple group-based societies can survive.

The Bill Clinton metaphysic is that everyone should mind their owr
business, and everyone should get along with each other. But it denies the
crucial harbinger of identity, which i1s the heart of all existence and
becoming—in Nietzschean terms, or in neo-pagan terms. All real identity is
underpinned by what existed before you. The societies that are being created
are tabula rasa societies, where you’ve got essentially a blank piece of paper,
and what an American is, is written upon this piece of paper, the way you ask a
child to do a diagram or an image and they do a face with a smile. And that’s



your new American: your new American is straight off the boat, he’s a face
with a smile and two dots for the eyes.

Where is the history of what it means to be an American? Where is the
historical trajectory which relates to what you are now and to what you have
achieved? And if that tabula rasa is such that everything that you have ever
achieved in the past is smoothed-down and removed, what will it mean to be
an American? What will it mean to be an American—a de-hyphenated
American, deconstructed to the degree that doesn’t even occur—because that is
all that will exist in the future. “Americans” will be those that wish to be
American.

Osama bin Laden and the al-Qaeda network once did a poll in accordance
with their own resources, and a third of the people who live in the Third
World would like to come and live in the United States. That’s a third of the
global population outside Europe, outside Japan, outside developed East Asia,
outside the new bourgeois India—200 million out of the billion on the
subcontinent who have raised themselves up to a middle-class standard of life
and wish to stay on the subcontinent—but a third of those that are outside of
those bourgeois remits want to come here. And when they say “the United
States,” they mean “the West.” They mean “Western Europe,” “Northerr
Europe,” “Southern Europe,” and the new Eastern Europe.

The new Eastern Europe is rather really interesting and will have a lot tc
say about the future of European man in the next century or so. Eastern Europe
was preserved by communism from the decadence of the liberalism which has
semi-destroyed Western Europe (and points to the west of that). Communism
was a strange non-exultation. Communism was a strange doctrine, because it
preserved under permafrost many of the characteristic social chapters of what
it means to be a European. Communism was pretty hellish to live under,
particularly materially, and it was almost always the most deformed, the most
warped, and the most degraded parts of the society that had been put in charge
of you.

I remember someone I know was imprisoned in East Germany in a Stas
prison for putting a slogan on Lenin’s finger. Do you remember those statues
with Lenin’s finger, where Lenin addresses the masses, like this? There were
hundreds of them in all of the Eastern European societies. And they used to
appear in mass posters in East Germany. And one of his friends—very stupidly
given the society that East Germany was—put a bubble, a sort of Marvel
Comics bubble, on the end of the finger. And the bubble said “Hitler was



right!” And he stepped back to observe—this was this chap and his cousin, and
they were on a holiday in East Germany—which i1s an unusual type of a
holiday even then—and he stepped back to examine his handiwork, and said to
his relative, “What do you think about that, Bob?” And Bob turned around anc
there were eight Stasi, eight Stasi—one, two, three, four, five, six, seven, eight
—in their requisite leather jackets and trench coats, because they all had the
same uniform. And he got 18 months in a Stasi prison breaking rocks and living
on black bread and onions. And that Stasi prison was notorious in East
Germany, in East Berlin. And that Stasi condemned him for “acts contrary tc
proletarian justice and the will of the Socialist Republic.” He was condemnec
for being out of kilter with the masses in history.

East Germany is now a state that no longer exists. It’s been agglomerated
into Western and greater Germany. The Wall has come down, the Stasi have
demobilized and are no longer evident, yet in a strange way a spirit of
Marxism is abroad in the West. A spirit of Marxism is abroad in the United
States, unbelievably so! The number of American Marxist-Leninists you coulc
have gotten in a few taxis to a certain extent, and yet this element of cultural
Marxism is abroad in the United States, as it is in Western Europe, as it is ir
Northern and to a certain extent Southern Europe, as it is much less evidently
so in post-communist Eastern Europe, where there’s been an enormous
reaction against it.

It’s taken a little bit of time to examine why Marxism, of all things, has
ended up culturally influential in the United States. It’s got little to do with
economic theory; it’s got much more to do with self-hatred and negation. Guilt.
The extending of your own mental remit into groups that don’t care for you, or
that purposefully wish you ill. And it’s got a lot more to do with the
architectonics of the Frankfurt School, and its ability to morph and to merge
into the general liberal currency of the last 50 years.

Since the Second World War, white Europeans have felt guilty about being
themselves and have been made to feel guilty and are being encouraged to feel
more guilty than they have at any other time in their history. There is no period
in our history where we have faced such evident self-hatred and such evident
insults upon ourselves which are harmful to the prospects of our children’s
lives, and their children, and generations as yet unborn. Is this a phase that
we’ve gone through, or is it something slightly more sinister and ulterior than
that? These are questions which we need to analyze.

Why, here in the United States, is there such guilt about the majority identity



when the United States could point to, in its own cognizance, an exemplary war
record against Germany and Japan, being on the victor’s side, being on the
victor’s table? And yet the guilt for alleged and prior atrocity is such that all
white Americans feel ashamed about any push forward in relation to the
prospect of their own identity. It’s quite shocking how, since 1960—I was
born in 1962—the West has lost its fiber and has collapsed internally and
morally in terms of its spirituality and in terms of its sense of itself.

Fifty years i1s a blip historically; it’s a click of the fingers. And yet for 50
years we’ve see nothing but funk, nothing but a failure of nerve, nothing but a
self-expiration, nothing but the degree to which the historical destiny of the
European peoples has been traduced—and has been traduced by elements of
themselves and their own leadership, who have accepted at face value the fact
that much of what was wrong with the modern world is morally our
responsibility and not that of any other group. And that if we ever dare to
assert ourselves again in any meaningful way, that we are in turn co-
responsible with some of the worst events of human history.

Now, let’s unpackage this a bit. Communism in the 20th century killed tens
of millions. Tens of millions. When Mao met Edward Heath, who was the
British prime minister, in 1972 in the Forbidden City, he said “I’m regarded as
the worst mass murderer in human history.” Of course he said this in Mandarin
and this sort of thing, he had to be exhaustively translated by Foreign Office
Sinologists and so on, and Edward Heath was rather shocked by this, and saic
“And what’s your view of this, Chairman?”—a politician’s answer, he just
reflected it back upon Mao—and Mao said, after the laborious translation had
intervened, “I’m rather proud of it, actually”—being the worst mass murderer
in human history.

Don’t forget the Great Leap Forward, the enormous famine that devastatec
much of rural China and which was in fact a great leap backwards; claimed by
mainstream historians to have claimed 46 million lives—46 million lives—
it’s so large that the human mind balks at it basically. Once you get beyond the
body count of a couple thousand, the brain falls silent and listens to these
numbers and internal calculus almost in a fantastical way. But even if a
scintilla of that is true, and the truth i1s most of the communist atrocities and
most of the worst sort of data that can be leveled against those regimes turns
out to be quite true.

When the Soviet Union collapsed, the KGB figures for those that sufferec
under Stalin were halfway in the range between what the apologetic



individuals in the West said about the regime—the sort of revisionists, if you
like, of the Soviet sort—and the exterminationists in Western countries, who
tended to be conservative and who tended to be religious. The actual body
count was halfway in between. Whether communism killed 100 million in the
20th century is up for grabs. Whether it killed 20 million or between 20 and
100 million is up for grabs.

And yet everywhere one looks the soft Left, the Left untainted by communis:
atrocity, is everywhere apparent and appears to be everywhere triumphant.

The trick that the soft Left has learned is that if you disavow the hard edge of
Leftist slaughter and Siberian camps and Stasi prison cells and you insteac
excel in the polymorphous rebellions of Herbert Marcuse and the student Lefi
of the 1960s, you can actually influence the whole soft spectrum from the
moderate Right, through the Center, through the Center-Left, through the
general-Left/generic-Left, through the soft Left, up to the softest accretions of
the hard Left and to the moderate-hard Left. An enormous spectrum—two-
thirds of the political spectrum—can be influenced by Marxist ideas shorn of
their hard-edge Stalinist and Maoist filters.

No one wants to know about Jean-Paul Sartre now, even in France. Partl
because he embraced Maoism at the end of his career. He embraced Maoism,
with Simone de Beauvoir, and André Gorz, and these other people right at the
end of his career. He edited a Maoist paper. This was at a time when Pol Por
was wreaking extraordinary havoc in Indochina.

And yet the ideas that these people stood for—the idea that the family is a
gun in the hands of the bourgeois class, the idea that humor itself is a gun in the
hands of the bourgeois class, the idea that there’s something uniquely
oppressive about being male, that there’s something uniquely oppressive about
being a Caucasian, that there’s something uniquely oppressive about the
Western historical destiny—all these ideas have been shorn of their human
rights abuses in Eastern Europe and Central Asia and far Eastern Asia, anc
have been reflected back into the West and onto the West. To the degree that
you can’t set up a student group in an American university now—unless you’re
under relatively deep cover—to oppose this sort of thing because the ideas
themselves are so hegemonic.

Why has this occurred? Why can’t Counter-Currents exist on Americar
campuses? Why isn’t there a Counter-Currents group or something of a similar
order at Berkeley, for example? Why is the idea that there could be such a
group at Berkeley absurd, and almost risible, and produces a mild smile? Why



isn’t there? Because the physical danger that such a group would be in is
largely exaggerated. It’s the moral, mental, and spiritual danger that afflicts our
people and that afflicts the young and would-be radical amongst our people,
that is the thing to look to.

Why has this occurred? It’s occurred because the radical Left with a
culturally Marxian agenda, scorned by the Stalinist hard line that they were
quick to repudiate, marched through the institutions in the United States and
elsewhere from the cultural and social revolution of the 1960s and has
marched through those institutions for 50-odd years to such a degree that the
whole of the media—mainstream—the whole of mainstream politicking
outside of the Rightist and libertarian allowed areas of dissent in the
Republican Party and their European equivalents are controlled by nexus of
ideas and interconnected thought processes which determine moral valency
and morality.

Everyone in this room is regarded as immoral by the ruling dispensation in
the United States, and that’s very important, because it prevents people from
identifying with ideas which are, quite transparently, in their own interest. If
people think an idea is immoral they will shun you, particularly in an era of
media exposure. The idea that identifying with yourself and with your own past
i1s somehow immoral is one of the chief factors whereby the identity of post-
European people in the United States has been turned: turned back upor
themselves, turned back in a vice-like constriction where it can be used to
destroy people and disarm them. Because if you’ve disarmed yourself before
the struggle begins, you’re easy meat and easy prey for what’s coming, And the
future in America is darker than the past. Unless there is a desire amongst
people of European ancestry to step outside of the vortex, the zone of chaos
which they have allowed to be created for themselves over the last 50 years.

If people think that the circumstances of American life are ill-disposed to
your future identity now, what’s it going to be like in 50 years? What’s it going
to be like in 150 years? In 150 years white Americans could be maybe 20% of
the population. This is the future that faces you. And your culture will be
disprivileged. Forget political correctness. Political correctness works wher
minorities aggregate together in a vanguard way. It doesn’t work when
majorities fall and stagger into minority status and then look around for allies
now that they are themselves a minority in the hope that somehow they will
achieve fairness and equity. Because these things are not about fairness and
equity. They are about who can set the standard and the tone for the cultural



domination of a civic space. And if it’s not the white identity in the United
States—if it’s not post-Europeanism in the USA—it will be other forms o
identity. Some of them fractured, broken-down, mixed, and otherwise
marginal.

To European eyes the Obama presidency is the signification of America’s
decline. You have a situation where it used to be only B-listed Hollywood
films that would show a powerful black executive President ruling in the Oval
Office. Almost a psychic preparation for the real thing. And now the real thing
has occurred. With the Obama presidency, you see the future the United States
writ large. And from an external point of view, it will be difficult to unseat
Obama, because the Republicans are doing all his work for him, it seems at the
present time, and I speak as someone who obviously isn’t an American.

The Obama presidency epitomizes the willed decline of majority instinct ir
the society, because if you don’t feel it’s at all offensive that somebody that
does not relate to the majority—axioms, forms of entitlement, forms of belief,
and historical precedent here in the United States—is actually President of
your Union, is President of your society, 1s your Commander-in-Chief; if the
Israeli planes need to be refueled over the Persian Gulf when they attack Irar
at some time in the next year to two years to six months, Obama will give the
order for that to occur. And he will do so in the name of everyone in this room;
everyone beyond this room. And he will do so because he still speaks as the
most powerful man in the world.

So the most powerful Western country is now led by a non-Westerner.
Something which would’ve been unthinkable in the 1960s, I would imagine:
unthinkable in the 1970s, but is now evidently thinkable and thinkable to such a
degree that I think a lot of the anger about it which is manifested in libertarian
currents like the Tea Party movement, seems to have evaporated. I speak as an
outsider obviously, but it seemed to me that halfway through the Obama
presidency there was a mild cultural insurgency against his regime which
found a way to channel itself so that it didn’t mention racial questions. And
that’s what the Tea Party movement and libertarianism was about.

And that’s what libertarianism is. Libertarianism is the allowed Right wing
for people who wish to make Ron Paulesque points but can’t go the whole
distance, and in many ways can’t go the whole distance under the present
dispensation, because many people feel constrained about who they know, and
who they’re married to, and who did what their job is, in relation to how
explicit they can be in terms of how they reject the current American and



European power structures.

Our people are used to being in charge. That’s why they find it so
psychologically and emotionally forbidding when they’re no longer in charge.
That’s why they feel so bereft in contemporary Western societies, because to
fall from a majority and a purpose and position of power, to a more desiccated
and a more jaundiced view of oneself and one’s own capabilities, is quite a
wrench.

Everything that I’ve said about the United States could’ve been said abou
my own country if one goes back 50 or 60 years. There was a time early in the
20th century when you could argue Britain was most powerful society in the
world. Britain is now a shadow of a shadow of its former state. It is in a
precarious and culturally quite a terrible situation. It has decided in its near-
death throes to yoke its star to the contemporary United States. Everything
about modern Britain is Americana taken to a different level and repositioned
in Western Europe. Almost all of our models, speaking as a Briton, are
American now. Almost all of our wars are American-led. We always tag along
as a sort of surrogate or executive vessel.

All of our politically-correct trajectory has in some ways come
retrospectively from the radical Left fringes of the 1960s, and has been filtered
by both an indigenous and a transatlantic Left. And we’ve allowed all this to
occur to ourselves, because we have been inured to the prospect of suffering.

And we’ve been inured to it through plenty. There are many who believe
that while Western people suffer no economic distress and while the fridge is
full, and while there are several sort of four-wheel drive vehicles in the yard
outside, people will never resort to an anti-regime attitude, and their default
position will always be one of resignation in relation to what i1s coming.
Particularly when they consider that they can negotiate their way out of what is
occurring. The problem is that what may well occur in the future will be
nonnegotiable, particularly when it hits.

There are those who believe that the white South African Boers o1
Afrikaners reposition themselves within their own society so as to have a sort
of whites-only republic or an area of the country which is theirs. I think that’s
an important yardstick that you put out there as a metaphorization. But my
private view is more pessimistic than that. I feel that unless you can actually so
soak a proportion or a quadrant of the union with yourself that to split away
from it at some unforeseeable time means that you’ve got a totally post-
European enclave. 1 feel such things, such games are not really worth the



candle, because when you give up the control of a state for duration—
particularly the control of the most powerful republic the world has ever seen
—you’re partly doomed when you’ve done that. My view is you never restyle
from the desire to be the governing echelon of one of the world’s most
powerful societies.

It is true that the United States is in a radical—and from a Europear
perspective, terminal—decline. Partly because the European empires of the
past—British, French, German, Dutch, Spanish, German and elsewhere—cai
see the writing on the wall. All of the precedents—of indebtedness, of being
beholden to China in relation to the manipulation of the debt and its economic
management, by having an ally such as Israel that wags the tail of the dog to
such a degree that it’s almost in charge of the Middle Eastern policy of the
United States of America—you could say Cuban-Americans are in charge o
America’s Cuban policy, yet the policy towards that tiny and redundant
Stalinist island is not as important, by any stretch of the imagination, as the
policy towards Israel in the Middle East is in relation to the crucible of worlc
expectation.

The CIA don’t get many things right, but they predict a war in the Middle
East involving nuclear weapons in the next 25 years, because the depth of the
hatred on both sides is so great. No one can stop other countries getting nuclear
weapons; this is the irony of the present Iranian situation. Thirty-four othet
countries are developing, 34 other countries are developing nuclear weapons
as we speak, including Brazil, and South Africa, and Argentina, and Saudi
Arabia, and so on. And there’s many societies, such as South Korea and Japar
and modern Germany, that could develop these weapons overnight if they
chose to do so.

The point of an increasingly destructive and an increasingly bifurcated and
divided world is to reconstitute yourself in such a way as you are least
threatened by its exigencies. If you are least threatened by them you have the
biggest possibility of reviving your own culture. I regard the cultural health of
the civilization to be the elixir of its development and its authorization, its
preferment in its sense of itself. Without that cultural overhang and extension,
you cannot be worthy of the inheritance of European identity. If you allow your
culture to be transparently disfigured by forces which are external and internal
to it, and which you could have controlled in previous incarnations, you will
witness your own death knell. And you will witness it in your own lifetime.

But this is not necessarily to harp totally upon the negative, this speech of



mine. Because I regard initiatives like Counter-Currents as very important
Counter-Currents is, to my estimation, a sort of Right-wing university. A sort
of free access Right-wing university on the internet, a radical Right-wing
university. The whole point now is that higher education has locked off the
Right end of the spectrum. You can learn about conservative ideas, you can
learn about liberal ideas, you can learn about socialist ideas, you can learn
about Marxist ideas in the university context; you can learn about all forms of
pan-religiosity and so forth.

But you can’t learn about radical Right-wing ideas in the university contexi
unless it’s adversarial, unless you’re deconstructive, unless you’re against
these ideas in a prior way. “I’m writing a thesis at the moment,” somebody
would say, “about the far Right in the United States.” But the premise for suct
a remark if they were talking to a fellow university lecturer, would be “I’'m
writing it from an adversarial point of view.” Because nobody can ever say
that they were writing it from a friendly, or an effective, or non-adversarial
point of view; because it’s a viewpoint to which you must be opposed,
because all right-minded people are allegedly opposed to it.

The truth 1s most right-minded people are only opposed to it because they
believe that they ought to be. They believe that their own niceness and their
sense of themselves and their sense of what their neighbors think of them is
tied up with the reflexivity of reverse negation, as I call it. “We will not align
ourselves with these haters.” “We will not align ourselves with these people
who are depicted by the media in such a bad way.” “We will not align
ourselves with people who could be held to be in some ways morally
responsible for events in the past that we wish to have nothing to do with.”
This is the majority sentiment.

Only when you can break through that permafrost—only when you can get
into the majority sentiment and begin to turn it around—will there be a change
here in the United States or elsewhere. One of the things that can force @
change 1s the impact of more and more transmigration and migrations of
peoples. All peoples indeed, which the future holds open for us. The degree to
which the world is now shrinking, and although there are now more
Caucasians than ever before, our proportion of overall mankind is going
progressively downwards as we have one to two children per family and we
do not replicate ourselves to the degree that other peoples are doing elsewhere
around the world.

But it’s not necessarily something about which we should be completely



negative. The prospect of negativity is so great with our people and with our
predilections to look upon the worst side of things particularly when our back
is against the wall, that we forget the advantages that we have at the present
time. Technology, and the creation by our group of many of the instruments of
this technology, are so fulsome and so extensive that we can communicate with
almost everyone on Earth—and we can communicate amongst ourselves—
instantaneously at the flick of a button or a switch.

Nobody who wishes to learn about Western civilization and is volitionally
moving towards learning about it, cannot do so at the present time. It used to be
that only a fraction of our societies could ever hold in their minds anything
about our past, certainly in an academic or vocational way. Now we have the
prospect that vast millions of our people can access the Western tradition of
the flick of a switch, and this is all to the good.

The problem is that they retain in their minds a mindset which filters out
much of the excellence of the Western tradition. Because only when you realize
that what we painted, what we built, and what we wrote, and what we self-
dramatized, and what we composed musically, had to do with concepts of our
own strength, of our own becoming, of our own purpose of glory—only when
you realize that that was the underpinning for much of what was valued, only
then will you really accord value and respect to the precedence of the past. It
you rip out—for the fear of being hostile to anyone else—all prospect of group
identity that is based upon strength, you will end up with a very weak and very
effeminate and a very fey doctrine of your own culture, and that is what is
occurring at the present time.

Alex Kurtagi¢ is a friend of mine who’s known to certain people in this
room, and he wrote a very interesting article a couple of years ago about the
decline of the modern face. The decline of the modern face. It was an article ir
physiognomy, which is quite a technique of analysis in the 19th century. Have
you noticed that most people when they’re photographed today wish to look as
nice as possible, as reflexive as possible, as open-hearted as possible?
They’re pleading to be liked. Whereas he dug up all of these photographs of
missionaries from the late 19th century and Shakers from New England—
remember that cult called the Shakers?—they used to have these ecstatic
dances, they all died out because they were frightened of sexual intercourse—
which of course will occur, because if you’re frightened of the one you will
certainly meet the other. But the face of these Shakers was furious. Even just to
pose nicely for the camera they would look like this. They would look with a



demonic intensity and ferocity and sense of themselves and sense of
courageous purpose and that sort of thing.

Today you’re regarded as mentally ill if you look like that for your own
portrait, aren’t you? And yet what they were doing is they were putting on a
face. They were putting on the way in which they wish to be perceived by the
world. It was like sitting for portrait, sitting for an oil portrait. You didn’t
show your weakest or your most reflexive or your most kind-hearted side; that,
if it existed, was for private use. This was a public face. And in the decline of
the West’s public face you can see writ large the decline in the spirit of
ourselves which has occurred over the past last century, and which has
accelerated over the last century.

People say today that men are less masculine than they used to be. That mer
have been emasculated by feminism. That maleness itself is so under threat that
most men don’t even wish to mention the concept, certainly not in polite
society. There’s nothing more fascistic than a recrudescent male, is the general
idea. If you cannot even—and these are ideas that are outside of the racial box,
outside of the culturally-specific area, still important ideas in relation to
political correctness—but they are a softer area in which it’s possible to be
more radical one would have imagined; and yet even here one sees funk, and
one sees decline, and one sees an acceptance of that which will lead to the
destruction of forms of identity which existed in the past and that need to exist
in the present and the future, if there is to be a future.

To have a future, people need to be aware of their past, and they need to be
aware of the glory of that past. I believe there are celebrations at the present
time in the United States—if celebrations 1s the word—about the Civil War.
The Civil War is American experience of extraordinary intensity and drama,
whereby the most elitist experiment ever decided upon on the North American
continent was extirpated and destroyed by armed force.

Henry Miller is an unusual character in all sorts of ways, and ended up ir
Big Sur. Henry Miller wrote a book quite against type and against what you’c
imagine his own predilections to be, called The Air-Conditioned Nightmare.
He wrote it in 1942 after he had a car journey all around United States of
America. In this book he makes several dissentient remarks, one of which he
says the South—the old South—is to him the most beautiful part of the Unitec
States. People here around the Californian coast might not wish to hear that,
but he reckoned that the old South was the only aristocratic society—based as
it was upon slavery, of course—that was created here in the North Americas.



And that 1t was an elitist society of an old European sort, the nature of whick
had to be extirpated if you were to have modern America.

What do you do about the Confederacy, and what do you do about the Civil
War? You basically probably prefigure the black and the female experience,
you marginalize the white South, and you marginalize those who fought on
behalf of racial consciousness at that time. You marginalize all those people in
the North—weren’t they called “copperheads”—the people in the North who
sympathized with the South—a venomous snake, you see. Why is that wher
radical forms of white identity are dealt with in the historical tradition, they
are always dealt with from a perspective of demonization?

When Haitian militants massacred the white population of Haiti, they woulc
be considered by contemporary historiography to be more radical variations of
blackness, more radical variations of militaristic Republicanism in Haiti af
that time. But they would not necessarily be condemned for what they did.
There would be an attempt to evaluate and to explain and to provide
extenuating circumstances within the discourse.

Why isn’t that done for the white South? Why isn’t there an attempted social
experiment on the American soil perceived as one of the trajectories in white
politics at that particular time? Why is the double standard of double moral
jeopardy applied by the historians of our own group to more radical
formulations of Caucasian identity here in the United States, or as then it was
the dis-United United States? Why have people allowed a situation to emerge
whereby our own historical reckoning and our own traditions of self are turned
against us in such a radical way that it’s almost impossible—except by the
recession to the absolute right—to defend oneself?

Let’s face it, many people do not want to come on to the Right end of the
spectrum, and right at the end of that spectrum as well, in order to defend
themselves. They would like to be in the middle. Most people are comfortable
in the middle. They’re comfortable when they’re with their fellows, when
they’re part of a crowd and feel that they’re mainstream. This is an
extraordinary problem that we face: the degree to which people do not wish to
stand alone. And it’s understandable that they don’t wish to stand alone,
particularly at this time. We must provide them with the courage to do this, and
Counter-Currents is one of the means by which people can educate themselves
to defend themselves and their own honor and future prospects.

Counter-Currents is what I personally believe the best, most educative
Right-wing site that I’ve come across, and it’s used by an enormous plethora of



people who want information about their own past and their own future.
There’s a great wealth of material on it, and it provides this tertiary education
of the mind in a radical Right sensibility. I believe that this is crucial if we’re
to have a future.

There are various other websites like Alternative Right and others, the
Voice of Reason network, exist to furnish, in my opinion, in a more direct and
concrete—and everyday and populist sense—the work that Counter-Currents
does. Obviously one wants to see much more of this, and there’s no doubt that
the Right has gravitated to the internet in order to get around the censorship that
exists almost everywhere else. Because these views are censored almost
everywhere else.

Political correctness i1s a methodology and a grammar. It is designed to
restrict the prospect of a thought before the thought is even enunciated.
Chairman Mao had the idea of “magic words.” Magic words. “Racism” is ¢
magic word. Use it, and people fall apart. People begin to disengage even from
their own desire to defend themselves. All of the other “—1sms”: sexism,
disableism, classism, ageism, homophobia, Islamaphobia, all the others are
pale reflections, in other and slightly less crucial areas, of the original one:
“racism.”

“Racism” 1s a term developed by Leon Trotsky in an article in the Lef
oppositionist journal in the Soviet Union in 1926 or 1927. It is now
universalized from its dissentient communist origins—don’t forget Trotsky was
on the way out of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union as Stalin engineerec
his disposal and the disposal the Left opposition that he led—and that word
has been extracted now to such a degree that it is a universal. It’s universal,
it’s become a moral lexicon of engagement and disengagement. If you wish to
condemn somebody in contemporary discourse, you say that they are a racist.
And there’s a degree to which nobody can refute what you’re saying in the
present dispensation.

Only when people gain the courage and the conviction to read what is on
Counter-Currents, to internalize it, and to defend their own possibilities—of
development, biologically and culturally—will we see a change here in
America and elsewhere. Only when people are prepared not to fall down and
beg for mercy in relation to the past—or the Shoah, which is a sort of a
Moloch, sort of a ceremonial device which is used in order to shame nearly all
Caucasian, Aryan, and Indo-European people; it’s become a religious totem, a
pseudo-religious totem, which is wheeled out and shunted around and made



use of so that people fall down and beg for mercy even before they’ve opened
their own mouths. They’re begging for mercy even for the prospect of opening
their own mouths.

And although I’m saying nothing the people in this room don’t already know,
it’s important to realize that these psychological constructs for the majority of
our people are deeply crippling and deeply negative in their effects. You have
a situation now where people have so loaded upon themselves the
untrammeled forces of guilt and the absence of self-preservation that almost
any healthy instinctual or virile capacity is beyond them, except as a reaction
to a prior threat.

Only when we recover the sense of dynamism that we seem to have partly
lost will we have a future: here in the United States, here in California, or ir
the Western world as a whole. Many other groups in this world wonder about
what is happened to us, wonder what has happened to our energy. Don’t be
surprised if you learn that many of the elites in foreign countries, in India and
China and so on, view with bemused amazement the trajectory of the present
West, the degree to which the West 1s so self-hating: about its own music,
about its own art, about its own architecture, about its own military history—
other groups in the world are amazed at this, but will seek to take advantage of
it, because why wouldn’t they? In the circumstances of group competition
which this globe entertains, all groups are partly in competition for scarce
resources against all other groups. It doesn’t have to be as merciless as all that.

But it is real, and it is extant, and it is ongoing.

Mass immigration into Britain began with the Nationality Act in 1948,
which was passed by the Clement Attlee government. And Attlee, who was the
then Labor Prime Minister, in a landslide victory that Labor won immediately
after the Second World War, said that, “If the races of the world are mixed
together there will be no more war.” “If the races of the world are mixed
together there will be no more war.” And he took that idea from the anti-
colonial movement of the 1920s and the 1930s.

What you get instead is the internalization of divisions and a bellyaching of
a globalist sort inside societies instead of between them. So all that happens is
the group dynamics which were nation-state oriented and national in the past
three to five centuries become internal, because human competition and the
dynamics of group difference are such that they will always exist, no matter
what you do. They will exist inside multiracial marriages. They will exist
inside multiracial schools. They will exist inside multiracial cities. They will



exist within multiethnic housing developments. And they will certainly exist
within multiracial societies.

What then happens, is that each group creates a vanguard that negotiates with
the other groups about how big a slice of the pie that they get. And the future
politics of societies like United States is the negotiation that occurs electorally
—and between elections—between the groups. Obama’s elections are a
snapshot. The ball goes on, there’s a flash, and he’s there for an instant,
because for that moment the trajectory of forces between working-class whites
who vote Center-Left, between women who are more inclined to vote Center-
Left than Center-Right, between black Americans who will vote
overwhelmingly for Obama—even though he is of mixed race—because they
consider him to be one of themselves; towards Latinos, who will vote for an
alternative candidate from the Democratic Center-Left because they feel thar
they will get more of a space under the sun under such a dispensation than they
would from a white Republican; together with the apathy of those who don’t
vote or those who vote for other candidates; together with the trajectory at that
moment of that particular electoral cycle where the Republicans were deeply
depressed, where there was a deep alienation from the Jr. Bush second
presidency, where there was deep malaise in the society because of the forced
nature of the Iraq war, which had created convulsion and dissent within the
society; and where you had an enormous economic depression which led to an
economic vote for Obama, which may be partially repeated next time but was
certainly evident then. That’s a snapshot. All elections are, are snapshots out of
the forces that are in coalition at a particular time. And yet notice how broken-
down and how ethnically fractious that coalition is to be.

The prospect of white Republicans being elected—except to lower levels—
probably decreases with each year of demographic change in the United States.
Even the number of years Obama has been in probably changes the thing in a
game-changing way to his advantage. For each year that goes on—my
understanding is that America is now a third non-white?—essentially it’s a
two-thirds/one-third society—but many Western Europeans still conceive of
the United States as a white European society. There was even bemusec
surprise in parts of Western Europe that a non-white president had been
elected. But anyone who knows the United States relatively knowledgeably,
and who knows of the Kennedys’ desire to extend immigration out to the whole
world, and to end the previous Europeans-only, whites-only immigration
policy which had subsisted from the 1920s, I believe. Everyone knows that



realizes that the new political dispensation in the United States is contrary to—
and hostile to—the indigenous majority that lives here.

Why won’t Caucasian and European people wake up to Eurocentric
verities? The truth is they feel there’s always an excuse to put off the prospect
of that waking up, and they are always moments—particularly of media
intrusiveness—that people fear in their own lives. One of the major halting
elements in the re-energization of our own people is the mass media. And it’s
the control of the mass media by forces which are uniquely inimical to our
future development. The mass media plays upon every segment of the masses
that exist in contemporary Western society—churns them up, holds them
against each other, reroutes them, messes up the agenda of everyone that has
his own subtext to begin with, which it is forcing and corralling the points of
energy in this society towards. Everyone can see this who watches the mass
media with half a mind. Then there’s just the effect of “prolefeed” as George
Orwell called it in Nineteen Eighty-Four, whereby the masses are just fed a
cultural industry of excess and exploitative infotainment and entertainment for
their own edification, and which is an important part of the overall project.

Only when you can break through the carapace of the mass media, with all
its multiple gorgon-like heads and its hydra-like amphitheater—only when you
can break through that, using the internet, have you a chance to embolden the
necessary vanguard of our own population. All change and all radical and all
revolutionary change is led by minorities. And it always occurs top-down,
even though the minority may be the throwing-forwards of a focus or a group
tendency that is more generic and more general.

What the Right has to do here in the United States is to build vanguards
Build as many and as purposeful ones as possible. Build them in such a way as
they can’t be broken down externally and defeated internally. One of the uses
of the internet is it gets around the extraordinary backbiting and rivalry, even
as it expresses it, that exists between different Right-wing individuals and
groups. Because people who have a naturally decisive and quasi-authoritarian
mindset always believe that they are right. This is why the Right is
extraordinarily difficult to arrange and manage and bring forward. Everyone
who’s ever been prominent in a Right-wing group knows it involves herding
cats. And the reason for that is because of the bloody-mindedness of the
maverick people who are part of these tendencies of opinion. Because you
have to be bloody-minded in order to attack against that which is comfortable,
and that which is “in the zone,” and that which is the managed expectation of



mediocrity in decline that is going on at the present time.

The first speaker this morning, Greg Johnson, talked about decadence. Anc
the debate as to whether it’s just a decline—whereas just as I drop this pad it
falls to the floor—is it just a decline, or is it a willed decline? Is there a force
which 1s moving this pad down to the floor, metaphorically, and keeping it
there, and putting a boot on it once it’s there so that’s it’s got no prospect of
rising up again, or a hand would creep forward and wrench it up from under
the boot and raise it back up to the table? That’s a debate that one can have, but
one of the things that is most important to realize 1s that we have our own
destiny before us.

There are more of us than ever before, we are better educated in the mass
than ever before, unbelievable though that may sound. When the Boer War
happened in 1899, the British did an audit of the slums in Britain, and found
that a quarter of the working-class men who came forward to fight in that war
were so riddled with disease, and had been so badly educated, that they were
militarily of no use. And Winston Churchill said at the time that “an empire that
can’t flush its own toilet isn’t much use.” One of very few radical social
statements of any sort, glosses or otherwise, that Churchill ever made.

So we have enormous advantages that exist now. But we must not allow
comfort and ease to sleepwalk us towards oblivion. Comfort and ease are the
enemy of a decisive cultural breakthrough and a decisive implementation of the
politics of the future. We have to forget the last 50 to 60 years, but remember
the lessons that we should draw from it. And the lessons that we should draw
from it is to believe totally in ourselves.

There’s an organization in Ireland called Sinn Féin, which in Gaelic means
“ourselves alone.” And ourselves, we are the locomotive of our own destiny.
We ourselves will determine what the role that European people have in the
United States will be well into the next century. We must not allow other
groups to determine it for us. Only when we are fit for power will we find the
means to re-exercise it in our own societies. What is happening here and
elsewhere in the West is the biggest test that Western people have faced for a
very long period. In the past threats are always perceived as external. Another
nation, another dictator, another aggressor, another imperial rivalry. In this
filament of Empire, in the scramble for Africa at the end of the 19th century,
and so on.

All the enemies that we now face are internal. And the biggest enemies that
we face are in our own minds. The feeling that we shouldn’t say this, shouldn’t



write this, shouldn’t speak this, shouldn’t think this. These are the biggest
enemies that we have. We’re too riddled with post-Christian guilt. We’re too
riddled with philo-Semitism. We’re too riddled with a sense of failure, funk,
and futility in relation to the European, the Classical, and the High Middle
Ages past. We’re too defensive. We’re not aggressive and assertive enough as
a group.

Many white people feel bereft because the leadership that we look to, the
upper bourgeois tier—the most educated part of our own society—seem to
have left the majority. The elite has gone global and sees itself as part of a
global elite, and the traditional brokers of power from the university lecturer to
your senior businessman, to your senior lawyer and so on, always seem to be
on the side of giving the line away. And that’s because in the present day it
suffices and works for you to be on the side that gives away what the past has
bequeathed to you.

What will it take for the bulk of people who leave Western universities to
have the middle or common denominator view of the people in this room? It
will take an earthquake. But it’s not that difficult to achieve, once you get
people thinking in a dissentient way. This involves very much raising the game.

In some ways we have no freedom of speech in Europe. There’s no Firs
Amendment “right” in Europe. Everyone who speaks in Europe and wishes tc
avoid a prison cell has to adopt in some ways a stylized and rather abstract
form of language. Anti-revisionist laws exist in most of the Western European
societies. Britain is slightly unusual in not having them. But that is also rather
like the old Hollywood censorship which improved a lot of filmmaking
because people had become more indirect and more artistic in the way in
which they treated things. It can cause people to raise their game. And I’'m very
much in favor of Right-wing views being put in the highest rather than the
lowest or the median way. I’'m very much in favor of appealing to new elites,
and getting them to come forward rather than making populist appeals when
we’re not in the right electoral cycle for that.

I was involved with a nationalist party in Britain for quite a long time. With
a project that seemed to have failed and come to nothing, even though people
were elected to the European Parliament. But at the end of the day people are
only changed when their cultural sensibilities shifts. And when there is a
release of energy, and a release of power, and a release of self-assertion. That
is the change that you seek. Electoral change and advantage results from that,
rather than the other way around. Getting a few people elected will not suffice,



in my view, at the present time. What will suffice is a counter-current, and a
counter-cultural revolution, which reverses the processes of the 1960s.

The Marxians have marched through the institutions of the last 50 years
because the doors were swinging open for them. They hardly had to kick them
down because they were swinging open for them.

All the doors are shut to us. We must find ways to work our way around
these doors and reconnect with the new minds of our upcoming generations.

One of the reasons that this will happen is that people in the Western world
at the moment are chronically bored. There’s a boredom that has settled upon
our people. You can sense it. There’s a spiritual torpor out there. And the most
exciting ideas, the most threatening ideas, the most psychopathological ideas,
the 1ideas which are beyond all other ideas, are the ideas which are in this
room. They are the most dangerous ideas, and therefore they have a subtle
attraction to radical and dissident minds.

Don’t forget that everything which has occurred in the last 50 years was
once so dissident that the people in the 1920s—those who advocate the ultra-
liberalism of today—had to meet in secret, because they were frightened of
revealing what their views were to the generality, and to their own families,
and to work colleagues. See how the entire notion of what it was to be
“progressive” or “reactionary” or ‘“unprogressive” or ‘“traditionalist” or
otherwise has changed around in a hundred years.

We are now the people stalking. We are now the people who are afraid of
media revelation. We are the people who are taught to be frightened and
ashamed of our own views. The whole thing has been reversed in a hundred
years.

But there 1s a natural tendency to kick; there is a natural tendency to kick
against the system which is in place. And politically-correct liberalism is an
enormous target to be attacked. And it is fun to attack it. And it is life-affirming
to attack it. And to traduce it and to kick its bottom and to run ’round and to be
chased by it and to be opposed by all these po-faced zealots and that sort of
thing.

It’s entertaining, and that’s one of the things that people have to realize that
will attract many people to our side. The bloody- mindedness of it, the useful
cantankerousness of it. Everyone likes a rebel up to a point, as long as they’re
not personally and they’re not adversely affected by the consequences of such
radicalism. And what we need to do is position ourselves in the way that the
International Times and ’60s radicals did the other way around.



If we become the lightning rod for cultural revolution in the West, you will
see, in the future, student movements that are loyal to the Right rather than Left,
even if these terms break down and in increasingly group-based societies no
longer have any meaning, as is occurring. But we still use them because it’s an
affordable shorthand.

But never forget the thrill of transgression. Right-wing ideas are
transgressive. And are therefore interesting, and sexy. Herbert Marcuse once
wrote about the eroticism of the Right. Susan Sontag did as well. And the Righ
is more erotic than the Left, is more exciting than the Left. The Left is boring
the Left is extraordinarily grungy and erotically unexciting, you know, despite
its prevalence and its penchant for decadence. There’s a degree to which it is
not as radically outside the box.

And my view is that people will be attracted in the future not by reason.
They will read up with their reason once they have decided to emotionally
commit. The important thing is to get people emotionally. And it’s to appeal to
the forces and wellsprings in their mind which are eternal, and which underpin
rationality. The power of irrational belief as spiritual codification, of mystical
belief, of belief in identity, of the need for communitarianism, and the need to
belong, is immensely powerful. Far more powerful than the anything the Lefi
can offer.

If you can tap these forces of—in some respects—codified irrationalism, it
you can bring them to the surface, if you can bottle them, and if you can then
add on reason and add in the discourse on Counter-Currents, you will tap the
energies of future generations of majority Americans. And you will do so
because it appears to be extraordinarily interesting. More interesting than
anything else. More threatening than anything else. More shocking than
anything else. And that is something that the Right should actually in my view
heighten, in a civilized and persuasive way.

One should never lose sight of the reason that people are opposed to our
ideas is because they are thrilled to be frightened by them. They are thrilled to
be appalled by them. It is the political equivalent of Satanism to many people.
I’m saying nothing that is at all original. And in doing so we actually make
ourselves tremendously attractive at certain levels of consciousness—not to
some Southern Baptist chapter, admittedly. But you make yourself
tremendously psychologically appealing. You may not have a halo over your
head but you are transfigured in a sort of dark and sepulchral light, which
makes you deeply spiritually ambivalent to people who exist now. And that



contains the prospect of growth and the prospect of renewal.

I personally believe people agree with ideas long before they moved
towards them. They have an instinctual saying of “Yes/” They say “Yes!” to the
idea before they completely have worked out all of the formula for themselves.
The Counter-Currents of this world exist to provide the formula for people
after they’ve said “Yes!” After they’ve put forward their first step upon the
route to identity, and the politics of identity, and the religion of identity.

If T can mention something about that, all the religious divisions that exist
amongst people of European ancestry don’t really matter. All that you do is you
format a doctrine of psychological inequality. If people believe in inequality
they can come to it in terms of whatever spiritual system they want. As long as
they believe in orders of European inequality, all of the traditions of all of our
people can be contained in that.

Thank you very much!

Counter-Currents/ North American New Right
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MARXISM & THE

%
FRANKFURT SCHOOL_

I’d like to talk in this brief period that I have before me about the Left, anc
about Marxism in particular, and within that about the Frankfurt School as a
particular type of Marxism. We’ve never had a speech, and we’ve never had a
talk, about the Left before, in these gatherings as the New Right, per se.

Now, from one level if you were an extreme Leftist now in the Western
world, in Western Europe, maybe parts of Southern Europe (yes and no), and
North America, you’d look around, and you’d think there was a cultural desert,
that you’d lost completely, that communism had collapsed, that far-Left
movements have no votes at all, except residually in Italy, to a much smaller
extent in France, and a few places elsewhere. You’d think that the socialist
dream, that life could be better and more equal and free and so on, had come
crashing down completely.

And yet, paradoxically, these people have lost a world and yet gained
another, because their values, in a subtle way, in a mediated way, in a
transliterated way, are the values that exist largely of the society out there.
And when you go down and remove Sky Sport or put something else on anc
even there residually, you will find what a Marxist would call “the reification
of triumphant values,” in other words a soft-Left viewpoint put again and again
and again, in every media, at every level.

Now how has this occurred? That a force that in a hard way seems to have
lost everywhere: its states have gone down; its military structures have gone
down. Its Chinese and Asiatic version is producing a mass, super-capitalist
version, with an increasingly “post Left,” indeed even racial elite that manage
the society technologically and whose ideology is frozen into a type of
theology. Many Marxists are indespair in this era, and the Frankfurt School,
that we’re going to have a bit of a look at in this talk, actually in some ways is
a movement of despair both within Marxism and within Western thinking. Yet,
this victory in defeat and defeat in victory that we have all around us is
something that I want to look at.

In England, in the early part of the 20th century, intellectuals of Left and
Right often used to debate with each other. This is really no longer possible



now 80, 90 years on. G. K. Chesterton, Hilaire Belloc, George Bernard Shaw
and H. G. Wells knew each other well, often had debates with each other.

The irony is that if you’d turned to them or their audiences, maybe in venues
like this, 80-odd years ago and more, that we would have in the early part of
the new millennium, a Left-wing, capitalist society, people would have said
“You’re mad!” The idea that the market can adopt the values of the folded out,
libertarian, slightly soft—but not entirely so—Left would have been regarded
as perverse by almost any social and ideological commentator of that era. But
it’s what we’ve got! And it’s al/l around us, and it’s sort of in the ether; it’s all-
pervasive. Even to cut against it in a very minor way is to create a shock
somewhere. Certainly if you’re anyone of any reputation or any foreknowledge
in the culture and you make a remark which is “incorrect,” and you’re known,
and you’ve ventilated it as such, there’s a tremor in the web.

Now my interpretation of this is that hard Marxism, strict Marxism-Leninisn
and various anarchistic and other variants off and to one side of it, have failed,
but the trajectory of the ideology itself has succeeded, has morphed, and has
transfigured itself in a new way. You have the Left that has come into the
Center, taken it, turned 1t around, and what we’d call liberalism now, either
with a small or large “L,” is not the liberalism of 50 to 60 years ago. It’s not
even the liberalism of 150 years ago. The truth is that the people who led
Palmerstone’s Liberal Party had views which in the middle of the 19th century,
could be construed as people who, if not to the Right of this gathering, then
wouldn’t have been too far away.

The Protestant ideological moralism that underpinned liberal ideas of a
traditional sort has been ripped out. So 1t’s become a materialist and secularist
ideology prone to infiltration and change by forces from its own radical Left.

One of the things that’s most germane to the Frankfurt School is the Frankfur
School repudiates those elements of communist practice that liberals don’t
like: the harshness, the camps, the belief in struggle, the secret police, the art
of the people, and the crushing out of anything that the people don’t like.
Andrey Vyshinsky screaming that ex-comrades should be killed, beheaded,
and their families tortured before they die! All in the name of love, and
humanity and peace. The French Communist Party organ wasL’ Humanité.
Humanity!

Maurice Thorez, who was the leader in the post-war period, was personally
trained by Stalin in exile during Vichy to take France, which the Eastern Bloc
believed (more so than Italy at that time) was the first Western domino to go



within Europe. Get them out of NATO, align them with the Warsaw Pact.
create chaos inside the Western Alliance, and so on.

Now, Marxism grows up of course from the 19th century, but before Marx
gave state socialism and ideological socialism a pseudo-scientific gloss and
formulation, there’d been wvarious other theorists: Saint-Simon, Charles
Fourier, Utopian types of socialism, some of them a secularization of
Christian, libertarian ideals. Marx was determined to reshape not just the
nature of the Left but the nature of philosophy and the Europe of his time and
the world for all time!

His type of trajectory relates to a particular view of society that certain
intellectuals have—although he never specified it as such, Marx and those of
his i1lk who came after him, in a wide range of theorists who’ve almost died
out today. There’s not one major Marxist theoretician, really, who’s alive
today who’s of any importance. You get a minor, minor figure like Alex
Callinicos, who was associated with the Socialist Workers Party at one time,
who occasionally bobs up. But these are people of almost no importance
whatsoever.

Jean Baudrillard and major theorists like this are cynical, materialistic
liberals and libertarians who laugh and sneer at everything, and it’s all a great
game to them, because they’re concerned with language, what it means, what it
doesn’t mean, how it can be repositioned and so on. They’re not really
Marxists at all. The last really powerful thinker in that trajectory—well there
could be two of them, really—are Jean-Paul Sartre in a way and Theodor
Adorno, and after them there are just minor figures who floated up.

So this entire mass of theory that begins with Marx is part of the idea that
intellectuals can totally dominate society. In the Anglophone worldview
intellectuals are on the whole praised and privileged to a degree but also
accorded a very minor status. In France and in Eastern Europe—which ofter
modeled itself on French patterns of intellectual culture—intellectuals form a
class within the society which is very coherent and quite hard-edged.

And it’s understood that you do the academic jobs, you do the higher
journalistic jobs, you do the par, upper-tier, pre-modern, professional media
jobs. You write the books, you run the galleries, and so on. It’s not just an
inchoate group of individuals; it’s a tier with its own morals, its own way of
behaving, its own salons which are the parties and groups where this particular
subset of intelligent people meet.

I went to an intellectual salon—run by a Continental European, of course—



when I was 18, and all the intellectuals were talking about “ordinary people”
because that 1s the class division if you’re an intellectual. There are those that
live for the mind and ordinary people who don’t. So they have their own
mental class division within that, and Marx in, his own way was a radical
twist on some of those ideas. He believed that theory could dominate life and
social process to such a degree that it could change the world, and even human
nature, forever.

One of the important things about Marxism is its total and utter break with
the past, its total and utter break with all religious ideas; there is nothing
supernatural; they’re just human theories and mixed within language. There is
nothing prior to man; there are no eternal values whatsoever; everything is in
the now, and everything is based on materialistic precepts which predetermine
every aspect of life. This means that in the high regime and ferocity stage,
communism represses religion with extreme and often irrational violence.

You always know that a communist movement is falling back again into
social democratic centrism and state socialism when it allows people to adopt
a religious preference. After the Soviet collapse when the Communist Party
reared up again and in one of Boris Yeltsin’s internal elections (one of the
ones that his forces won) they had a bit of a chance. They said that Christianity
and Orthodox Russian Christianity were now compatible with Marxism
Leninism, which is the key to a weakening of the resolve for struggle, because
the desire to crush out religious belief, even to the degree of atrocity such as
those committed by Pol Pot in Kampuchea for example, where there was ar
actual attempt to kill every self-defining Buddhist in the society, is an attempt
to eradicate completely that which exists before.

Mao, who was even more psychologically radical than Marx himself,
believed—completely contrary to all biological ideas—that man is a piece of
paper. Man 1s a white sheet. You can take a man and torture him to a gibbering
wreck; you can take a man and say he’s a God and then shoot him afterwards.
Man is changeable and plastic and can be molded by struggle, or what they
called dialectic. Ideology in life and in language and in history. “Give me a
man for half an hour, and I’ll make him a communist.” It’s this sort of idea.
And occasionally, many of their theories when applied, such as to American
prisoners of war in the Korean War for example, had a certain salience.

Maoist behavioral theories worked on these lines. They believed that there
is a five percent leadership caucus in all groups, so you take the officers away
from the men when you’ve got them captured. Then you take away the non-



commissioned officers. Then you take away the moral officers, those amongst
the men who the elite amongst the mass of the troops who have personalities
that will be known as leadership personalities. In crisis people would look to
them. If the officer has fallen, they become the officer. You get rid of them.
You remove them. You either shoot them or put them in a separate camp or
send them back to the Americans. You want the mass that you can mold and
destroy and remake.

And they did it with quite a lot of them. Many of them came back to the US
three or four years later mouthing sort of Marxist platitudes, you know: “We
invaded the Third World, man,” you know, “We deserved what we got,” and
this sort of thing, In the Vietham War some of these tendencies to deterioration
and degeneracy in the American Army became so large that many of them
would shoot their own officers rather than go out on patrol, which is one of the
many reasons why they ended in a surreal mess prior to surrender. America of
course conducted a mass bombing campaign, said they’d won, and then cleared
out—a scenario they may repeat in Iraq and Afghanistan in the next couple of
years. But to return to our Marxist theory.

Marx emerged really, first in a group of radical German intellectuals called
“The Free Ones” (“Die Freien”) who used to meet in a beer cellar in the
1840s. In the 1840s, of course, liberalism and nationalism went together as
ideologies; now, 150 years on, they’re daggers drawn. But in that group in the
1840s there were gathered some of the most radical, “let’s change the world”
intellectuals in Germany, in central Europe.

Many of them have been forgotten today: Botho Strauss and Otto Strauss
have been forgotten; Ludwig Feuerbach is only remembered because Marx
wrote an essay about him. Max Stirner 1s remembered for one book he wrote
about extreme individualism. But in the corner of the paintings of The Free
Ones as they gathered in this cellar there is a tall gentile Friedrich Engels, the
factory owner, the financier of the theorist, and Marx, then with an enormous
black beard because he was very young then.

Marx’s idea is that you have to smash all the theory, particularly all the
progressive theory that predated him. That’s why he began with Groundwork
(Grundrisse) and The German Ideology. And you must clear away all these
false and fake “progressive” ideas based on liberal thinking, bourgeois
semantics, and utopianism. Everything must be based upon science and upon
matter and must be provable and must be empirical. He believed that
intellectuals could so interpret the changes in society that they could master the



consciousness of a society, change it, and shift it, and force it in directions that
even hadn’t entirely been predicated on the theory.

The one thing you notice about Marxism is it’s a seething vortex of ideas;
it’s always restless; it’s always counter-propositional. Marx will make a
statement, then he’ll qualify it, then he’ll withdraw it, then he’ll make another
statement which is more radical. And this is part of again what they call
“dialectic.”

Now the idea of dialectic 1s based on Hegelian theory, and it’s based on an
ancient Greek thinker called Heraclitus, who believed that everything is ir
flux, and everything changes, and everything works on itself. The fury with
which Marxists fall on each other in intellectual dispute, often about arcane
matters which are of no relevance, which in a regime context is a choice
between life and death! You advocate the dialecticism of a particular crop
cycle, and you get it wrong, and the party sides with another, you are shot! And
your family’s shot! And those that are related to them are shot as well, because
ideas are important.

The man who thumbs through The Guardian on the tube who thinks “Ideas? .

. who cares?” To a Marxist ideas are /ife, and you write them in blood
because they’re important. They suppress artistic forms because they believe
they are important enough to merit that. And that’s the difference between . . .
why they almost conquered a world and did it in various ways.

Now Marxists, on the whole, form two camps in my mind, politically and
ideologically. In all Marxist groups you get the rather weak, pacifistic, loving,
humanistic people. The vicar’s daughter who believes human nature isn’t . . .
right. If only we could be nicer to each other, if only we could spread more
love. You get these people always in ultra-Left and communist groups.

And next to them on the podium, next to them in the auditorium, are your
utterly nihilistic, ruthless, virtually criminal types who want to use the
structure of power when they get it to crush those underneath them, don’t give
a damn about ideology, and are actually amongst the most misanthropic people
you could ever meet. And you have these extremes of the innocent lovey and
the sort of sadistic amoralist in the same group.

That’s why when a Communist regime comes in they have enormous purges,
because they have to start by purging their own, to get rid of all the idiots! To
get rid of all of those who believed it was “love, love, love,” and they’re led
off by the men in leather jackets, because you’ve got to get rid of those fools
early!



If a Right-wing regime is formed, and there’s a purge, it’s because it’s
people struggling for power. That’s what it’s about.

Now, Marx, in the British Library, began writing sort of pure theory as a
critique. The interesting thing about Marxism 1s in a strange way its
unoriginality. Epistemologically, it’s Hegel (and that’s the theory about how it
thinks about its own theory) and Heraclitus. Politically it’s the ultra-Left of its
own time fitted in a made to do service.

All of the classical liberal thinkers from Adam Smith onwards who
underpinned capitalism as an idea, Marx doesn’t think up an original theory in
relation to them, he critiques them. All Marxism is a shadow; it’s a critique;
it’s a sort of feeding on the carcass of something which exists before you. You
critique it, you turn it around, you re-engineer it and it comes about on the basis
of a negation. So the negation of that which exists before is the key to this type
of thinking.

And then you negate the negation, and then you negate the negation of the
negation, and you go on and on.

The most radical version of state communism is Trotskyism, the idea that
you have a regime that renews itself through endless and perpetual struggle.
“There is no rest!” “There is no motion!” Trotsky wrote endless sentences like
this “no love, no serenity, no stillness, no motion, only the struggle!” And of
course Stalin took him at his word, which is why he purged them all from the
Party after 1928. But until then, of course, they were giving almost as good as
they got, and both sides in that dispute worshiped the parent, Lenin.

Now Lenin was taught his Marxism by Georgi Plekhanov, who was ¢
Menshevik who didn’t like the Bolshevik Revolution. Quite a few Marxist:
who were almost gentle professors of cultural destruction, didn’t actually /ike
the Bolshevik Revolution, because in actual fact it’s contrary to some Marxist
theory.

The idea of the Plekhanov school is that if, in a totally undeveloped society,
you have a militarist coup by a Left-wing armed group (which is what the
Bolshevik Revolution really was) you will end up in an extremely nasty, what
we would call today Third World dictatorship.

Which is exactly what happens, because in their theory you have to allow
capitalism and the bourgeois class—which is loathed and yet admired
strangely, simultaneously—to reach fruition to create the proletariat
industrially, then there must be leaders from the bourgeoisie who split off,
form the communist vanguard, link with the proletariat, revolutionize the



world, and create defective communism, create socialism—the first step. So
it’s a progressive cycle.

The Leninist way of dealing with dissidents is to just shoot them! That was
Lenin at the end. Half his brain was virtually liquid towards the end,
massacres on every front, the civil war was going badly. They won that civil
war because every man on their own side who retreated more than eight paces,
the secret police stood behind them and shot them. And Trotsky introduced that
and advocated it in a booklet called “The Necessity of Red Terror.” The
Necessity of Red Terror!

I met Corin Redgrave once who was one of the leaders of the Workers
Revolutionary Party, and Redgrave, who’s this rather depressive sort of actor,
basically, piped up in the middle of this party as he was chain-smoking, and he
said, “When we’re in power,” he said, “we’re going to have iron hard, IRON
HARD . . .destruction of the bourgeois class!!” Like this. And I said, “Bu
Corin, you could be regarded as one of the most bourgeois men in Britain.”
And he said, “No, NO! It’s all in the mind.”

And of course it is all in the mind.

He said something very interesting to me about the extraordinary mental
arabesque that this theory can cast. Somebody said, “Well, what about Stalin
then, Corin?” And he said “Stalin is the recrudescence of the theory of the
class enemy which occurs mentally at the hypostatization within the class that
falsifies its ideology and history and is the class enemy at the particular
moment of struggle. If you refer to Trotsky’s The History of the Revolution,
chapter 8, paragraph 92, he tells you everything that you need to know about
it!”

So it 1s almost an ersatz religion! Now I’ve known a few Polish people it
my life, and Poles learnt Marxism-Leninism at school after the creation of the
Wiadystaw Gomutka’s regime after *48. 1 went to a Catholic school, althougt
I’m not a Catholic (not even a Christian), and you had four periods a week of
religious knowledge, and they ripped that out and replaced it with Marxist
Leninism, the same four periods!

You learnt the Paris Manuscripts, the early idealistic stuff in 1844, which he
then reverses. You then go on to the scientific socialism (so-called) of The
German Ideology and the Groundwork which was only published in East
Germany probably under Ulbricht in *67. Then you go on to Capital volume
one and Capital volumes two and three which Engels writes later. Then you go
on to Engels’ parallel material, which is slightly different to Marx. Then you



look at people like Plekhanov.

The irony about this pure theory is that without the mountebanks, without the
political criminals, without the guerrilla terrorist figures like Stalin, they
would have never got anywhere, because they married this theory to sectarian
propaganda and conspiratorialism by small, violent, and often criminal groups.

And this 1s a rival tradition that goes back to the French Revolution. If yot
look at people like Francois-Noél Babeuf in the 1790s, but in particular it’s
Louis Auguste Blanqui’s tradition in the 19th century. Small, close-knit,
revolutionary bands that almost no-one’s heard of, swim around these
theoretical groups, wait for a crisis in society to use armed force at a crucial
and strategic moment, and then build a structure on the basis of the theory,
which often hardens just into a secular theology whilst they’re really
concerned with the exercising of pure power.

I saw a thing which interested me recently in Forbes magazine in the United
States which has a rich list, and it said that Fidel Castro’s personal fortune
was 70 million US dollars. Seventy million US dollars! And they described
him as a “communist prince.”

And there is an interesting side to these types, because often they take illicit
and semi-secret shares in state owned industries. The families that owned the
original sugar and tobacco industries in old Cuba would be shot or heaved out
of the state. They would re-appropriate in the name of the masses. Which
means? A slice for the Castro family! And of course it might be quite small in
terms of equity when it’s taken, but over 50-odd years it builds up to an
enormous fund.

And yet many communists or Marxists that I’ve known are in some ways nor
particularly materialistic people. The whole point in the communist movement
is that you often owned nothing. Often you left very little, except for these
monarch types that I’ve just mentioned, because they lived for the re-creation
of man! They believed in a total change in almost all areas of society. Probably
the most extreme communist experiment of all was Pol Pot’s in Kampuchea.

Now Pol Pot of course wasn’t his real name, it in some ways means
“political potential,” which is what Maoist instructors in China called him:
“Political Potential,” Pol Pot. He had political potential.

Pot himself was a nerdy little man with a lopsided smile and a sadistic
desire to impose a type of peasant-based, anarchistic Marxist theory.

One of the interesting things i1s when he was a student—and Indochina is
strongly influenced by French imperialism of course—when he was a student



in Paris he sat in on lectures by Sartre, by de Beauvoir, by a feminist theorist
called Julia Kristeva, who was also a Maoist at the time, and he sort of wrotc
down things that they said, but in a sort of cretinous, future sadistic way like:
“The family is a gun in the hands of the bourgeois class. Destroy the family!
Yes! Destroy the family! Make everyone live in communes, destroy the bond
between mother and child, and husband and wife, everyone is therefore part of
the masses, and then it’s wonderful!l”

When he got the chance to do it in a society with gangs of terroristic
teenagers, many of them out of their minds on drugs and so on, he did it!

He put people in large barns, and if you said you wanted to see your uncle
he said: “I’m your uncle.” And the person was dragged out, and their head
beaten in with the butt of a machine gun, because you weren’t worthy of a
bullet.

So that is the sort of sort of high theory that these French Parisian literati
types—that have hardly ever had a problem in their lives at all, who’re
rebelling against the norms of their own culture, almost as play—give the
language and the sort of action theater to these types who internalize it all. And
although most of them just remain Gerard Healy-like idle dreamers on the
margins of Western society, if they ever really got the chance to do it, they
would impose it, because they believe that it’s morally right to make that
imposition.

And the idea that these theories are “morally right” is important in relation
to their reception at a later time, because I believe that contemporary
liberalism has recycled a large number of these theories and treated them,
purged of nasty Soviet and Maoist and other accretions, as something
normative, as something given.

Seventy years ago, many of the values that face you in the media and
elsewhere would, amongst normal and apolitical people, have Fbeen regarded
as abhorrent. Now they are normative and even to speak out against them is to
essentially embrace thought criminality.

But there’s a degree to which the reason this has occurred is because a
hybrid has developed between post-war secular liberalism and the Marxism of
the past, and this 1s what I’d like to discuss.

The Frankfurt School grew up in Germany as a particular response tc
modern life. Marxism believes in crisis; everything is in crisis. The family’s in
crisis; class relations are in crisis; race—which they don’t accept as a social
concept because it’s an anthropological concept and isn’t reducible to



economic materialism, but does exist because it exists in the mind of
reactionaries and so on.

They think that the endless critique of what has gone before prepares new
grounds and vistas of struggle, so the purpose of the Frankfurt School was to
critique all Marxism, to bring back a more purified and critically intelligent
form of the dialectic, which could be used in modernity.

The Frankfurt School is quite complicated because there’s a strong streak of
pessimism and despair in it which is very unusual in Marxism. Another very
unusual thing is that very Germanic forms of Marxism such as those proffered
by Leo Lowenthal, by Max Horkheimer, by Theodor Adorno, by Fran
Neumann, and others who were prominent in the school, linked to forms of
Anglo-Saxon, American, and imperialist thought. Why is this? Because of the
existence of fascist governments in central Europe in a certain time, all of these
types sought refuge in the United States.

When Adorno was at the University of California and the Frankfurt Schoo
had been closed down by a certain notorious government in Germany at that
time, he developed various psychological theories which are quite interesting
even in relation to this present audience. He developed what he called the “F”
scale. (“F” was F for Fascism.) This is a personality test which under ¢
different name we still use quite widely. It’s a test for the authoritarian
personality, to see how fascistic you are in relation to trigger words.

Many of these ideas have fed through into the doctrine which is now called
political correctness, but they’ve morphed and changed over time: rigidity in
relation to prior assumption, ability to follow a leader without question, undue
respect for authority (dialectically related to the idea that you want to exercise
authority yourself—a sort of love-hate relationship to the police), and this sort
of thing,

And Adorno ticks all of these boxes. So he’s very obsessed with the micro
side which, on the whole, Marxist theory—which loves grand architectures of
theory and great spasms of language for its own sake—usually neglects.

Marx himself of course was a combination. Capital is full of endless detail
about the suffering of the poor in capitalist societies. One of the reasons many
Western idealists were attracted to it in the early part of the 20th century was
because, of course, for every new development there were many victims.
Marx, if you read Capital, there’s endless sections of it. Crushed children in
machines, people suffering in the early stages of industrialization, but the irony,
it could almost be William Cobbett! And yet it’s linked to the idea of an



enormous theory that can transform the nature of reality.

For human good? Well, the problem with a/l Marxist theory is that it’s
counter-propositional in relation to what we are, what all races are, what
humanity is, and all mankind is as a whole. We’re based on nature; we have
our being in that substructure. We are not as Leftist ideas would have us.

One of the reasons for the extraordinary rapacity of communist terror is, 1
think, a sense of disappointment, on a cosmic level!

When you get into power you realize that human beings are partly
avaricious, partly sexual, partly acquisitive, partly territorial, partly
communal, partly group-identifying—everything that your theory said that they
weren’t! And there’s a strong element of concealed—and not so concealed in
the regime phase—misanthropy in communism, that if humanity can’t be
redeemed in that way we’ll fall on them anyway. It’s almost a secularization of
the 1dea of sin. “They’ve disappointed us and so they’ll suffer” and maybe
through the infliction of various agonies like Procrustes’ bed; the man lies on
the bed and his arms are over the side and his feet are over the bottom, and you
think, “I’ve got to get him to fit the bed, so you cut off the feet and you cut off
the hands.” Pol Pot says, the leaders of the Derg, Mengistu Haile Mariam 11
Ethiopia, says: “Look! Our body fits the bed,” but it’s limbless! And that’s
how you’ve made it fit!

Now Adorno wrote a whole series of books, Negative Dialectics, Minima
Moralia, Aesthetic Theory which is an enormous book, this thick, 800 pages;
it’s on Routledge & Kegan Paul.

He was a pessimist, Adorno: all the photos used on the Routledge editions
of his books show him with one hand over one side of his face dwelling upon
the pain and misery of humanity. He believed, in a strange way—that has
echoes of cultural conservatism to it, paradoxically—that the masses are
totally brutalized and dehumanized by capitalist ideology.

He believed that everything has been sucked into the spectacle of mass
culture, to such a degree that there is no freedom for the masses at all. Of
course he never thought “Do we even want to be free?”” That’s a question that
is off-limits essentially.

“Everyone can be free; everyone can be rational; everyone can be equal.”
To say otherwise 1s to render yourself a beast and a demon. A reactionary,
outside of the doctrine of progress and enlightenment. So remember that!

His first book was called The Dialectic of Enlightenment, which he wrote
with Horkheimer, and which is an interesting thesis, because like a true



Marxist he goes right back to the roots and one of the paradoxes is that
although liberalism has embraced a lot of soft Marxism, this is a ferocious
critique of liberalism! The Dialectic of Enlightenmentis now an attack on the
Enlightenment! He ferociously lambasts these liberal theorists for their
reactionary nature, their desire to exploit man in the name of capitalist
progress, their desire to dominate nature. Adorno believed that fascism was a
natural reaction against capitalistic exploitation and the desire liberals,
liberals, had to exploit man and nature.

Adorno is so far to the Left that liberals are the enemy! Never forget that for
a true communist the liberals are the scum, and the middling ones, to whom you
will give enough latitude, you will give enough rope to, before you hang them.
I think Lenin inOne Step Forward, Two Steps Back said of all these social
democrats and so on: “We allow them their time. We allow them the time on
the stage to weaken the Right, to weaken religious beliefs to open the way for
us. And when we’re there, then we hang them, we hang them, and we enjoy it,
because they are worse than the bourgeoisie! Because they are traitors to the
class in history, and we will deal with them with an utter ruthlessness that we
won’t even treat reactionaries with.”

That’s the real Leninism talking, but Adorno doesn’t like that sort of talk at
all, because although he’s not a humanist he does believe in the Alsatia of
forgotten possibilities. Don’t forget, for a Western Marxist—and this theory’s
called Western Marxism or Euro-communism as it became—the Soviel
experience has been a disaster.

I once had a conversation with E. J. Hobsbawm who was the Marxis
professor at Birkbeck, the extramural and evening college of Londor
University, and he said, in private of course; “Well as a member of the
Communist Party of Great Britain I would never have admitted this, but the
entire Soviet experiment has been deleterious!” You know, 20 million dead,
50 million dead, multiple wars, dictatorship? It’s been “deleterious.” As he
reaches for another drink, you know. He said, “All it achieved was the
socialization of the means of production; it’s not enough, it’s not enough!” you
know.

And yet when the coup happened against Gorbachev, he supported the
coupsters; he supported the coup d’état for reasons of what he called
“revolutionary conservatism,” you should hold what you have. Even if it’s
totally broken.

Hobsbawm’s interesting, because Neil Kinnock was a close personal friend



of his, and there’s always been an interconnection not between communism and
elements of the Labour leadership, certainly in the Cold War period, but
between Marxism and the Labour leadership and other leaders who are
regarded as more liberal, more social democratic, more moderate.

At the beginning of the 20th century “social democrat” meant Marxist. By
the end of the 20th century they were people who were aligned with George
Bush I and were Atlanticists. Denis Healey begins in the Communist Part
youth wing, ends up a Right-wing social democrat and Atlanticist supporting
the Vietnam War! Something Wilson, slightly intelligently, kept us out of, but
the Australians fought on our behalf.

So there’s a strange element to which Marxism is “alright,” at least when
it’s considered to be a theoretical add-on to Center-Left disputes. Claire
Short’s a descendant now in the modern Labour party and is advocating a hung
Parliament even as Left Whip in the House of Commons, but when the Sovie
Union went down she was asked “Is communism dead?” by some
Independent-type journalist, and she said “Communism may be dead [she
probably said, ‘in the West’], but Marxism isn’t!”

And this idea that the theory can be obtained, retained, rebranded, and
recycled, even though the hardcore vanguard politics has gone down, is
something that most of the Left still believes.

One of the reasons Liberalism’s triumphed in this society is the mental
wetness, the irresolve, fear, and funk of conservatism morally and
intellectually and ideologically. And I don’t just mean naked, middle-class
self-interest and the sort of slightly impoverished range of politics based
around that, which is the core of all Center-Right parties. What I mean i
conservatism philosophically and intellectually, unlike the moderate Left that’s
always looked to the far Left for its energy, for its theory, for its radicalism.
They repudiate bits they don’t like (particularly the harsher bits), but they’re,
“Come 1n brother, come in comrade.” They take it into themselves.

Conservatives, even of the Professor Roger Scruton and Maurice Cowling
type, there is a permafrost between them and the far Right and radical Right
ideas. This means, theoretically and mentally, they’ve cut part of their own
body off. Whatever their much more moderate political views are, they will
not take the energy which exists to one side of them. Always in thinking—
which is one of the reasons intellectuals often make bad politicians! Thinking
goes to the margin of the prospect of a thought. Politics often has to deal with
great masses of people, with what they can understand and appreciate, with



short attention spans, with people who’ve got a hundred other things to do.
Politics 1s even, in society, a minority sport amongst a minority sport!

People who hate each other but are political, often have more in common
psychologically than the anonymous mass of people who don’t give a damn
how they’re governed as long as there’s bread on the plate the day after next.
And because conservatism has cut itself off from racio-biological, from elitist,
from Nietzschean, from radical views—because they regard them in almost a
satanic light, they couldnt fight back against liberalism, because they had no
mental ammunition!

And because conservatism is an anti-intellectual attitude any-way, often
philistine, often atheoretical, when a Marxist version of Center-Leftism comes
along, they increasingly laughed at it, scorned it, accepted it a bit, accepted it a
bit, moved to the side, said they were against it, pushed away an egregious bit,
accepted a bit. Then another generation would accept a bit more. Then another
generation would accept a bit more.

The average Tory in the 1960s would have regarded race as a fact of social
existence. Now you’ll be expelled from the modern Tory party for saying that.
That’s 50, 40 years! It’s nothing. Half an adult lifetime! And that’s because of
what’s up here, particularly amongst relatively sort of unintelligent people, up
to a point. But there are many intelligent people in the Tory party. But it is
because of the Second World War and its aftermath, and the fear, the self-
loathing, and self-hatred in many relatively normal “conservative” people
who are the mainstream in any society.

In any society you have to have a mass of people who are a bit stuck, a bit
boring, a bit uncreative because they are the bedrock. They’re not going to be
exceptional, but you can’t have that in any social order. One of the delusions of
Marxism is that everything could be different. Trotsky wrote an extraordinary
essay in the early 1920s when the Soviet regime had just been created and was
caked in blood. He wrote this essay saying, “When we’ve achieved pure
socialism there’ll be a Wagner, yes a Wagner! There’ll be a Shakespeare,
there’ll be a Byron on every corner. Everyone can be liberated to be free and
creative. But now? The Struggle” And we’ve stood in our little Bolshevik
peaked, flat caps on pyramids of skulls, which is what they were!

Lenin was an extraordinary man in some ways, because in the 1921
Congress, he had a secret speech to the congress which wasn’t revealed until
the Soviet Union came down. The interesting thing about communists is.
because they believe they are the wave of the future, they write down



everything they do. And they write down all their massacres as well!

The massacre of the Polish officer corps in the Katyn Forest for example
which was ordered by the Politburo, and they all signed it! Stalin signed it.
Khrushchev was next: “Yes, I’m signing!” And they all signed it, and this was
revealed after the breakdown.

Because they believed that they were the wave of the future, and an atrocity
is important. It’s not something you should be ashamed of, because you are
aiming for the betterment and progress of the whole of humanity. You have to
be proud to wade 1n the blood of reaction in order to achieve the future which
is socialism. They called it the “yawning heights.” The “yawning heights of
Socialism.” There’s a very satirical, negative, anti-Soviet novel called The
Yawning Heights written by a working-class university professor of
philosophy called Aleksandr Zinoviev who hated the system by the time of its
end, because everything creates its reverse you see.

Communism has affected and mutilated the world to an extraordinary degree
which most people in the West who believe they were on the winning side in
the Cold War haven’t even really begun to understand.

Communism has also, in a Marxist sense, affected their own societies
extraordinarily radically whilst appearing to have completely lost in the
terms of fringe-Leftist sects and groups.

Adorno wrote in Minima Moralia that “After Auschwitz there can be no
poetry.” He believed that after this seminal event there could be nothing but
sackcloth and ashes forever. And somebody once said to him, “Well that’s a
pessimistic position,” which is ultimately conservative. Conservatives don’t
believe life can be perfect because man isn’t, and therefore utopianism is an
impossibility.

Leftists say, “Oh we reject all forms of progress,” and the two sort of square
up to each other in political terms. Don’t forget I’m talking about the
philosophies, not the sordid little compromises of parties that in the Western
world are virtually indistinguishable from each other. Now Marxism believed
almost with post-religious ardor—as it shot religious people!—that everything
could be changed, everything could be reworked, that man himself could be
reworked.

One of the most fanatical postulates is hostility to all biological notions of
man and all notions of prior inequality. The idea that, in the end even human
rights jargon will always disappoint, because there are always beautiful
people and ugly people. There’s always unintelligent people (and there’s many



of them), and there’s always very intelligent people and always a range in
between. There’s always people of great physical power and people who are
weaklings.

A very Left-wing socialist friend of mine from years ago said “The trouble
with you” (he was speaking to me) “is you’re against human fairness; you’re
against being ‘fair.”” And I said, “Go to a maternity ward, go to a maternity
ward, and one’s born without an arm, or without an eye. Others are born hale
and hearty. Some are intelligent and will never have a moment’s disease in
their lives. Others are crippled from the very beginning. And you talk to me
about fairness?”

And he said, “Maybe it’s not like it should be, but we must strive to make it
so!” And I said, “Well, why don’t you just accept the plenitude of that which is
created?” And he said, “No, that’s too passive! We must work on it to change
it, to make it better!”

Now most people, in their hearts, in this society believe that making things
more equal makes them better. I don’t. I believe making them more unequal
makes them better (which means you’re monstrous in contemporary terms).
Because the greater the space between people, the greater the prospect of
transcendence and the greater the prospect of overleaping the present, means
you can actually not evolve physically but mentally and spiritually into
something else. If there’s nothing above you, there’s nothing to aspire to;
there’s just endless stuff beneath you. But I’m an elitist.

No contemporary, even Right-wing conservative politician, will admit that
their party actually stands for inequality. Even in capitalism, which has endless
inequalities of outcome doesn’t it? That’s why you have two big classes. Of
course you believe in inequality! But the Majors and the Camerons and the
Hagues of this world, the Duncan Smiths of this world, they talk about liberty .
.. “liberty,” and they talk about “freedom,” and they talk about “choice.”

Choice, choice of schools, choice of race, choice of gender, choice of where
you go to buy stuff, and so on. “Choice!” But oh, if you choose one option you
deny another! If youradically choose one thing, you disprivilege another
variant. All life, even at the moment of small decisions teems with the bias
towards inequality, discrimination.

I believe in discrimination. Discrimination is a moral good and a moral
law! It’s an aristocratic spirituality. Of course you discriminate. You
discriminate over who’s your enemy and who’s your friend. You don’t treat
people all as the same except in some universal ninnydom which only exists in



the minds of people who’d like human nature to be different from what it is.

People become more Right-wing as they get older, on the whole. Ever
within Leftist systems, people actually do get more metaphysically
conservative as they get older. Why is that? Because death approaches, reality
approaches. They can’t live with these deluded, nonsensical views about
human life, which is based on inequality and glory and difference. History’s
been made by a small group on behalf of and in the name of the groups from
which they themselves derive their energy and purpose.

Marxism i1s false in almost every area of life; that men and women are
interchangeable (false); that the family is an enemy construction of man when
it’s the basis of human dignity in all groups. That economic activity between
human beings is always a form of oppression when in actual fact almost
everybody at one level or another gets something out of it otherwise it couldn’t
subsist in the first place. That man is nicer than he is, when human nature is
dualist. Human beings are kind and nasty. They’re avaricious, but they have a
capacity for self-sacrifice. They’re endlessly cowardly and lying, but they also
have a penchant for courage and glory. That’s what we are!

The great religions actually have always known what we are. They shift
utopianism and the desire that we could be different from what we are, to
another world. But, the Leftist pseudo-religions of modernity have brought if
down to this level and tried to counter-propositionally achieve it through
violence and political struggle. And the reason that it’s got bloodier and
bloodier, until in the end they become sickened of it themselves, the emergence
within the Soviet Bloc of neo-liberals like Gorbachev who realized the whole
system was a fraud, and it didn’t work, and they could hardly produce anything
economically, and you went to the West, and you went back home, and people
were struggling to get razor blades and bits of cheese and bits of soap and so
on, and you thought to yourself “This is a Superpower? We slaughtered tens of
millions for this?”

And in a sense I think that the fact that he wouldn’t defend the structure as it
shuddered, because you can’t reform a structure like that, it has to go down,
and he sort of managed its descent, really, if you look retrospectively on what
he did. He’s hated in Russia now, hated because he took away the security of
ordinary people, and that generation particularly, their life expectancy went
from about 76 to about 53 because they lost everything! When capitalism came
in, they hadn’t even been educated to write a check! It was sheer terror for
them, because they’d never had to survive economically at an individual level,



and that generation just sort of died off as a gangster capitalism came in,
because they had no lead-up time.

That’s the great tragedy of Russian destiny, that every system has been
imposed in a slab-sided and ferocious way with no softening of the edges. One
sort of plate has replaced another one. Just as Marx wanted! Not the idea of
gradual reform, the Blairs and Browns of this world, but total, utter,
transfiguring change which will completely revolutionize the nature of man.

One point which is never dwelt upon, and there’s an enormous amount of
work on communism now, because it’s now in the past, people can debate its
details openly: the Jewish nature of communism. That is never, ever discussed
and indeed is completely off-limits in nearly all academic discourse.

The truth is that nearly always half of the major core intellectuals in all
Communist groups are Jews or partly Jews, nearly always half of the Centra
Committee or the Executive Council, the Revolutionary Vanguard or whatevei
it calls itself; the rest is made up of bohemian revolutionary gentiles who are
totally hate-filled and despairing and hostile to their own society, and it’s a
medley of these two groups essentially. Outsider/insider groups to tear it
down, tear it down—in the name of love of course, in the name of love—but
as you tear it down you can catapult yourself from the fringe to the center.

It’s the Gerry Healy speech, you know in the Workers Revolutionary Party
of the past, the most fanatical Marxist-Leninist group probably in British pos
war history. There’s others. There’s Tariq Ali’s International Marxist Group.
There are various incarnations of the Trotskyist tradition which began in the
’30’s with the Balham Group in South London of the Communist Party of Grea
Britain and then grew up as a separate tendency.

One of the things that is, of course, interesting is that when they were more
powerful, 30 years ago, and if they had known of this meeting, there would be
a riot outside. Not just a bit of pushing and shoving, but an absolute riot. The
pathological hatred of the radical Right by the Trotskyist Marxist-Leninist Lefl
needs to be looked at, and there are several reasons for this. Partly they are the
most connected to international revolution; they are the most committed to the
idea that we have no groups;

“One race, the human race!”” One race, the human race, and those who doubt
it go under! Reactionaries! Who can’t be brooked, whose ideas are a menace
to humanity! Because you see, ideas are important for these people, it’s not just
“Oh you’ve got an idea.” You get two English intellectuals: “You’ve got an
idea. I have an idea. It’s cricket you know. We debate, one wins the other



loses, we draw, we embrace.” No! Ideas are life and death and are the basis of
struggle and meaning, you see? Because meaning for them is in the “praxis”
they call it, the moment of achieved struggle and recognition of truth in
ideology.

Now a Marxist intellectual called Malcolm Evans is a Marxis
deconstructionist (he told me with extreme pride). I said, “So you believe ir
the complete destruction of all Western cultural norms and the replacement of
it by a foreign ideology?” And he said, “You’re only saying that to me because
you’re a bourgeois reactionary of the most hateful sort.” Because he once said
to me, “The bourgeois goes through life with common sense, the Marxist with
his theory; theory is truth!” And I said, “And you put to death those who don’t
agree with your theory?” He said, “You’re putting words in my mouth.”

But the irony is that these people who believed in this current of theory were
near the top in nearly all of our universities between about 1930 and 1980
plus, even in the United States. The University of Texas—can you imagine &
more redneck state than Texas?—the University of Texas’ Economics
Department was Marxist. This is the state of the Bushes and so on. They hac
achieved an ascendancy in parts of the academic world, part of the mental
thinking within Western society, which is difficult for many people to
understand.

And conservatism was so weak-kneed in these institutions, and it was
terrorized by Trotskyist mobs as well, it virtually disappeared.

I knew a chap who was the head of sociology at the Polytechnic of Nortt
London for a period, an Irish chap. He was just a conservative really, a Right-
wing conservative. O’Keefe, I think his name was. And every term he movec
his office, because there would be a brick, from the Socialist Workers, through
the window. But he knew it was coming. And I said to him, “Why do you put
up with 1t?” He said, “Well, why should I give in to these people?”” So he had
a little bit of spirit.

But for every one like him, a hundred gave up, a hundred went along with it,
a hundred resigned. They sort of went into internal exile within their own
institutions. And don’t forget we’re talking about conservatives; we’re talking
about people who are well to the Left of anyone here; so ifthey haven’t got a
chance, what do you think the sort of opinions that are canvassed by this group
have? Because, since the Second World War, the sort of opinions this group
deals with have been outlawed in all institutions of higher education.

I once addressed a BNP meeting, a bloke put up his hand and said, “You’ve



swallowed a dictionary, mate, haven’t you? What’s it all about then?” And I
said, “Look, I’'m putting forward ideas to you which have been banned, in the
auditoriums where they should be heard, for 60 years!” He said, “Oh alright,
fair play mate.”

But there’s a degree to which that’s what this groupl really is for, because
the reason that we have the society that we have is due to large scale economic
and cultural forces, admittedly to a degree, but it’s also due to the mindset that
accepts them before they’ve physically happened.

Now Marxism, in a sense, advocates two contradictory things. But 1
believes its contradiction holds together in struggle. It believes everything is
economically determined, and yet if you theorize about the way in which it’s
determined enough you can actually change the nature of the determination.

There was a theorist called Antonio Gramsci at the beginning of the 20tk
century who was in the Italian Communist Party ranks who split the idea of the
superstructure—culture, society, the arts, intellect, media—from the base,
economics. Then Marxism can go completely cultural and just swim around.
Not linked to proletarian movements, not linked to trade union politics, not
linked to working class political struggle as defined by the far Left.

Marx was quite funny about the working class actually, because he said,
“When I meet these German trade unionists, I like them less,” because they
were stroppy individuals who’d contradict “Professor” Marx, as he insisted on
being called. Don’t forget he was giving the proles their theory. The structural
relationship between the intellectual master and the working class followers
was quite apparent.

And Marx fancied himself as a politician not just a theorist, because he
founded a group called the International Working Men’s Association which is
the First International. Communists talk about “Internationals™: First, Second
Third, Fourth. The Trotskyist one’s the Fourth, tiny little Trotskyist “four mer
in a kiosk” groups who’d “struggle” about which one represented the Fourth
International, which was out in Mexico.

But of course a Stalinist agent killed Trotsky by penetrating his brain with an
ice pick through the skull. Ramoén Mercador, I think his name was, and he crept
into his study and stabbed him through the skull. Anarchists to this day wear
T-shirts saying “ICE-PICK A TROT!” because you know anarchists just lov
being offensive to everyone, even on their own side. And as the spike
penetrated his brain, Trotsky’s last words were his hysterical Ashkenazic
shriek, in which he said, “You’ve been sent by him, Aim!, HIM!” (namely



Stalin). And he had! And he had! He went out in the light and in the dark, one
could say.

I once had a walk round one of these areas where they have these plaques,
you know these blue plaques, and if somebody famous lived in the house
there’s a white writing. And I was with a Right-wing intellectual called Bill
Hopkins at the time, and we looked up at this house where Engels had lived.
“Friedrich Engels™ it said, and the dates, “Economic Theorist.” That’s a bi
tame isn’t 1t? “Economic theorist?” I thought. You have to consider in the
“percussion of ideologies,” Nietzsche said, “the idea has an effect affer the
stone 1s thrown.”

Consider the destructive impact these individuals have had on our
civilization, and “economic theorist” doesn’t cut it, does 1t? Perhaps you could
scrub that out and say “The Destroyer of a World” The destroyer of a world,
and that’s largely what Marxist-Leninist ideology amounted to, the destruction
of the norms of pre-existent Western civilization. Done in its name, done as a
revolutionary detritus, brought to power by tamed theorists and political
criminals who saw their way to a main chance. And it’s dominated the thinking
of our peoples in one form or another to such a degree that if you meet
somebody in the arts now who’s a fluffy liberal, and they say “Ooh, all races
are equal; all men are equal; anyone who says otherwise is a reactionary beast;
I’'m for aid to Africa; I’m for saving the planet,” they are mouthing the tenth
rate approximation to this theory.

The hardcore theory would appall them! Ten stages back: Frantz Fanon
saying whites should be killed, because they incarnate the guilt of the
oppressive, imperialist, capitalist classes, which is based on Lenin’s book in
1916 called Imperialism, whereby you have to explain the fact that socialism
hasn’t come about. That capitalism hasn’t led organically to socialism,
imperialism, and the defamations of the persons of color by (although he didn’t
call it this) “the White Economic Colossus,” which isstil/ the justification for
many Third World radical groups even now.

This mixture of sentimentality, high theory, a Jewish desire for power, an
extreme misanthropy which has used—because it’s secularized and has no
objectivist moral basis—any means to bring itself in, has almost at times
brought our entire culture and civilization almost to the point of disaster.

Their armies dominated a half of Europe until relatively recently. Tens of
millions of white people grew up under their structures, lying, evading the
truth, just surviving. If you did Marxism-Leninism in Warsaw when I was a



school in the *70s, it wasn’t a joke! You didn’t write sort of ironic, quizzical,
and deconstructive ideas about the Founding Fathers. You knew that it was a
secular religion, and you toed the line or things would happen to you, a file
would go to the secret police about you.

In Romania, in Bulgaria, in Hungary, in East Germany . . . Dissidents woulc
go to the shops in East Germany, and there’d be eight Stasi behind them in a
car, an amazing degree of surveillance. Why? Because you need to impose
dialectical purity on the masses. Because if they are allowed their own way,
they’ll just drink, fornicate, consume, and do what they want. You have to hold
them to the mark, even by terror, and you have to build a wall around your
country to keep people in! The classical thing is you build a wall to keep
enemies out don’t you? You don’t keep them in.

Now, in closing, I’d like to say that there’s been an extraordinary cowardice
amongst Western intellectuals in the adoption of these sorts of views.

Robert Conquest, who was a minor poet in Hampstead, used to go to all
these salons in the *40’s and ’50’s. And this is Hampstead! Ultra-rich, creamy
bourgeois types, many of whom have never suffered anything in their lives, and
many of them were Stalinists at this time, never mind Trotsky, or never mind
the revolutionary alternative, butactual Stalinists, people who’d read
hagiographies (and there’s plenty of them) written to Stalin: “Oh Great Leader,
we are not worthy to kiss the feet of the son of the real proletariat.” All this
sort of stuff. People laugh at it now, but in those societies then, it wasn’t a
laughing matter

And Conquest was revolted about this and wrote two sort of revisionist
books The Great Terror and The Harvest of Sorrow about the Ukrainian
famine as a response to that. He also wrote the Lenin book in the Fontana
Modern Masters, and although he got facts wrong, he was a pioneer in rolling
back the mystagoguery of that sort of thing.

Don’t forget that when Sartre was told there were camps in the Soviet Bloc
he said, “Ohhhh! . . . but they’re based upon love!” Based upon love, and that
makes it alright of course. This is the idea that you torture them on their graves,
you know, we’re doing it to redeem the soul of man. But they don’t believe
man has a soul, so that’s a bit problematic.

The one thing I would think, looking back on Marxism after 150 years in all
of its variants, 1s the extraordinary cowardice of some of the most privileged
people in Western societies who would not stand up to this type of theory,
which is how it always begins, and didn’t realize that in the end it would



destroy everything they loved and everything they wanted.

You even see it in Oxford recently don’t you? David Irving and Nick
Griffin. Griffin’s not a pal of mine, you know. But Irving and Griffin are there
at the Oxford Union. They’re speaking forus really, whatever we may think
about them as individuals. The mob is outside seething, you know, maaaad
staring eyes! All the rest. Smaller than in the past, but still there though! If they
could, they’d get in and tear them to pieces! And they’d burn down the library
as well. They really would. And yet, the ninnies at their Oxford tables will say
the day afterwards, “Terrible riot y’know! These people Irving and Griffir
coming along and provoking these people, bringing this mayhem and this mess
into our lovely little Oxford streets, these . . . monsters!”

Where in actual fact, the theory of the mob is the street version of what their
ideas would be in power, and these people would have no status. And what
they really believe in culturally and spiritually—sensitivity, the Western way,
listening to alternative arguments, basing things on empirical knowledge—
they’d be out the window!

And they’ve gone along with this out of corruption and being almost too
pleasant for their own good, being too comfortable, and flirting like an adult
teenager with ideas of rebellion that are half-disbelieved in as they brook
them, and not thinking that they will be used, and used again and again and
again to basically destroy nearly all of us. And it’s because they haven’t
realized this that—in a slightly softer version—we’re in the plight that we’re
in.

But everything has its eras, and these ideas are breaking down, and I’ll
leave you with the fact that recently there has been an attempt in France to
revive Sartre’s reputation. Sartre was an Existentialist and a Marxist. He
wanted to bring together two enormous areas of theory. He wrote a book
called The Critique of Dialectical Reason He could only write volume 1. It’s
750 pages. It’s in New Left Books, and it’s a real, real ripper of a read! New
Left Books produce it. He wrote it on amphetamines, high in jazz cafés,
speeding away like this.

He was going to try and find a humanist justification for Stalinism. Yes he
was! That was going to be volume 2, but he could never get the theory right,

and volume 2 never appeared.2 And at the end of his life Sartre and his
common law wife De Beauvoir joined a Maoist group, Maoist group. These
are Western intellectuals, don’t forget, joined a Maoist group and sat with all
these Chinese in these little garages. He edited a paper at the end called The



Peoples F ist" or something like that, you know . . . “the people’s fist.” He’s
totally persona non grata in contemporary France, intellectually.

They had a big exhibition recently, at the Sorbonne, the big Bourbourg
Centre, these sorts of things. And no-one went! And no-one went! And that is
genuinely interesting. So people thought—because Sartre’s famous existential

line 1s “Hell is other people”—maybe people thought as they didn’t attend
those galleries, “Hell is Jean-Paul Sartre’s theories!”
Thank you very much!
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REVISIONISM:

HARD & SOFT, LEFT & ]KIGHTf

Now this talk which I’m going to give on Revisionism, Left and Right, harc
and soft, could be construed in the future as a dangerous talk, because the
Chancellor of contemporary Federal Germany would like to extend, as @
particular remit of the constitution/treaty which is being negotiated at the
present time, the idea that revisionist laws—or more accurately, anti-
revisionist laws—that exist in certain Continental societies which have
allegedly “known Fascism” at a particular period, be extended to this society
and to all other EU access states, including a great wave of Eastern Europear
countries who of course have acceded to the Union in recent years.

Now, one of the ways round this of course 1s to speak methodologically and
in such a way as you talk about an area, and you interpret what people have
said, and you put forward what very mainstream and counter-propositional and
non-revisionist historians and others have said. And if you keep it within that
box and within that framework, to be frank, you will be “alright.” Don’t forget,
my father’s generation was told they’d fought in the Second World War for
freedom of speech. And now we have to attenuate what we say before we even
get down to saying it, so that we will not fall liable to particular laws that
haven’t even been introduced yet.

Now the concept of Revisionism: there are several different meanings.

One comes from Marxist-Leninist theory. Whenever you have withir
communism, say Georgi Plekhanov teaching Lenin quite a bit of the Marxisn
that he actually knew and some of its materialist theory. When you then had
later on a reinterpretation of theory, either for reasons of brutal state power or
statecraft or genuine ideological split, it was called a revision. You were
revising the prior theory, and it is true that certain Right-wing writers,
academics, fringe academics, people who will have been expelled from the
academies, and so on have used the term ‘“revisionism” as a counter-
propositional term, as an “enemy” term. They’ve shot an arrow back at former
political and ideological opponents by using this term.

There’s also, as the President of Iran said quite recently in a German
magazine, a genuine element within historiography—which is the writing ot



history, history as texts over time ramifying with each other—whereby
different interpretations are revised over time and statements which were
considered normative and absolute and beyond comparison later get changed
and attenuated and repositioned and looked at in a different light.

Before I get on to the most controversial areas of Revisionism let’s just have
a few, more minor and less emotionally charged examples.

Sir Winston Churchill: In the 1940s, *50s, and ’60s, biographies which were
not hagiographies, in other words biographies which weren’t enormous
tributes to the man’s internal and external excellence, would not have been
permitted. He was in some ways a secular sort of sacral figure. When these
revisionist biographers—Ben Pimlott a little bit on the Left, John Charmley o1
the Center-Right to Right as a dissentient Cambridge don, and David Irving’:
two volumes known as Churchill’s War —when these books occurred, they
occurred in an era when Churchill was already dipping down. Charmley’s
biography has Graham Sutherland’s portrait of Churchill on the front, which of
course the Churchill family destroyed because they didn’t like that particular
image of him.

So to revise something is to change the cultural shift, is to change the way in
which something has been perceived that otherwise was uncritically received.

There are many examples. One key one in recent Anglo-Irish historiography
is Cromwell and the massacres in Wexford and Drogheda. He was believed to
have massacred, with the English New Model Army, two whole Irish towns,
and Irish people have been taught this for centuries. Indeed in popular Irist
culture the word “Cromwell” is worse than the “c” word in traditional usage
because he killed everybody in those towns and all the women and all the
children and all the animals!

Now there was a book published by Tom Reilly, a Trinity College Dublir
university professor (similar to an Oxbridge level professor over here), called
Cromwell: An Honourable Enemy and building on the partially revisionist
essay by Thomas Carlyle about Cromwell in the 19th century which forced.
particularly within Protestant discourse, a re-evaluation of our only military
dictator in English/British history. The idea began to creep forward. There’s a
little echo of it even in Churchill’s History of the English-Speaking Peoples
where there’s a little bit of congratulations to Cromwell for being at least a
man of will, of honor, of courage, and of decision, even though he was in turn a
hateful regicide. So Cromwell has been revisited and has been turned around
and has been revived.



It now appears that in Wexford and Drogheda, the Catholic parishional and
diocesan records state that nearly everybody in that area who lived before his
army passed through lived after his army passed through. That the number of
people killed may have been a thousand combatants who were slaughtered at
the high point of a battle when they themselves had surrendered and probably
put up the white flag to draw people in before they used arms, which in most
forms of war does result in such an event.

That event occurred in the context of Protestants being massacred in 1641.
It’s taken four centuries. And this is just historical events between different
peoples in these islands, for a slightly more judicious, a slightly more
rounded, a less emotive, and more temperate view of massacres and events
which are believed to have occurred, to be rewritten and entered into
mainstream historical record.

Now when you’re dealing with events like the First World War and the
Second World War, which are climaxes, which were the sort of the
industrialization of the principle of death in relation to the First World War;
many who went through that experience saw a sort of factory-type killing
established 1n battlefields in Europe, whereby the surface of the Earth became
lunar and looked like the surface of the moon. Millions of men slaughtered
each other in mud and filth and barbed wire. These were extraordinarily
savage events, almost sort of revolutions in consciousness for the generation
that went through them. Therefore, even to have revised views about the
circumstances that led to that war has been very controversial.

One of the earliest American revisionists was Harry Elmer Barnes, and he
really concentrated on the First World War and the currents that led to it, both
at a micro level, looking at the Lusitania sinking, and at a macro level, looking
at the power politics that came out of that war and that many believe led to the
Second World War, because many do see the second war as a postscript to the
first. Many see it actually almost beginning in a stage one before war is
actually announced in 39 to ’40, because it was partly unfinished business and
we were partly into a cycle. Much of the hedonism of the *20s in Europe, and
much of the despair of the Depression in the ’30s in Europe, was that
generation sensing an enormous revisitation of the bloodbath was coming.

Most of the writers and intellectuals during that period realized they were
living between two explosions and between two wars. We in 2007 are living
in the after effects of the Second European Civil War, which is really what the
Second World War in Europe amounted to. And the First World War was the



First European Civil War.

There is a dissentient notion within political history that the American Civil
War, which of course 1s different and distinct, has echoes of some of the
conflicts that will follow. The use of mass artillery and early machine guns of
a sort against massed forms of cavalry and infantry, leading to massacre on one
side and a very defensive warfare on the other. And the fact that you have two
regimes: a white racialist, aristocratic, slave-owning regime against an
industrial, liberal, bourgeois regime which preaches radical democracy, which
tries to lead us on the other side to a degree, which puts a client government
into the defeated South after it’s all over. There are echoes. But this is
inevitable because in cycles of war and history you will have echoes before,
and you will have echoes afterwards.

Even the Boer War and its origins in 1899 through 1902 between ourselves
(the British) and the Afrikaners has been revised and looked at again, even by
liberals. But that is a war about which the controversial heat and the gas flare
of intensity is much lower down.

When you’re dealing with much more incisive and explosive matters these
things are much nearer the edge. And it’s not “talk”! You’ll lose your career;
you’ll lose your reputation; you’ll lose your respect; you’ll be put in prison for
having certain counter-propositional views about historical events.

In several major European societies at least 10,000 people, in one category
or another, have been arraigned for these “crimes” of thought, including many
major historians. Many historians, if you read them today, know that this is a
minefield they will not go near.

If you take a very contemporaneous book like Richard Overy’s history of

Hitler’s and Stalin’s regimes§ (as he calls them), the Soviet death total and the
Soviet camps he’s infinitely cautious with. He’s prepared to draw an enormous
amount of criminological and empirical evidence to prove that the Stalinist
genocide maybe claimed a quarter of the lives that somebody like Robert
Conquest writing in the *50s and *60s with The Great Terror and The Harvesi
of Sorrow said. And he’s extremely careful and very judicious; very, very
mainstream; very, very obliging to fact or presumed fact. Don’t forget many of
the KGB archives have been opened up since 1990.

But when he comes to the Germans in the Second World War, there is a gap,
and there is a statement whereby he said, “Some of what I’m going to say ir
this section may be refuted by future research.” And then he goes on to give a
new version of the official version of the issue that most generations of



schoolchildren have been indoctrinated with now for 40 to 50 to 60 years.

In the town that I live in, a selection of sixth formers from all schools were
recently taken on an Auschwitz tour paid for by the local authority and its
taxpayers to prove the evil of racism, to prove that voting for certain
tendencies is regarded as a priori illegitimate and immoral, and also to look at
a crime against humanity leading to the need for universal constructions of law
and of morality.

And leading to trials whereby political leaders in conflicts that have little to
do with what happened in Europe and beyond between 39 and ’45 of the last
century, can themselves be arraigned! The trial and death of Saddam Husseir
involving procedures very close to the Nuremberg ones, very close to a similar
ideology that was applied to post-war Yugoslavia, very close to an ideology
that was applied to some of the fallen militarist leaders from Imperial Japan,
very close to trials that people have wanted to enact but have held back.

Now, what’s happened in modernity is that the ability to kill large numbers
of people has become an ideological weapon on all sides. During the Cold
War, one part of the human race learnt a view of history. Few people know
that there was a massacre of communists in Indonesia in the middle 1960s. I’ve
met an Australian who saw a pyramid of bodies on one side of an airport in
that society. Whereas other crimes would be on the media almost every other
night. And the reason for this is that one of the legitimizations of human rights
and civil rights rhetoric is the belief that certain tendencies are evil and
unregenerate and that other tendencies “make mistakes” and ‘“have excesses”
and “commit blunders” or are “not opportune.”

Even in relation to the Iraq War 2 there is a mass debate within our
contemporary establishment. The Lancet, which is the journal of our doctors,
has said (methodologically) that 670,000 Iraqis, and more, have perished since
the invasion, and Blair and Bush say, “It’s a lie! We refute their figures, we
refute the methodology upon which those figures are based. The actual figure is
150 to 170,000.”

Why would they bother about that?

They bother about it because in the war of position and the crucible of
political struggle the numbers matter and are of crucial importance, because
they enable you to demonize one side and extol another. They enable you to
excuse one thing as deviation or error (subject to revisionism of one sort or
another). Or you actually say that one tendency, by virtue of these actions, is
beyond even what it is to be political, is a species of Satanism, is that which



you have nothing to do with.

One of the reasons we have a Left-wing society, a liberal society, is partly
because conservatism, that which is supposed to “conserve,” is brain-dead in
the West, and is terrified, and is afraid. But one of the reasons it’s afraid is
because of this area of secular demonology. Because when you have to think in
an illiberal way you will “go over there.” You will have to go “over there.”
You will have to touch certain thinkers who actually are in that proximity, and
that 1s demonic, and you have to remain in the Center. And if you remain in the
Center, you can’t oppose the liberal Left. You can’t oppose the world as it
now 1s inside Western societies. We’re now in the position that we’re
invading other societies to impose what exists here (or variants of same) on
them!

Of course there are a lot of people inside the West who do not agree with
the dispensation that exists here.

Now, Germany was divided at the end of the Second World War into two
occupation regimes. In contemporary history and journalistic writing the
Eastern regime of Walter Ulbricht and Erich Honecker was in some ways
described as it was, a country that built a wall to keep its citizenry in and shot
them if they got over the barbed wire in an attempt to get over that wall

The Western Zone though, was never said to be “occupied.” It had beer
“freed.” It had been “liberated” by Western power and liberal jurisprudence,
French, British, and American. We had set up a zone there that later became
the Federal Republic of Western Germany. Since then, the German political
elite and beyond it—Central European political elites—have been terrified of
any reversal in the demonic fortunes of the parties that fought the wars that
brought them to power. Any change, any shift, any relativism even, any minor
factual amendment (which always will happen in history) becomes decisive.

In the First World War, Lloyd George and others invented a large strand of
German atrocity story which was revealed in 1928 in the House of Lords. This
is the idea that the Germans committed bestial atrocities in Belgium; the
Germans ran around with babies on spikes; they committed atrocities against
prisoners that were outside of the European consciousness and form of civility.
It was later realized that it was complete propaganda, although in a society
with a mass media that was far less refined and pervasive than it is now. You

go out there and look at that screen out there, it’s enormous!® It covers the
whole room ideologically and sort of in terms of its system of signs.
Now media understanding was much less cynical in 1914—1918. There’s a



degree to which a large number of white people were stimulated by
propagandistic elites to loathe and detest each other and to kill not just
hundreds of thousands but millions of each other right across Europe. Ir
accordance with actually predated forms of alliance politics which in an era of
mechanized and mass politics meant less and less.

Now the First World War’s dipped down, there’s hardly anyone left. But the
Second World War is still alive and still real in human consciousness today.

Mussolini and Franco have largely been historicized. Their dictatorial
regimes, their traditionalist, European, socially authoritarian governments have
largely entered into a process that acclimatizes them to the memory of Caesar,
never mind Cromwell and Napoleon. They are seen as regrettable butnormal
European dictatorships.

The National Socialist one 1s not and remains in a sort of shadow, outside.
And while we have the present dispensation that we have in Europe, that will
have to be so. So you have to understand that what appears to be historical
research is historical and is research. It isn’t about historical research as
power perceives it.

If somebody says that Zionist terrorists blew up a hotel in Jerusalem ir
1948, and Menachem Begin said, “There was a warning, but no-one else hearc
it.” That’s one view of history. Zionist militants say to this day that M16 had its
headquarters in that hotel, and therefore it was a “legitimate act of struggle.”
Struggle! And those are two perspectives. But that is for historians and for
minor debate and for articles in The Times and The Jewish Chronicle.

What happened in the middle of Europe in the 20th century is cardinal to
certainly a definition of white or Caucasian identity today.

One of the many reasons why our people find it so difficult to assert
themselves—even to think about the prospect that they might!—is because of
these events and how they’ve been interpreted. Because, as soon as they say
“This 1s the English flag behind; this is the British flag, the Swedish flag; this
is the German flag”: “No! No! He’s got the English flag! He’s gone ovei
there!”

You are entering into proximity to moral danger, to what some philosophers
call “moral hazard.” You’re tiptoeing towards what the first thing a liberal
journalist will ask you. I was once representative of an organization called
“Western Goals” (it was a Cold War organization). The second question the
journalist asked me on mainstream media was, “What’s your view of the
Holocaust?”



That’s the second issue, because they actually had—and he had it on his
paper there—two lines. One is, “Treat them like a negative barrister. They’re
hostile to your case, and you rag them and you try and take them down.” That’s
the first mental proposition for the interviewer.

The second is: “National Socialism—Shoah.” Get them squirming on that
and what they’ve got to say about what Enoch Powell said, or what they’ve got
to say about the European Union, or what they’ve got to say aboul
contemporary crime is of no significance at all, because you have them there!
In the pit, squirming! And that pit is pre-programmed. It’s pre-programmed!
And quite deliberately so. It’s irony piled upon irony, because, of course, many
of the people who use these weapons partly don’t care about the truth itself,
indeed deeply, often cynically have no interest in it at all! It is a weapon that’s
used, a grenade; it’s a spear that is used.

Now a series of historians, often privately funded, often researching
themselves, often people beyond even fringe academic life, have published a
series of books since Maurice Bardeche in the late 1940s, questioning the
veracity of some of these events, including people who’ve used other names
which are not their own. Whether or not Alain de Benoist ever published a
particular revisionist article using another name, he has never admitted to it.
He has never said he didn’t do it. No-one knows, because you have to
understand that this was extreme and deep thought criminality.

An intellectual rather similar to Bardéche was executed by the Frencl
Resistance and its occupation/liberation authorities in France just after the
war: Robert Brasillach. So there is a degree to which certain people have paic
with their lives for having certain ideas or living through them.

The French film director Truffaut knew Lucien Rebatet very well, because¢
certain fascist theorists in France were obsessed with cinema; because that is
mass ideology and mass visualization; if you have an authoritarian view of
society you will want to communicate not with just the small elite but with the
masses; you communicate with the elite before you communicate with the
mass. And Truffaut once said, vis-a-vis his friendship with this old French
National Socialist—which is what Rebatet was, he wasbeyond the Vichyite!
—mnevertheless he said, “You can respect men who are put to death for daring

to adumbrate an idea.””

This is in the land of Voltaire, don’t forget, where ideas are supposed to be
free and set us free in pursuit of the truth.

Now, a range of writers, normally they’re in the United States. Why in the



United States? Because they at least have (strangely) the covering of Firs
Amendment rights and can publish freely, which is why an enormous amount of
this material of course has come back; it’s come back into Europe; it’s come
back even beyond Europe into the Arab and Muslim world in relation to the
Israeli-Palestinian conflict. It’s come back from often German Americans o1
expatriate Germans in America doing this sort of thing,

Tony Hancock said to me years ago, “What should happen to this
material?””—by which he meant revisionist material—and I said, “Well, the
internet will solve all that for you, but one way to do it, just one of many, is to
give it to the Muslim world. Because it will then come back into the West in a
way which does not seem congruent with the radical Right within the West.
That’s one of the ways in order to do this.”

Now many of these revisionist historians of course are historians, who do
not agree with each other and have different lines. Paul Rassinier is a social
democrat of a sort who was actually imprisoned in a camp himself. Others may
well be dissentient Jews like Friedrich Berg and Alexander Baron and others
Others are radical neo-fascists and ultra-conservatives. Others are Germans
who believe that the use of the Shoah is a form of racism against them, that it is
used to demonize German people and people of German ancestry all over the
world.

The interesting thing about these “crimes” and the memory and the historical
narrative through which they are institutionalized, is that they began affecting a
particular nation-state and its warrior elite at a particular time. Then it
extended to some of the allied nationalities. Then it extended out to
(reflexively) the nationalities of people who destroyed that country! Now if
somebody who’s English asserts themselves in an ethnic manner, with a little
bit too much militancy, they will be accused of spiritually being aligned to
those forces, when they are descended from men who flew planes that
obliterated the cities of that government.

What has happened is that it has become a generic form of thought
criminality which extends out to almost all Caucasians, and then beyond,
including in the victor and successor states! So it’s become a generalized
negative propaganda against a/l of us stretching from Iceland to Australia. No-
one i1s immune from the taint of this retrospective “criminality.”

So it’s been used as an extraordinarily effective thought weapon and
ideological buttress. And in societies where you can’t read Arthur Butz or
Robert Faurisson or Michael Hoffman or Paul Rassinier or Wilhelm Stéglic]



or Maslow" or Walter Sanning or Jirgen Graf or Germar Rudolf or Carlc
Mattogno or any of these people. The irony is that people actually know what
they say. The Daily Telegraph had a poll about four years ago in which they
said—to the average Briton, this is the average Radio Four Briton:

“Do you believe the Shoah occurred?”

“Yes.”

“Do you believe that the numbers that are used in contemporary historical
record are right?”

“No!”

That is interesting. That is Joe Public, who’ve had nothing but one view, are
prepared to accept that the figures are exaggerated, which of course if you put
it in a certain way will get you imprisoned in certain contemporary Western
societies. The irony is that because we have a conflict between state law and
power and the desire to crush dissent and historical research, all sorts of little
people, nerdy academics—people who don’t look both ways before they cross
—get smashed down in the middle, because it’s a doctrine and an ideology of
power against power in terms of memory.

If you’re a German citizen and you say what the Israeli state says occurred.
you can be imprisoned!

This is a fact, because Yad Vashem says that the number of victims for the
Shoah is a half of the number that you’re supposed to use. Therefore we have a
situation that European countries will imprison their nationals for saying what
the Israeli President can say openly!

But that’s because it’s about power. It’s not about truth! The view is that the
significant proportion of the European population believe that the post-war
settlement was unjust, that it was victor’s justice, that the government in 1948
—although Adenauer may have genuine sides to him and was broadly speaking
conservative in difficult circumstances—nevertheless his regime was a partly
illegitimate one. That there is unfinished business there, that America’s
domination of half of the Continent was a different version of Soviel
domination of the other half of the Continent. That the endless laws of memory,
and trace of memory, are an endless vilification of German people and people
of Germanic ancestry.

During the 1970s and ’80s there was an enormous split in Germany betweer
the generations, and there was an enormous amount of intergenerational hatred,
and far-Left terrorism grew out of that: a rebellion against everything German,
a rebellion against everything that had gone before, a destruction and a hostility



towards everything that was prior. You had very great oddities, though because
some of these revolutionary Left groups ended up fighting against Israel with
the Palestinians: fanatically anti-Zionist but would kill anyone for a scintilla of
what they deemed anti-Semitism. So you get these strange combinations as you
always do within a crucible of history.

But nevertheless, the extraordinary damage psychologically and sort of
intestinally, that was done to modern Germany by the self-hatred and loathing
that has been institutionalized there as a result of the discourse of the Shoah, is
incalculable.

The Jewish-American novelist Norman Mailer said that thereal victims of
the Second World War were the Germans. A revolutionary statement, and in
many ways a truthful one. What he means by that is that the people have been
partly spiritually destroyed, morally destroyed.

Because before you take a structure down, you take it down spiritually and
morally and in terms of its ethical sense of itself. You take down that which is
above the top consciousness of the rational mind. You take down that which
leads to a morally efficacious sense of self. If you grew up believing that
you’re descended from murderers and your nationality is worthless, and the
most extreme form that your nationality took has no value—and even the
communist states have an element of that—you will end up with a self-loathing
population as Benoist has described it, which characterizes a large number of
Western individuals at the present time.

It’s a sort of moral and psychological form of cancer, and almost everybody
who doesn’t like the changes in Western societies has had this moment. Almost
everybody who’s thought “I might in the 1970s vote National Front . . .”

“No you don’t!”

“What do you mean?”

“No you don’t!”

Because you’re going to be linked to a trajectory that links you to this, and a
lot of Caucasian people feel, “Oh my God, you know, to sort of assert myseld
in a minor and nationalist way, I will be re-routing my sensibility through what
is presented as ‘the dungeon’; the sort of Fred and Rosemary West writ large.”

Your average Western person says, “No!/ No I’m not going there. I’'m nor
going there. A bit of conservatism’s alright. But I’'m not going there!” And this
means that we are, or have been left partly mentally defenseless in relation to
many of the changes which have occurred. It’s a sort of secular version of a
fall, in a way, and there is within contemporary liberalism the belief that



there’s a denied God that needs a Devil, an extraordinary parallelism in the
use of this idea.

People who hold these sorts of ideas, these sorts of historians including
Serge Thion, who’s a Leftist, including Noam Chomsky who wrote at
introduction to Faurisson’s book saying he should be given at least freedom of
speech, for which he was vilified by neo-conservative lobbies in the United
States. Everybody who’s gone into this area faces demonization. Not just white
people either. Anyone who touches this area faces it, and it’s created a sort of
paralysis and a double reflex in our entire population.

It means that the most Right-wing view that’s allowed in our society is
virtually President Bush and those around him. That’s where you can go and
remain within the spectrum of the non-demonic within secular modernity. You
go outside that, you are morally other.

And it is not nonsense that I’m speaking. Almost every self-conscious
generation that’s come up since the war has this moment, irrespective of
education, of class, and of everything else. There’s this moment when people
will say, “You’re one of them, and it leads to that, and I don’t want to know!”

And the problem is that we as a European civility will gradually disappear,
because the generations that fought in that particular war and came after will
disappear, but the memory and the ideological reinterpretation of these events
will not.

Blair was asked in 1999 why the Second World War was fought, and he
said it was to protect the Jewish race from extermination. Which is ar
extraordinary remark and an extraordinarily illiterate remark! This is what you
get. Because many Western politicians never inform their population about
normative historical truth, an enormous number of people are totally
miseducated now.

The fact that the Second World War resulted from a confluence of parallel
institutions of power, and the idea that great powers in Europe balanced stable
alliances with each other, so that Germany could have one area but not another,
and Britain would give guarantee to another state in order to invade, which in
the minds of some of the people who made these decisions was the cause of
war.

It’s all out of the window with Blair. Blair views the whole of that war—
and the present intellectual clerisy and academic and intellectual life; turn on
the media that isn’t sport over there and they a/l agree with this view—this
war was fought from the retrospective outcome of ovens at its end. It had



nothing to do with rivalry between states, nothing to do with ideological
conflict! It had to do with some of the victims of that particular conflict and its
aftermath.

So why has this event become so crucial?

It’s become so crucial because it justifies the post-war age.

It justifies Western multiculturalism. It justifies Western multi-racialism. It
justifies mass immigration by virtue of reverse. It justifies forms of liberal and
attenuated European integration, because separate nationalism is a bad thing.
Therefore you integrate to overcome the memory and legacy of events which
have occurred. This isn’t theory. No-one’s interested in the European Union,
let alone most Europeans, but there is a degree to which whenever they get a
chance to vote on these things, a certain mania of consciousness intrudes.

We had a referendum recently in two Continental countries that were before
then thought to be very pro-EU. One politician from one of those countries
went to stand in the demarcated fields of Auschwitz and said on mass
European and world television if people vote “No” in this very minor,
methodological referendum/poll they are “voting for the Shoah; they are voting
for this!” He later revised—a bit of revisionism on the spot—he later
“revised” that sort of remark. Jack Straw said that the rejection of those
treaties “would be a moral disaster for Europe.” He later said that he’d said no
such thing or meant something completely different. Because a vote before it
happens 1s crucial, and then afterwards you think, “Well, who cares about
that?”

So there’s a degree to which the post-war world is based upon this. And one
of the most crucial reasons for this is the domination of the whole of the
Western self-conception by the United States, and the domination of Mid-East
politics by Israel and Israel’s conception of itself in relation to the United
States, and America’s conception of its own self-interest as almost being
aligned with Israel to the degree that maybe there is a little bit of separation,
maybe there i1s a distinct chink of light between the contemporary American
nationalist/neo-imperialists and Zionism. But it is so fine a difference and you
have radical Protestantism as the cultural discourse in the background that
forces—even if there was any difference—a virtual merger between the two.

And this means that European countries, whether they like it or not, in the
First and the Second Gulf Wars, were dragged along to fight essentially ar
Israeli war pursued by American power, whether they wanted to or not. And
all the muteness and the partial semi-surrender, and the very weak and rather



corrupt French president daring to stand up to the United States and its colossal
power, with Germany hiding, /iterally hiding—contemporary Germany—
behind the French, was an attempt at a minor neutralism and which is an
attempt not to go along with that.

Britain? We’re in with America, and we go where they go. And any war or
adventure they want, we go in as well. We’ve spent six-and-a-half billion of
our cash in Iraq. We’ve lost 200 men. We’ve achieved absolutely nothing!
Absolutely nothing. And we have done so because in 1956 we attempted a
very minor independent move with the Israelis and with the French and earned
American disapproval. And that was a very cold burst. And the Britisk
establishment doesn’t like cold bursts. And American power faced internally
within the West 1s awesome, even though they have very little idea what to do
with it.

And yet, in a strange way, they do know exactly what they’re doing, and
what they’re doing is imposing the logic of an attenuated French Revolution, of
the American Revolution, on the whole planet. Equality, indeterminacy,
aspiritualism, materialism, the right to shop, the right to vote (parts of it are the
same), human rights, civil rights, Israel always safe. This is the agenda that’s
being pushed all over the world in Africa, in Asia, in the Middle East, ir
Central and Latin America, which they virtually regard as a dominion and ar
extension of their own state power, from the Monroe Doctrine onwards.

Now, this means that when you tack against certain historical verities, even
in relation to numbers, you are pushing against the nature of the modern world
as it’s become, as it’s been constructed. So in a way you are chipping away at
the foundations of an enormous edifice.

An element of the emotion around these issues is semi-religious! There are
many people who regard blasphemy in relation to this orthodoxy in the way
that atheism would have been treated in this country before 1800. It is: you are
outside if you posit this. And this is a crucial thing that Right-wing and
Europeanist discourse has to confront and has to, in a sense, overcome. The
past won’t do it. To just say, “Time will pass, a century will pass. In 40 years
fromnow it’s a century from me to them! People will forget.”

No! Because these things will be put before themal/ways and present and
forever and a day. They’ll even be used against assertion by the new Russia, a
country which can only be fitted into the schema in a sort of strange way, but a
power that fought might and main against fascism and has achieved an element
of national sense of itself under communism in that war. /¢ has to go along with



the feelings of guilt and moral reparation as well, certainly if it’s ever to join
the rest of the West in a wholehearted way. And if you are perceived as a
country that links at all with the ideas of the regimes that fell in flames and
have been demonized by trial, even if you fought against them in the past, you
are part of that trajectory of guilt and that solidarity of lost innocence.

Now, the figures that were adumbrated immediately after the war of seven-
and-a-half million have come down to six, have come down to four-and-a-half
according to Norman Stone. Raul Hilberg, for instance, would push that muct
further down. So we have a sort of collapse in some of the paraphernalia of
this particular historical narrative. But what’s really happened is that the
political use of this has partly separated off from revisionism and counter-
revisionism, because it’s become an ideological arrow, bludgeon, weapon,
independent of the facts.

So there is a degree to which, even if there is a sort of conceptual shift—
like your computer goes down, “clunk™ and then you reboot it, and it comes up
again—and Western ideology in the next 50 years, from the top down,
recomposes itself to say, “Well there was an error about these figures, and
there was Communist post-war exaggeration particularly from Poland, and
we’re now revising it all for you, maybe for a lesser figure.”

But the impact of the moral statement will in a sense be the same or
different. Indeed, to say that because the figure may well be less, that less of a
moral crime is imputed, will be made to be worse than the prior discourse,
because it’s not really about those who suffered and those who died and those
who didn’t in a particular way. It’s about who rules the West, and who rules
Britain, and who rules the United States, and what the future of the world will
be.

At the moment we have an enormous “clash of civilizations” as it’s called,
and much of the Western world is now convulsed by the idea that we are
pitched headlong into an antithetical struggle with the Islamic world. You only
have to turn on the news broadcast to see that. And many ordinary Westerners
internalize this and cannot at all understand, in many ways, what is going on.
Has communism been replaced by a new bloc in secular Western terms that we
need to oppose?

But in actual fact, of course, although cultures and civilizations will clash
and will often clash violently with each other, the reason for these wars and
the reason for this contestation began in 1945, began in 1939, began in 1914
and is a continuation of these processes that may even predate that. We are



always in a situation whereby if we were to chart an independent course we
would have to overthrow American foreign policy in the last 50 years.

I was once asked on a platform for a partyg that I used to be a member of—
that changed its opinions about some of these matters several years ago—what
my view of Israel was, and I said—and everyone else on the platform had
refuted what I’d said before 1'd said it, which is an interesting conceit—and |
said, “Israel is a terrorist state, and is not a morally legitimate one.”

Horror! But he’s posh, and he’s got a bow tie on, so we’ll let him say it. But
there was moral horror. And this is a group that 1s regarded as fascistic, don’t
forget. This is a group that is regarded as a far-Right group by the media. The
Guardian would say they’ve just changed their lines to accommodate
themselves to new realities. It’s just cynicism.

In actual fact it’s not quite that actually. It’s cynicism and other things as
well, all combined. But, there’s a degree to which we will be dragged into
war after war in relation to the Third World, in relation to American power
politics over the Gulf and their need for oil, but also we will be systemically
dragged in to the radical and increasingly radical consequences of the post-
war dispensation. The fact that in a way the governments and opportunities of
white people in Europe that were occupied twice over after 1945 by
communism and American capitalism and by a particular world view which is
not a European one, and that the occupation of the West was subtler and
deeper and more invasive and more destructive than the occupation of the East.

Communism killed and chopped off the arms and behaved like you’re on a
Procrustean bed. “You want more sympathy? We’ll cut another finger off!”

But American domination was subtler, more deconstructive. It’s broken
down people in the West far more than people, though physically savage, were
broken in the East, because it’s destroyed elements of their self-respect. Peter
Hain was asked recently, “What has Western civilization achieved?” He said,
“Nothing! . . . Nothing at all!”

He said “Nothing at all”!

“These are the people,” he said with his finger in the air, “these are the
people,” he was then negotiating the peace deal in Northern Ireland, “these are
the people who gave us Stalin,” interesting as he’s a Leftist, “Stalin and Hitler,
these are the people who gave us that!”

It’s interesting isn’t 1t? This is his own civilization as he allegedly perceives
it, and all we’ve done is that!

We’ve created no millennial civilization. There have beenno libraries.



There’s been no classical or neo-classical sculpture. There’s been no
Beethoven. There’s just death and pillage and authoritarianism. This 1is
allegedly what we are responsible for. And this is a man in our government!
As though we’re beasts without mind and without wit and without intelligence.

There’s an irony here. When somebody’s uncultured, when somebody’s
boorish or doesn’t know anything about art and those kind of things, they’re
called a philistine. There are certain archaeologists who have actually dug
down and looked at the Philistine culture. And the Philistine culture, such as it
was, was not quite as barren, not quite as stupid, not quite as archaic as one
might suppose, or their enemies supposed. And there’s an important lesson
there, and that is that civilization and barbarism—often in a Western, Faustian
context—are interwoven with each other.

We believe in the ferocious remaking of reality, moment by moment and
layer by layer. Our previous speaker partly touched on some of the dynamics in
our very complicated, fluid, but also hard civilization. When you ask a
contemporary liberal what do they believe, they don’t really know, and they
fear that if they authenticate themselves they will be revisiting the after-effects
of the Shoah. That’s the truth. Thatis the mental construction that people face.
It’s almost tendentious, if somebody says a bit too militantly, “I like the music
of Richard Wagner!” That implication is only just under the surface. And it’s
only just under the surface of being under the surface if you say Beethoven and
Mozart instead of Wagner. It’s there! Any white self-assertion is regarded as
an act of semi-criminality now, and it is because we cannot face certain facts,
certain misreading of facts.

Let’s have a few facts. Hundreds of thousands of Germans who were pushed
out of Slavic countries they’d been in for centuries, decimation of Germar
cities by British terror bombing (let’s face it), total destruction of those cities.
A friend of mine called Bill Hopkins once told me that if you went to Hamburg
—and I believe he was in the RAF there in 48—the stench in summer of al
the bodies under the buildings was unbearable, unbearable in the height of
summer.

Let’s have a few other facts: massacres of large numbers of white Russian
prisoners who fought on the Axis side because they had become “enemies of
the people.” When we decamped them back to Yugoslavia, and they went
before people’s courts to receive the summary justice of the masses.

The large number of death squads who roamed French towns and villages
after the Liberation with white sort of things on their sleeves and they said,



“We’re with the Free Forces of the French Interior.” And you had a book by
Charles Maurras on your shelf, and they drag you out, and shoot you in the back
of the head, and put your body in a ditch. “Purification” it was called, the
purging of those who had collaborated in a corps, against the interests of the
French masses and humanity, and so on and so on.

You see there are facts and facts. And there are those that are used one way
and those that are used another. When America bombed Serbian positions in
the 1990s, they said they were doing it to “stop ethnic cleansing.” But Israel is
based on ethnic cleansing. So one standard for one and one standard for
another.

But that’s life, and that’s power, and that’s the reality and the vortex of
power. What we have to do is to understand that things have been used against
us for ideological reasons, irrespective of the facts, and only when we have the
courage to do that will we revive.

So it’s really only when a leader of revivalist opinion is asked, “Well
what’s your view of the Shoah then?”

And they say, “We’ve stepped over that.”

“What do you mean you’ve ‘stepped over’ that? Are youminimizing its
importance to humanity?”

You say, “We are minimizing its importance to our form of humanity!”

At the present the United States Congress is trying to push through a sort o
moral “statement,” if you like, and they’re always very keen on this, saying the
Turks committed genocide against the Armenians at the end of the Great War.
This is causing great contravention, because they need Turkish support given
the situation in northern Iraq. As we speak, the Turks have massed a large part
of their army on the north Kurdish border to invade, to attack a Marxist group
that’s attacking Turkish territory.

The Turkish state has put out what would be regarded as revisionist
ideology for most of the 20th century actually. You can get it from quite a lot of
Turkish embassies and so on. And yet they also would contextualize much of
the violence: as many Turks died as Armenians, different groups were
involved in the slaughter, marches by one were met by hostility and massacres
by another.

When Saddam Hussein was arraigned and tried, he was tried for gassing a
Kurdish village. But don’t forget they were fighting a war which was called by
some a First World War-type war often with gas, which was used by both
sides in the Great War in the West of course. The Kurds fought on both sides



simultaneously. The Iranians and the Iraqis both used gas. In the vortex of a
war and the context of such struggle, to abstract one line of events and one
series of interpretations and to arraign those who are responsible as criminals
before humanity—a bit like Mafia leaders who are to be strung up on butcher’s
hooks—this is part of the discourse of power, not of history. But history is
about power, and that’s the situation that we find ourselves in!

So I do advise people, before these books are banned and before various
people fish around under their beds looking for this book: “Sanning? What or
Earth’s that? And why has it got such a cheap cover?” “What’s inside 1t?”” And
this sort of thing. Well this book called The Hoax of the Twentieth Century or
another book called Auschwitz: A Judge Looks at the Evidence Or some of
the ones that Germar Rudolf’s presently incarcerated for are up-to-date
versions of some of these things.

One of the interesting counter-methodologies 1s that as the death totals in the
most notorious camp of all have gone down and down and down, the burden of
guilt/proof has been shifted to other camps (many of which don’t even exist
now). Because youhave to keep the primary figure, because
propagandistically the great fear and the great threat is that it will be
destroyed.

I’1l end with one quote.

There is a minor political historian who was at the University of Bath in the
West Country of England. And he wrote a book about Fascism in the last ter

yealrs.l_O And he was asked about Revisionism, and he was asked particularly
about Holocaust Day and the Shoah and its use in schools, and its use ir
primary schools, as a weapon of . . . as a “means of moral instruction.”

And he said: “I’'m worried about it.”

And the researcher said, “You’re worried? Why are you worried?”

And he said, “There’re two problems with it. One, there’s too many
Muslims in British schools, and some of them will stand up and say ‘I don’
believe in it,” and then the propagandistic effect dips with white children.”
And the second thing, he said, is, “There are too many lies that have been told
about it after the war, too many lies, and it’s becoming dangerous
propagandistically!”

And this chap said, “Well if that’s the case, what do we do?”

He said, “Ah, ah, ah! I’ve got an answer. What we do is we conflate that ir
with all other crimes, so we have a ‘Genocide Day’ to deny the self-
affirmation of all groups!”



Because ultimately, you see, the logic that applies to us will apply to
everyone. Because identity, if it leads to the consequence through history of
massacre, will affectall groups. So all groups partially de-scale or de-
escalate all of their rival and competing identities. So we have One World for
us all. That is in some ways what is proposed.

That is why, although radical Right people are thought by others to be full of
hate against other groups and so on, it’s actually a philosophical position of
extreme conservatism: about structures from the past and how they relate to
where we are now, and also how we can live on this planet together without
losing identity which gives life meaning. Because without it, there is no context
for art or beauty or philosophy or science or knowledge or progress of any
sort. Because if somebody says to you “Who are you and what are you?” and
you have no answer, all civilization will have come to an end.

Right-wing views are about difference, they’re about inequality, they’re
about distinction, and they’re abou