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PREFACE

Besides the defeat of Hillary Clinton, the most consequential outcome of the presidency of
Donald J. Trump was his triggering of the Left to drop the mask of sanity and reveal its fanatical
hatred of White America. Not only did the Left constantly demonstrate its hatred of the alleged
“white supremacist” in the White House, it also revealed its hatred for all White Americans and their
culture and its desire to replace Whites with non-whites. This hatred was on full display during the
riots of 2020 when the historic American nation died — symbolized by the orgy of icon-smashing of
statues of American heroes.

After four years of mentally-deranged, hate-filled resistance to the Trump administration, the
Left has been radicalized. The whole Left has been awakened by the “Great Awokening.” The Left
is now the radical Left. In 2020, the radical Left captured the Democratic Party and all the major
American institutions.

In a rigged election, the White House was also captured by the radical Left. In his inaugural
address on January 20, 2021, President Joe Biden declared war on “political extremism,” “white
supremacy,” and “domestic terrorism” in order to root out systemic racism and “deliver racial
justice.” Using the so-called “insurrection” at the United States Capitol on January 6 as justification,
this radical Leftist regime has launched a new domestic “War on Terror” against anybody who
objects to or resists the anti-White totalitarian agenda of the radical Left.

This book’s message of White racial salvation, therefore, is not only necessary but timely.

For Blood, Soil, and Honor

Charles Knight
October 22, 2021
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INTRODUCTION

A specter is haunting the White race — the prospect of extinction. The White race is dying; it
faces actual physical extinction in the not-too-distant future because White people are not replacing
themselves and their homelands are being overrun by hostile non-whites. The hour is late. It is time
for every White man and woman of good stock and moral character to become aware of this
impending tragedy, recognize their genetic interests, take their own side, and join the struggle to save
their race from extinction.

This book is solely concerned about the welfare of the White race, which is defined herein as
anybody with wholly European ancestry. More precisely, the White race consists of the Europid
subraces (using John R. Baker’s taxonomy in his 1974 book Race) that originated on the European
continent, no matter where they live today. It does not include the peoples of northern Africa or
southwestern Asia, nor does the White race include Jews — a genetically-distinct ethnic group.

While the term “White race” describes a biological group and its subgroups, the White race can
also be divided into groups whose members share both genetic and cultural heritages. These groups
may be called ethnicities (or ethnic groups) or nations depending upon the degree of group
awareness among the members. Ethnicities and nations usually live, or traditionally have lived, in a
particular territory of their own that they consider their homeland.

Critical to White racial salvation — the freedom and survival of the White race — are White
homelands. White homelands are those territories on the European continent in which European
nations live, or have traditionally lived, and call their own and those territories outside Europe in
which Europeans settled and ruled as the ethno-cultural core in new homelands until fairly recently.
The White homelands include the national territories of Europe and the United States of America,
Canada, Australia, and New Zealand.

The European diaspora since the fifteenth century carried European civilization with it. The
terms “Buropean societies” and “European culture,” therefore, include European settler societies
such as the United States, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand and the culture of these societies. In
this book, “European,” “Western,” and White are synonymous (unless the context indicates
otherwise) but “Western” is usually used to describe Europe and its settler societies instead of
“European” to avoid confusion.

Europe is the genetic and cultural cradle of Western civilization, which began with the
secondary cultures called Minoan and Hellenic and continued with the tertiary cultures called Greek
Christian and Latin Christian. We are living in the transitional epoch to a fourth stage of culture
called quaternary — a scientific era dominated by nation-states and powered by industrialism. The
development of a world-wide quaternary culture and society is indispensable for the salvation of the
White race and the evolutionary advancement of humanity.

The creation of a White quaternary culture and society, however, has been obstructed by a
problem within the Western world. This book explains the problem and offers a solution in order to

begin the Quaternary Era.
b3 b3 b3



The book has five parts. Parts I and II present the problem. Parts III, IV, and V present the
solution to the problem.

The problem is a dying White race and has two components. There is the existential crisis itself
— the prospect of the physical extinction of the White race — and there is the essential crisis — the
cultural cause of the existential crisis.

Part I sets forth the existential crisis. The White race is dying because of below-replacement
fertility levels that have resulted in a shrinking global White population both in real numbers and in
relative terms as a proportion of the world’s population. This demographic threat to our race is
exacerbated by three other existential threats: the Islamic threat, primarily in Europe for now but
eventually in other White homelands as well; the Hispanic threat in the United States; and the
African threat in all White homelands where sub-Saharan Africans are present. These three major
threats are exacerbating the demographic threat by causing the replacement of dwindling White
populations in their own homelands by more fertile and hostile non-whites. If our race fails to
prevail in the inevitable racial conflict, White extinction is the ultimate outcome.

Part II sets forth the essential crisis. The essential crisis causing the existential crisis described in
part I is a consequence of the Great Civil War of the West (1914-1945) and Jewish subversion of the
Western world. This tragic civil war seriously weakened nationalism, the doctrinal basis of the
nation-state, and thus made the Western world more vulnerable to Jewish subversion. Due to the
uniqueness of American national identity and history, the United States has been especially
vulnerable to Jewish subversion, which resulted in the countercultural revolution that began in the
1960s, the triumph of the intellectual Left, and the rise of a Jewish-dominated hostile elite.

The radical cultural transformations of the countercultural revolution subverted the United
States, historically a White Christian nation-state, and converted it into an anti-White, anti-Christian
anti-nation. The countercultural revolution is a culture war and White Christian Americans have lost
the battles on all five fronts: (1) the secularization of American public life; (2) the “sexual
revolution”; (3) the so-called black “civil rights” movement; (4) the triumph of cultural pluralism;
and (5) the changes in U.S. immigration law that shifted immigration from Europe to Latin America,
Asia, and Africa. The result is a Judaized culture and society ruled by a hostile elite that continues to
wage war against White Americans and their traditional Anglo-Protestant culture.

Since Christianity is not the solution to the essential crisis of the White race, a new solution to
the existential and essential crises must be developed and implemented. Parts III, IV, and V provide
that solution — a program for White racial revival. This genetic and cultural revival consists of a new
natural morality and the creation of a nation-state for every White nation within the framework of a
world-wide quaternary society.

Part III creates a new natural morality based on the principles of “Blood, Soil, and Honor.”
This natural morality is a Nietzschean “revaluation of all values” because it is a master morality that
revalues the slave morality of Christianity and its secular successors. This revaluation is necessary for
a White racial revival because a moral revolution is a prerequisite to a political revolution.

In BEurope, the White racial revival requires nationalist movements to reclaim and retake their
homelands from all non-white invaders and colonists. The same is required in Canada, Australia, and
New Zealand except for some accommodation for the aboriginal relict populations. Because of the
unique conditions in the United States, the White racial revival there requires first the creation of a
sovereign White homeland in the Pacific Northwest.

Part IV explains the phases of the “Northwest Project” — the cultural project to create a
sovereign White homeland in the Pacific Northwest of the United States. The phases are migration,
community building, educational activity, and political activity. Only in a sovereign White homeland
will we be able to fulfill the Fourteen Words of David Lane: “We must secure the existence of our
people and a future for White children.”



Part V expounds two elements of quaternary culture — the nation-state and science — and two
doctrines — eugenics and universal nationalism — that are fundamental to the development of a
world-wide quaternary culture and society. Only within such a system of nation-states is the
salvation of the White race and the evolutionary advancement of humanity possible.

This program for White racial revival is imperative. The White race faces the abyss of biological
oblivion. White extinction is simple math. There are more White deaths than White births every day.
Moreover, the few Whites that are being born are coming into an increasingly hostile world. The
time to act is now.



Part |
THE EXISTENTIAL CRISIS

The White race is in an existential crisis. If current demographic, migration, and political trends
continue, the White race is in danger of actual physical extinction in the next couple hundred years.
Based on current fertility rates alone, the White race is a dying population that will eventually
become extinct even if it lived in total isolation from the rest of the world’s population. Our race’s
demise, however, will come much sooner because for over a half century the world’s White
homelands have been subjected to a continuous invasion and settlement by more fertile non-whites,
some armed with a militantly political religion or a hostile political agenda, who are replacing the
native White inhabitants. Tragically, there are no White homelands anywhere in the world that are
free of non-white invasion. We are losing our living space — a requirement for racial freedom and
survival. The inevitable result of current demographic, migration, and political trends will be ever-
increasing racial conflict and the further loss of White freedom. If we fail to prevail in this conflict,
the ultimate outcome will be the extinction of our irreplaceable race.

After the demographic threat to the White race is explained in chapter 1, the following three
chapters address separately the major existential threats posed by the presence of non-whites in
White homelands, namely, Muslims in Europe, Hispanics in the United States of America, and
Africans in both Europe and the United States. Finally, chapter 5 predicts that the inevitable result
of this greater racial diversity in White homelands will be greater racial conflict and less White
freedom.



Chapter 1
THE DEMOGRAPHIC THREAT

The demographic threat to the White race is a dying global White population due to below-
replacement fertility levels.! Because of lower fertility rates relative to non-whites, Whites atre also
being outnumbered by non-whites worldwide in greater numbers each year. In 1900, the mostly
White inhabited areas of Europe, Northern America, and Oceania® contained 30 percent of the
world’s population. Fifty years later, that percentage had only dropped one percentage point, to 29
percent.” By 2017, however, the White proportion of the wotld’s population decteased by half, to 15
percent, and is projected to decrease further to almost 14 percent by 2030, to about 12 percent by
2050, and to under 11 percent by 2100.* The threat is even more ominous than these proportions
indicate because these projections include the increasing number of more fertile non-white
inhabitants already in White homelands® and the continuous arrival of new non-white invaders.°

According to official United Nations (UN) population estimates and projections,” the world
population in mid-2017 was 7.6 billion and is projected to increase to 8.6 billion by 2030, to 9.8
billion by 2050, and to 11.2 billion by 2100. More than half of the 2.2 billion increase between 2017
and 2050 is expected to occur in Africa, which has the highest rate of population growth among the
world’s major areas. The population of Africa is projected to grow by 1.3 billion, followed in second
place by Asia with an expected increase of 750 million people. By 2050, 54 percent of the world’s
projected population will live in Asia, while 26 percent will live in Africa. By the end of the century,
those proportions change to 43 percent for Asia and 40 percent for Africa because of Africa’s
continued substantial population growth after 2050.

In sharp contrast, the total population of White homelands is projected to only slightly increase
during the twenty-first century, while the population of Europe is actually expected to decrease.
From 1.144 billion people in 2017, the combined population of Europe, Northern America, and
Oceania is projected to increase to 1.182 billion by 2030, to 1.208 billion by 2050, and to 1.224
billion by 2100. At the same time, however, the population of Europe is expected to decrease from
742 million in 2017 to 739 million by 2030, to 716 million by 2050, and to 653 million by 2100. In
this projection, Europe is the only major area with a smaller population in 2050 than in 2017.

The increase of 80 million people from 2017 to 2100 in Europe, Northern America, and
Oceania would actually be a decrease if the projection did not include the net migration to these
areas from Africa, Asia, and Latin America and the Caribbean, which is projected to average about
2.28 million persons annually from 2015 to 2050 (for a total of almost 80 million) and 1.66 million
persons annually from 2050 to 2100 (for another total of almost 83 million).* Without net migration,
therefore, the total population of Europe, Northern America, and Oceania would actually decrease by
83 million (80 million projected increase in population minus 163 million migrants) instead of
increase by the projected 80 million (mostly non-whites) by 2100.

The demographic threat to Europe is particularly dire. Between 2015 and 2050, the UN projects
that there will be 57 million more deaths than births in Europe, while 32 million non-whites from
Africa, Asia, and Latin America and the Caribbean are expected to arrive in Europe. This sharp drop
of 57 million in the still mostly White European population and the simultaneous rise in the number
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of non-whites in Europe by 32 million starkly demonstrates how non-whites are physically replacing
Whites in the genetic and cultural cradle of Western civilization.” This replacement is obvious when
visiting London, Patis, or Brussels, all of which have large non-white populations.'’ Another
example is Antwerp, Belgium’s most populous city. In 2019, for the first time, the majority of the
city’s residents are of immigrant origin, mostly from Morocco and Turkey."!

The “Great Replacement”? is real.” The UN’s response to this intentional replacement of
Whites with non-whites in White homelands through mass migration is to encourage and facilitate
the process. In its 2001 report Replacement Migration: Is It a Solution to Declining and Ageing Populations?,
the UN advocates “replacement migration” as a solution to declining and ageing populations in
Europe as well as in Japan and the Republic of Korea. Replacement migration refers to “the
international migration that a country would need to offset population decline and population ageing
resulting from low fertility and mortality rates.”'* The UN is implementing the Great Replacement
through its 2018 international agreements called the “Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and Regular
Migration” and the “Global Compact on Refugees.”"’

The problem of a dwindling White population is aggravated by population ageing. Caused by
increasing longevity and declining fertility, population ageing is a process whereby the proportion of
older persons in the population increases and that of younger persons decreases. As of 2017, Europe
had the greatest percentage (25 percent) of its population aged 60 or over in recorded history.
According to UN projections, that proportion is expected to reach 35 percent by 2050 and 36
percent by 2100. Similar population ageing is projected to occur in Northern America and Oceania.

Another indicator of the age of a population is its median age, the age at which half the
population is older and half is younger. In 2015, Europe had the oldest population with a median
age of 42 years. That age is projected to increase to 47 years by 2050 and to 48 years by 2100. The
older a population becomes, the harder it becomes to stop or reverse the ageing process. An ageing
population is a dying population.

The primary cause of population ageing in White homelands is below-replacement fertility
levels (below 2.1 children per woman)." Although many White countries experienced a “baby-
boom” during the 1950s and 1960s, fertility levels in these countries have generally decreased since
the early 1970s to below-replacement level. In 2010-15, total fertility (average number of children
per woman) for the United States was 1.88, for Canada 1.61, for Australia 1.89, and for New
Zealand 2.04. By 2017, fertility in all European countries had fallen to below-replacement level, and
in the majority of them fertility had been below-replacement level for several decades. Eight of them
(Bosnia and Herzegovina, Greece, Hungary, Republic of Moldova, Poland, Portugal, Slovakia, and
Spain) have reached historically unprecedented low fertility levels (below 1.4 children per woman).
Only four European countries (Albania, Cyprus, Iceland, and Montenegro) had above-replacement
fertility, albeit barely, during any five-year period since 1990-95."

Although the UN estimates that total fertility in Europe will increase between 2010-15 and
2045-50 from 1.62 to 1.78 children per woman (largely due to the higher fertility of the growing
non-white population in Europe), this improvement is still below-replacement level and therefore
will not prevent a decrease in population. The populations of 27 European countries are projected
to decrease between 2015 and 2050. The populations of nine of them (Bulgaria, Croatia, Latvia,
Lithuania, Poland, Republic of Moldova, Romania, Serbia, and Ukraine) are projected to decrease by
more than 15 percent by 2050. Other European countries whose population is projected to decrease
by 2050 include Belarus, Czech Republic, Estonia, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Portugal, the
Russian Federation, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Spain.*®

Because of very low fertility levels over the long-term, an increasing number of White
populations have reached or will soon reach the demographic point of no return, which is when the
population of fertile females falls below the point where population recovery can be reasonably



expected. There simply will not be enough females entering their child-bearing years to reverse the
ageing of the population and the consequent decrease in the size of the population.

Some demographers describe this demographic point of no return as the “low fertility trap.” If
total fertility decreases to below 1.5 children per woman for a significant length of time, it is likely
that the population will fall into this “low fertility trap” from which it is unlikely to emerge because
of three mutually-reinforcing mechanisms: (1) negative population growth momentum; (2) declines
in ideal family size as a result of observing low actual fertility in the previous generation; and (3)
increasing aspirations combined with declining expected income of young couples. For these
demographic, sociological, and economic reasons, these demographers predict that the fertility level
in Europe will continue to decline."”

The UN’s latest long-range population projection consists of five scenarios with different
assumptions about the fertility level, but all scenarios assume a continuously rising life expectancy
and no international migration beyond 2050. In the constant-fertility scenario in which the fertility
level for Europe remains at its 1995-2000 below-replacement level of 1.419 children per woman, the
population of Europe is projected to drop to only 89-95 million by 2300, down from 728 million in
2000. About half of the countries in Europe are expected to lose 95 percent or more of their
population by 2300, while countries like the Russian Federation and Italy would be reduced to only
1 percent of their present-day population. According to the report, these consequences of fertility
never rising above curtrent levels appear “sufficiently grotesque as to make this seem improbable.”*
This conclusion, however, reflects the fallacy of argumentum ad consequentiam (“argument to the
consequences”). In other words, just because the consequences are “grotesque,” that does not
necessarily mean they are “improbable.”

In fact, the global White population, both in real numbers and in relative terms as a proportion
of the world’s population, is rapidly shrinking. As mentioned earlier, the global White population
was 29 percent in 1950, decreased to 15 percent in 2017, and is projected to decrease further to
under 11 percent by 2100. These projected proportions, however, over count the global White
population because they include the more fertile non-white inhabitants already in the White
homelands and the continuous arrival of new non-white invaders.” The actual global White
population will be much lower than these projections indicate and will be on track to fulfill the
“grotesque” projections cited in the previous paragraph.

This demographic threat is exacerbated by the White race’s lack of effective resistance to the
non-white invasion of its homelands. As we shall see in the next three chapters, Whites are being
replaced in their own homelands because of the massive non-white invasion of and settlement in
these White homelands and the higher fertility rates of these non-whites than the native White
inhabitants. Although the many non-Muslim, non-white invaders of Europe pose serious threats to
Europe’s native peoples, it is the invading Muslims who pose the greatest immediate threat to White
racial survival on that continent because of the political nature of Islam.



Chapter 2
THE ISLAMIC THREAT

Forces motivated by Islam — the historic enemy of Christendom — have posed a major
existential threat to the White race three times in history.”® The first threat (633-732) was stopped
with victories over Muslim forces at Constantinople in 718 and at Tours in 732. The second threat
(1354-1683) was stopped with victories at sea near Lepanto in 1571 and on land at Vienna in 1683.”
The third major Islamic threat to the White race is the worldwide Islamist insurgency that began
around the middle of the twentieth century.” In addition to acts of terrorism and other forms of
violence and intimidation, this current threat includes the growing number of Muslims in White
homelands, especially in Europe.” As a Trojan horse® for the wotld-wide Islamist insurgency, the
Muslim communities in White homelands pose a direct threat to White racial freedom® and hence
White racial survival because of the militantly political nature of Islam and the race-replacement
nature of Muslim colonization.

The ultimate goal of this worldwide Islamist insurgency is the creation of the global caliphate —
a universal Islamic empire. An individual Islamic state, i.e., a state governed by sharia (Islamic law), is
merely a building block of the global caliphate. The Islamic doctrine of jihad is the means to achieve
this goal.”

Jihad is an indispensable part of sharia, which is a comprehensive normative code for all human
behavior that Muslims must follow in order to obey the will of their god Allah as revealed to their
prophet Muhammad and compiled in the Quran. As true Muslims, Islamists believe that sharia is the
one-and-only guide for religious, political, social, and personal life.

According to Muslim tradition, the world is divided into the dar al-Islam (“House of Islam”), in
which Muslims rule and sharia prevails, and the dar al-harb (“House of War”), in which non-
Muslims rule. In accordance with sharia and inspired by the idea of Islamic supremacy, Muslims
have an unlimited religious obligation to wage jihad against all infidels in the House of War until
they either adopt the Muslim faith or submit to Muslim rule as dhimmis (non-Muslims, usually Jews
or Christians, in an inferior status who agree to obey specific rules and pay special taxes) and thereby
bringing them into the House of Islam. For those infidels who do not convert to Islam or submit as
slave-like dhimmis, the only option is death.”” Offensive jihad, enmity for infidels, and dhimmitude
(non-Muslim appeasement of Muslims) are all based in sharia.”

Although masquerading as a religion, Islam is a political project with the goal of global
hegemony in the form of the global caliphate. Islamists use their religion as a means to achieve a
political end — political power. To achieve political power, Islamists are waging, in addition to violent
jihad, a stealth jihad or “civilization jihad””' in which Muslim communities in Muslim-minority
countries are necessary weapons.

These Muslim communities serve as Trojan horses in the stealth jihad, i.e., the Islamization of
the host society by other than violent means. The Trojan horse metaphor is applicable because



Muslim communities are used by Islamists to subvert and defeat the host society from within
through deception. Although nonviolent itself, stealth jihad sets the conditions for violent jihad once
Muslim forces have gathered sufficient strength. The larger the size of the Trojan horse, the more
successful the stealth jihad and subsequent violent jihad are likely to be.

The stealth jihad in Europe is well underway. Muslims are steadily replacing European natives
in their own homelands because for over half century the Muslim population in Europe has been
increasing due to the continuous arrival of new Muslim invaders and higher fertility rates, while the
population of the European natives has been decreasing both in real and relative terms.

There were virtually no Muslims in Western Europe in 1950. By 2010, there were almost 20
million Muslims, including 4.72 million in France, 3.3 million in Germany, and 2.97 million in the
United Kingdom. Between mid-2010 and mid-2016, an estimated 7 million non-whites invaded
Europe, 3.7 million of whom were Muslims, raising the number of Muslims in Europe by 6.3 million
(including natural increase), from 19.5 million in 2010 to 25.8 million in 2016.

Even if no so-called “migrants” arrive in Europe after mid-2016, the Muslim population of
Europe would increase by 10 million, to 35.8 million by 2050, while the non-Muslim population
would decrease by 49.2 million, from 495.1 million in 2016 to 445.9 million in 2050, because the
total fertility rate for Muslims in Europe is 2.6 children per woman, while the fertility rate for non-
Muslims is 1.6 children per woman.”® As a sign of the times, variations of the name Muhammad
have been the most popular name for baby boys in England and Wales for several years now” and
recently became the most popular in Berlin.™

Because of their role in the stealth jihad, Muslim “migrants” are more appropriately called
colonists because they do not come to White homelands to assimilate.” They come to colonize in
order to dominate and eventually replace the host society’s native population and its culture. They
bring Islam with them and expect host societies to accommodate their alien faith and customs and
to accord them special rights and privileges. Their loyalty to Islam and their home country always
overrides any loyalty to their host country or society. They physically and culturally self-segregate
into their own exclusive enclaves, many of which are now routinely referred to as “no-go” zones for
non-Muslims.”

When Muslim colonists despise integration, refuse assimilation, and continue to practice their
alien faith and customs, it is done as a political tactic even though it is expressed religiously. Every
mosque, every Islamic school, every halal shop, every burka and hijab, and every practice of sharia is
regarded by these colonists as a step toward their ultimate goal of the submission of the host society.
Islamists regard Muslim communities as bridgeheads for further Islamization of a city, region, or
country. The strategy is set forth in the book Muslim Communities in Non-Muslim States (1980),
published by the Saudi-funded Islamic Council of Europe. The book describes the ultimate aim of
Muslims in Eutrope: to become the majority and impose shatia upon European countries.”” There
are already well over a hundred sharia courts operating in Europe, eighty-five of them in the United
Kingdom,” most notably, the Islamic Shatia Council” and the Muslim Arbitration Tribunal.* There
are even shatia police patrols in such places as East London and Wuppertal, Germany.*

Most Muslim colonists in Europe want to practice sharia, which requires imposing it upon their
host countries. According to a 2014 study of Turkish and Moroccan Muslims (the two most
important Muslim groups in Western Furope) in Austria, Belgium, France, Germany, the
Netherlands, and Sweden, 65 percent of Muslims polled say that rules of the Quran (i.e., sharia) are
more important to them than the laws of the country in which they live, 75 percent think there is
only one interpretation of the Quran possible, which is binding for every Muslim, and almost 60
percent agree that Muslims should return to the roots of Islam. Agreement to all three statements
was found among 44 percent, which makes them consistent fundamentalists or Islamists.*



Furthermore, overwhelming majorities of Muslims in the non-European origin countries
(mainly Afghanistan, Iraq, and Syria but also Bangladesh, Eritrea, Gambia, Iran, Nigeria, Pakistan,
and Somalia) of the Muslim invaders during the 2014-16 “migrant crisis” want sharia to be the
official law of the land.* No doubt, they bring this desire with them to Europe.

Under sharia, apostates (converts from Islam to other religions) and blasphemers are executed,
adulterous women and homosexuals are stoned to death, fornicators and consumers of alcohol are
subject to lashing, thieves have their arms amputated, and women are required on pain of beating or
worse to conform to a severe dress code. Other misogynist behavior commanded or condoned by
sharia include polygamy, underage and forced marriage, “honor” killing, female genital mutilation,
spousal abuse, including marital rape, and sexual slavery for infidels. The status of women is
probably the most profound single difference between Islamic and Christian societies.”

Because sharia is a comprehensive normative code for @/ human behavior, a state governed by
sharia is a totalitarian theocracy with Allah as the sole source of sovereignty, legitimacy, and the law,
and the ruler as the representative and instrument of Allah. The concept of separation between
religion and the state, or between the religious and the secular, is completely alien to Islam. Modern
examples are post-revolutionary Iran, Taliban-ruled Afghanistan, and the Islamic State of Iraq and
the Levant, better known in the United States as the Islamic State of Iraq and Syria (ISIS). A broader
definition of an Islamic state would include present-day Mauritania, Oman, Pakistan, Saudi Arabia,
and Yemen.

Islam is incompatible with Western concepts of democracy, freedom, and tolerance because
Islam does not consider secular governments to be legitimate, does not protect dissenting opinions,
does not respect freedom of speech or religion, does not recognize the honor and dignity of women,
and does not respect individual rights. In a case arising out of Turkey, the European Court of
Human Rights declared that “sharia is incompatible with the fundamental principles of democracy,”
as set forth in the European Convention for the Protection of Human Rights and Fundamental
Freedoms, because

Principles such as pluralism in the political sphere or the constant evolution of public
freedoms have no place in it [i.e., Islam]. . . . It is difficult to declare one’s respect for
democracy and human rights while at the same time supporting a regime based on sharia,
which clearly diverges from Convention values, particularly with regard to its criminal law
and criminal procedure, its rules on the legal status of women and the way it intervenes in all
sphetes of private and public life in accordance with religious precepts.*

One particularly clear-cut incompatibility of sharia with the Western concept of freedom of
religion is sharia’s requirement that apostates be killed. Rejection of voluntarism in religion
disqualifies Islam from the protected status of a religion. Indeed, this death-sentence requirement re-
classifies Islam from a religion to a totalitarian political ideology. **

Another fundamental incompatibility of Islam with Western culture is the reaction of Muslims
when the core Western value of freedom of speech is pitted against the traditional views of Muslims
concerning Islam and its prophet Muhammad. Witness the hysterical and violent Muslim
overreactions to the 1988 publication of the novel The Satanic 1 erses by British citizen Salman
Rushdie,”” the 2004 release of the Dutch film Submission,” the 2005 publication of cartoons of
Muhammad by the Danish newspapet [y/ands-Posten,” and the 2008 release of the Dutch film Fitna.”
As a result of these and similar events, there is a de facto blasphemy law protecting Islam from
criticism, arising from the proven willingness of Muslim fanatics to commit violence against anyone
who discusses Islam in a disapproving manner.”
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In addition to the threat from Muslim fanatics, this de facto blasphemy law is enforced by the
use of the invective “Islamophobia.” This neologism was invented by Muslims to shield Islam from
criticism by creating fear among those accused of Islamophobia and coercing them to comply with
one of the main tenets of shatia: nobody is allowed to criticize Islam or its prophet Muhammad.>

A consequence of the overwhelming pressure to appease Muslims caused by the de facto
blasphemy law and the weaponized use of Islamophobia has been the great erosion of freedom of
speech in Europe through the criminalization of so-called “hate speech.”” That, however, is not
enough for Islamists. There is an on-going campaign by national and international Islamic
organizations to pressure European politicians into criminalizing any critique of Islam.™

As the Muslim population grows, its reaction to any kind of exercise of freedom of speech
criticizing Islam will become greater in both scope and severity, including increasingly outrageous
acts of violence. A result is the continued dwindling of the right of free speech and other traditional
Western rights along with the ability of Europeans to defend their homelands from the stealth jihad
and the Muslim colonists in their midst. It is probable that, at least in some European countries, the
native inhabitants have already lost their ability to defend themselves. There are signs that they have
already become dhimmis.

The child sexual exploitation scandal in Rotherham, England, offers a powerful example. It is a
case of systemic institutional failure to protect White children from Muslim sexual predators. An
official inquiry™ in 2014 revealed that, from 1997 to 2013, Muslim gangs sexually exploited at least
1,400 children (mostly White schoolgirls) between ages 11 and 16 through abduction, intimidation,
plying with drugs and alcohol, beatings, torture, rape, gang rape, trafficking, and prostitution.” In
spite of the growing evidence of a serious problem, the town council and police did nothing about it
for over a decade, largely out of fear of being labelled a “racist” or “Islamophobe” for identifying
the perpetrators as mostly Pakistani men. A proper investigation was obstructed by political
correctness.”’

The sexual exploitation of White schoolgitls by Muslim gangs continues to this day.”® The
problem extends across the United Kingdom with as many as 100,000 victims over the past 20
years.” Muslim gangs have also been operating in the Nethetlands since at least 2001% and in
Finland.®

As the size of the Muslim population in Europe increases each year, there is every reason to
believe that the activities of these gangs will also increase because there are “prima facie reasons for
considering Islamic doctrine to be at the root of this problem, both in Britain and in the
Nethetlands.”® Slave-taking and slave-trading pervades Islamic history.” Sharia sanctions the
morality and legality of slavery, which was an all-pervasive feature of Islamic society from the time
of Muhammad until the 1960s and 1970s. In fact, slavery still exists today in Muslim countries like
Mauritania and the Sudan. Also, from 2014 onward, there were reports of jihadist groups in Iraq,
Syria, and Nigeria taking non-Muslim gitls and women as sex slaves and justifying their actions by
reference to sharia.” The “grooming gang” problem, therefore, is rooted in Islamic culture, just like
the sexual harassment and violence committed by Muslim men against European women.

The rape epidemic of European women by Muslim men is another example of European
dhimmitude. Throughout the first decade of the twenty-first century, the widespread occurrence of
sexual assaults on European women by Muslims had been an open secret but, once again, cowardice
in the face of accusations of racism or Islamophobia prevented authorities and the public from
admitting to a problem that had spread across the continent. The more Muslims a country accepts,
the greater the problem becomes.

In Germany and elsewhere, the number of sexual assaults rapidly rose with the huge number of
Muslims invading the country in 2014 and 2015.°° Even then, both authorities and the media
covered up the stories because of fears of an anti-immigration backlash. Not until the assaults
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occurred on such a large scale that they could no longer be ignored did authorities and the media
become more honest with the public. In Germany, that event occurred on New Year’s Eve 2015,
when over 2,000 Muslim men sexually assaulted and robbed about 1,200 women in Cologne,
Hamburg, and other cities across the country. Rapes and sexual assaults by Muslims throughout
Germany continued literally every day in 2016.%

A comparable situation occurred in Sweden, which was similarly invaded by Muslim
“rapefugees.” By 2015, Sweden had the highest level of rapes per capita of any country in the world
after Lesotho.”® Since its patliament decided to change the formetly homogeneous Sweden into a
multiracial country in 1975, violent crime has increased by 300 percent and rapes by 1,472 percent,
from 421 in 1975 to 6,620 rapes in 2014. The number of gang rapes also spectacularly increased
between 1995 and 2006 as the Muslim invasion accelerated. In 2002, 85 percent of those sentenced
to at least two years in prison for rape were either foreign-born or second-generation migrants.”

Not only do Muslim communities produce criminals, they are also breeding grounds for
jihadists. When these communities grow, terrorism grows as well. That is the reason why the
Western European country with the highest percentage Muslim population — France — has suffered
the largest number of Islamist terrorist attacks, whereas a country like Slovakia, for example, with
very few Muslims has suffered no such attacks.”

The major Islamist terrorist attacks in FEurope during this century include: Madrid train
bombings on 11 March 2004 (192 dead and 2,050 injured); Beslan school hostage crisis in Russia on
1-3 September 2004 (385 dead, including 186 children, and 783 injured); murder of Theo van Gogh,
Dutch filmmaker and newspaper columnist, for producing a film, Submission, about the mistreatment
of women in Islamic societies, on 2 November 2004; L.ondon suicide bombings on public transport
system on 7 July 2005 (52 dead and 784 injured); Moscow Metro bombings on 29 March 2010 (40
dead and 102 injured); Toulouse and Montauban shootings in France on 11-22 March 2012 (seven
dead and five injured); Paris attacks, including on the Charlie Hebdo newspaper headquarters, on 7-9
January 2015 (17 dead and 22 injured); Paris and Saint-Denis attacks on 13 November 2015 (137
dead and 368 injured); Bastille Day attack in Nice, France, on 14 July 2016 (87 dead and 434
injured); Berlin Christmas Market attack on 19 December 2016 (12 dead and 56 injured);
Westminster attack in London on 22 March 2017 (six dead and 49 injured); Stockholm attack on 7
April 2017 (five dead and 15 injured); Manchester Arena suicide bombing on 22 May 2017 (22 dead
and 129 injured); London Bridge attack on 3 June 2017 (11 dead and 48 injured); and Barcelona
attack on 17-18 August 2017 (15 dead and 120 injured).”

Many of the perpetrators of these attacks and hundreds of other terrorist acts in Europe were
citizens of their host countries. Second- and third-generation Muslims, most of whom do not
assimilate, are just as susceptible to radicalization as the first generation, maybe more so, because of
higher levels of resentment and hatred of their host society. Even some who appear to be
completely assimilated — growing up, going to school, and working in Europe — can be radicalized
enough to carry out terrorist acts against their fellow citizens. Regardless of how long they have lived
in their host society, significant parts of Europe’s Muslim communities view their host societies as
the enemy.”

Although the jihadists are the most lethal threat in the short term, Muslim communities as a
whole pose the greater long-term threat because of their rapidly increasing size. The larger the size
of the Muslim community (i.e., the Trojan horse), the larger the number of potential passive and
active supporters of the worldwide Islamist insurgency. Over 4,000 Muslims (a majority from either
Belgium, France, Germany, or the United Kingdom), both male and female, ostensibly living
peacefully in Europe traveled to Syria beginning in 2012 to fight for or support the Islamic State of
Iraq and the Levant (ISIL). As of early 2016, 30 percent had returned to Europe.” With the defeat
of the territorial caliphate in 2019, many more no doubt have returned.
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These former ISIL fighters and supporters are prime targets for the many Islamist groups who
are actively seeking recruits in Europe’s Muslim communities. Among these groups are the Muslim
Brotherhood, the world’s most influential Islamist organization, and its national affiliates: Muslim
Association of Britain, Union des Organisations Islamiques de France (Union of French Islamic
Organizations), Islamische Gemeinschaft in Deutschland (Islamic Community in Germany) and
Ligue Islamique Interculturelle de Belgique (Intercultural Islamic League of Belgium). The umbrella
organization for these large, national Brotherhood-affiliated groups is the Brussels-based Federation
of Islamic Organizations in Europe.

Hizb ut-Tahrir, an offshoot of the Muslim Brotherhood, is an Islamist organization with a
strong presence in Denmark, Germany, and the United Kingdom despite being banned in Germany
since 2003. Another Islamist organization, Tablighi Jama’at, is theologically close to the Deobandi
school of Sunni Islam, which produced the Afghan Taliban movement, and has a significant
presence in Western Europe, particularly in France, Spain, and the United Kingdom.

Another Islamist organization is the Pakistan-based Jama’at-i Islami, one of the most influential
Islamist political movements in South Asia and among South Asian Muslims in Europe. It is
particularly strong in the United Kingdom where its affiliates — the UK Islamic Mission, the Islamic
Foundation, and the Islamic Forum — are based.”™

The radicalization of Muslims in Europe is promoted by Saudi Arabia, which uses its petro-
dollars to build mosques, Islamic centers, and schools and to fund charitable foundations, all in
order to spread its militant form of Islamism called Wahhabism.” The Muslim Wotld League and
the World Assembly of Muslim Youth are Saudi-funded groups that promote Wahhabism in
Europe.” As an example of Saudi priotities, when Europe’s migrant crisis was at its height in 2015,
instead of welcoming Syrian refugees into Saudi Arabia, the Saudi government offered to build 200
new mosques in Germany.”’

In addition to crime and terrorism, Muslim communities in Europe cause another problem: civil
unrest. The larger the size of the Muslim community, the higher the probability of civil unrest,
because of the many young, alienated, and unassimilated Muslims in these communities who despise
their host societies. For example, Muslims were mostly responsible for the riots that occurred
throughout French suburbs in October and November 2005 and then again in July 2009, as well as
for riots in Villiers-le-Bel in November 2007 and in Trappes in July 2013. In the United Kingdom,
Muslims rioted in Oldham in May 2001, in Burnley and Harehills in June 2001, and in Bradford in
July 2001. In Sweden, Muslims rioted in Malmé in December 2008, in Rinkeby in June 2010, in
Husby in May 2013, and across Sweden from March to June 2016. In Belgium, Muslims rioted in
Brussels in September 2006.

The typical response by the European host country and society to any type of Muslim violence,
whether crime, terrorism, or civil unrest, has been appeasement, concession, and surrender. This
dhimmitude only emboldens the Islamists to demand more concessions. The larger the Muslim
community, the more extreme the concessions that are demanded and usually won. These
concessions bring the Islamists closer to their goal: the submission of the host society to its Muslim
conquerofs.

As the number of Muslims in Europe increases, both in real and relative terms, the Islamic
threat becomes more serious”™ because it becomes more difficult to fight the wotldwide Islamist
insurgency, both politically and militarily, when the already large, culturally confident, politically
assertive, and militant Muslim population in Europe grows even larger and becomes even more
confident, assertive, and militant in the pursuit of its goals. Even before they are a majority, Muslims
will dominate European politics because of the traitorous dhimmitude of European political elites,
who consistently fail to offer any resistance.
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The potential number of Muslims invading Europe and other White homelands will greatly
expand in the foreseeable future because of the growing global Muslim population. According to a
2011 report, the number of Muslims is expected to vastly increase both in real numbers and in
relative terms as a proportion of the world’s population from 2010 to 2030. The world’s Muslim
population is projected to increase from 1.6 billion in 2010 to 2.2 billion by 2030, an increase of
about 35 percent, which is about twice the rate of the world’s non-Muslim population. As a
proportion of the world’s population, the Muslim population is projected to increase to 26.4 percent
by 2030. It was 19.9 percent in 1990.

More significantly, both the number and the relative proportion of Muslims in White
homelands, especially in Europe, are projected to increase from 2010 to 2030 because of the higher
fertility rates of the Muslim communities already in those countries and the continued Muslim
invasion of these countries. The Muslim share of Europe’s population was 4.1 percent in 1990 and 6
percent in 2010. It is projected to increase by nearly one-third to 8 percent by 2030. In actual
numbers, Europe’s Muslim population was 29.6 million in 1990 and 44.1 million in 2010. It is
projected to increase to exceed 58 million by 2030.”

In a more recent 2015 report, the number of Muslims in Europe is projected to increase by 63
percent, growing from over 43 million, or 5.9 percent of Europe’s population in 2010, to almost 71
million or 10.2 percent by 2050. Even without any new Muslim invaders after 2010, the projected
proportion of Muslims in Europe is 8.4 percent by 2050.*

These projections from the 2011 and 2015 reports do not, of course, include the 2014-15
“migrant crisis.” In the 2017 report cited earlier, the record invasion of Europe by 7 million non-
whites between mid-2010 and mid-2016 is examined to estimate the current and to project the
future number of Muslims in Europe. The Western European countries with at least a 5 percent
Muslim population in 2016 include France (5.72 million or 8.8 percent), Sweden (810,000 or 8
percent), Belgium (870,000 or 7.6 percent), Netherlands (1.21 million or 7.1 percent), Austria
(600,000 or 6.9 percent), United Kingdom (4.13 million or 6.3 percent), Germany (4.95 million or
0.1 percent), Switzerland (510,000 or 6.1 percent), Norway (300,000 or 5.7 percent), and Denmark
(310,000 or 5.4 percent). Assuming that all “refugee” flows stopped in mid-2016 but the recent
levels of “regular” migration to Europe continue, the projected Muslim population in 2050 of three
major Western Furopean countries are: France (12.63 million or 17.4 percent); United Kingdom
(13.06 million or 16.7 percent); and Germany (8.48 million or 10.8 percent).”

These demographic trends favor the Islamists and their goal of Muslim domination of the
European continent. Of all White homelands, Europe is the continent where the Islamization
project is the most advanced. In many ways, Europe has already been transformed into a cultural
and political appendage of the Muslim world called “Eurabia.”® Its capital is “Londonistan.”® In
May 2016, London elected its first Muslim mayor who is also the first Muslim mayor of any major
European capital.*

The choice facing the White race, especially Europeans, is as simple as that set forth in a 2006
speech by the former Libyan leader Mu’ammar Al-Qadhafi in which he said,

We have 50 million Muslims in Europe. There are signs that Allah will grant Islam victory in
Europe — without swords, without guns, without conquests. The 50 million Muslims of Europe will

turn it into a Muslim continent within a few decades. . . . Europe is in a predicament, and so is
America. They should agree to become Islamic in the course of time, or else declare war on the
Muslims.®

Although the Muslim population in North America will eventually pose the same existential
threat to White Americans and Canadians,*® as Qadhafi recognized, the invading Hispanic
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population poses the greater immediate threat in the United States because of its larger size and
faster growth.
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Chapter 3
THE HISPANIC THREAT

The Hispanic® threat to the White race is the growing Hispanic population’s detrimental impact
on the American non-Hispanic White (hereinafter White) population,® especially its political
impact.” As the number of Hispanics increases and the number of Whites decreases, the Hispanic
threat becomes more setious because the current political dispossession of the White population®
becomes more difficult to reverse.”” The Hispanic population in the United States will nearly double
in size from 57.5 million, or 17.8 percent of the total population, in 2016 to 111 million, or 27.5
percent, in 2060, while the White population will decrease in size by 19 million during that same
period and fall below 50 percent of the total population by 2045.”* This growing, mostly-Mexican
Hispanic population, many with a hostile political agenda because of the historical rivalry between
the United States and Mexico, is a critical roadblock to the American White population’s ability to
regain control of its destiny and thus secure its racial survival. Moreover, the unique nature of
Mexican immigration” aggravates this existential threat.

The Immigration and Nationality Act of 1965 abolished the national origins quota system that
had governed U.S. immigration policy since the early 1920s.”* This radical change resulted in a shift
away from the traditional source countries for new immigrants. Unlike earlier when the majority of
immigrants came from Europe, most of the immigrants who arrived after 1970 came from Latin
America and Asia. Because of the preference for family reunification in the 1965 Act, which results
in “chain migration,” immigration from Latin America and Asia has been the major force changing
the racial and ethnic composition of the U.S. population since 1970.

The shift in immigration source countries is reflected in the foreign-born population (anyone
who was not a U.S. citizen at birth) in the United States. In 1960, 84 percent of the foreign-born
population were born in Europe or Canada, while 9.5 percent were from Latin America, 3.8 percent
from Asia, and 2.7 percent from other areas. At 68 percent, the European- and Canadian-born
immigrant population was still a majority in 1970. Ten years later, however, only 42 percent were
born in Europe or Canada, while 47 percent were born in Latin America or Asia. In 2015, 77.9
percent of the foreign-born population in the United States were born in either Latin America or
Asia — 26.8 percent from Mexico, 24.2 percent from the rest of Latin America, and 26.9 percent
from Asia. Only 13.5 percent were born in Europe or Canada.”

Not only has the 1965 change in U.S. immigration law made a qualitative change in the racial
and ethnic composition of the U.S. population, but there has been a quantitative change as well. In
1960, only 9.7 million immigrants (i.e., foreign born) lived in the United States, accounting for just
5.4 percent of the population. From 1960 to 2015, the number of immigrants living in the country
increased fourfold to 43.2 million or 13.4 percent of the population.” The foreign-born population
is projected to increase from 44 million, or 14 percent, in 2016 to 69 million, or 17 percent, in 2060,
exceeding a historic high of almost 15 percent in 1890.”
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These demographic changes have detrimentally impacted White Americans and will continue to
do so in the foreseeable future. The 2020 U.S. census™ revealed that the U.S. White population
decreased both in real and relative terms in the 2010s. For the first time in census history, the
number of Whites” declined. It dropped from 196.8 million in 2010 to 191.7 million in 2020 (a loss
of over 5 million people or -2.6 percent).'” This natural decrease (more deaths than births) of the
White population began in 2016 when more Whites died than were born in the United States for the
first time in the country’s history. The same year also saw the first year in which White deaths
outnumbered White births in a majority of U.S. states.'” The 2020 census also showed that the
number of Whites declined in 35 states, 61 of the 100 largest metropolitan areas, 196 of the 319
cities over 100,000 population, and 2,458 of the country’s 3,100-plus counties.'”

In relative terms, the proportion of Whites in the United States fell from 63.7 percent in 2010
to 57.8 percent in 2020 — a drop of almost six points in 10 years.'” This decline continues a decades-
long trend. In 1970, 83 percent of the total population was White. It decreased to 76 percent in
1990'* and then to less than 64 percent in 2010, a drop of 12 percentage points in 20 years.'” At
this rate of decline (six points every 10 years since 1990), the White population will be less than 50
percent of the U.S. population in the 2030s — much eatlier than the projection noted below.

In the 2010s, the White proportion of the population declined in all 50 states, 381 of the
country’s 384 metropolitan areas, and 2,982 of its 3,140 counties. California, New Mexico, and 27 of
the 100 largest metropolitan areas now have minority-White populations. These metropolitan areas
include Atlanta, Georgia; Austin and Dallas, Texas; New Otleans, Louisiana; Orlando, Florida; and
Sacramento, California.'®

This downward trend seems irreversible because fewer White children are being born in the
United States each year. Starting in 2013, there have been more non-white babies born each year
than White babies. In 2015, 49.7 percent of children under age five were White.'”” In 2018, 49.9
percent of children under age 15 were White.'” In 2020, only 47.3 percent of all children (i.e., under
age 18) were White. Moreover, the actual number of White children declined in all states except
North Dakota and Utah in the 2010s.'”

The White population is projected to constitute less than half of the total U.S. population by
2045. That is the point at which the United States becomes a “majority-minority” country. While the
total population is projected to increase by over 80.5 million, from 323 million in 2016 to 403.5
million in 2060, the actual number of Whites is projected to decrease by over 19 million, or 10
percent, from 198 million to 179 million. That is a proportional decrease from 61 percent in 2016 to
44 percent in 2060. Among children, only 36.5 percent are projected to be White — a portent of
continued White demographic decline."’

Although other non-whites are also increasing their numbers, the racial replacement of White
Americans is largely due to Hispanics. The Hispanic population has been steadily rising over the past
half century as a result of one of the largest mass migrations in modern history and is projected to
continue to rise rapidly in the future. In 1960, there were 6.3 million Hispanics in the country,
accounting for 3.5 percent of the total population. From 1960 to 2015, the Hispanic population
increased nearly ninefold to 56.5 million or 17.6 percent of the population. Reflecting the recent
arrival of many Hispanics, the size of the foreign-born Hispanic population has increased even
more, growing nearly 20 times from one million in 1960 to 19.4 million in 2015.""

More than half of the increase in the U.S. population between 2000 and 2020 was due to the
rapid rise in the number of Hispanics. In 2000, there were 35.3 million Hispanics in the United
States, accounting for 12.5 percent of the population, which made Hispanics the largest minority
racial or ethnic group in the country. Twenty years later, there were 26.8 million more Hispanics for
a total of 62.1 million or 18.7 percent of the population. In 2020, non-Hispanic blacks — the next
largest minority group — were 12.1 percent of the population.'” Because of the ubiquity of blacks in
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American popular culture and the cultural self-segregation of Hispanics, most Americans have not
yet become fully aware that Hispanics have outnumbered blacks in the country for 20 years.

Due to higher fertility rates among Hispanics already in the country and the continuous
invasion from Latin America, the Hispanic population of the United States is expected to increase to
111 million in 2060 to constitute 27.5 percent of the total population. In that same year, 32 percent
of all children are projected to be Hispanic.'"

This racial transformation of the U.S. population is reflected in the growing number of
majority-minority states. In 2020, there were six majority-minority states: Hawaii (majority-minority
since statechood in 1959), New Mexico (majority-minority in 1994), California (2000), Texas (2004),
Nevada (2020), and Maryland (2020). Hawaii had the highest proportion minority (78.4 percent),
followed by California (65.3 percent), New Mexico (63.5 percent), Texas (60.3 percent), Nevada
(54.1 percent), and Maryland (52.8 percent). The District of Columbia was also majority-minority
with 62 percent minority.'*

The number of majority-minority states will continue to grow in the future. In the 2020s, four
more states are expected to become majority-minority: Arizona, Florida, Georgia, and New Jersey.
In the 2030s, Alaska, Louisiana, and New York are expected to join this group, followed by
Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, Mississippi, Oklahoma, and Virginia in the 2040s. In the 2050s,
Colorado, North Carolina, and Washington are expected to become majority-minority. By 2060, the
number of majority-minority states is expected to be 22, including seven of the currently largest
states and 11 of the top 15. These 22 states will account for about two-thirds of the country’s
population.'

Long before 2060, however, White Americans will be effectively prevented from regaining
control of their destiny on a national scale. The geographically dispersed and politically divided
White population will more likely be politically powerless even before the 2040s when Whites are
projected to be less than 50 percent of the total population and there are an expected 19 majority-
minority states. Since block voting is the norm for all races except Whites, population numbers
mean political power. A record 32 million Hispanics were projected to be eligible to vote in 2020, up
from 27.3 million in 2016. Accounting for over 13 percent of eligible voters in the 2020 election,
Hispanics would have been the largest non-white racial or ethnic minority group in the electorate for
the first time.""® As such, the Hispanic population plays a critical role in blocking the country’s White
population from securing its racial survival.

Although other Hispanics add to its numbers and complexity '’ and make it a more serious
existential threat, the Hispanic threat to the White population in the United States is predominately a
Mexican threat because of the unique nature of Mexican immigration. It is unique for nine
reasons.'"®

The first reason for the uniqueness of Mexican immigration is that the United States and
Mexico share a two-thousand-mile border that historically has been poorly guarded and that
separates a First World country and a Third World country with the largest income gap between any
two large contiguous countries in the world. Opportunity and incentive have driven millions of
Mexicans northward in the past half century.

Second, Hispanics, most of whom have Mexican origins, constitute the largest non-white racial
or ethnic group in the United States. Numerically and proportionally (63 percent of all Hispanics),
the Mexican population has always been the largest Hispanic group in the country. The number of
Hispanics from Mexico increased by 54 percent or 11.2 million, from 20.6 million in 2000 to 31.8
million in 2010, accounting for about three-quarters of the 15.2 million increase in the Hispanic
population over the decade."” Also, in 2010, more foreign born came from Mexico, 11.7 million or
29 percent of the foreign-born total, than from any other country.” An estimated 36 million
Hispanics of Mexican origin lived in the country in 2015."!
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The continued growth of the Mexican population is feeding the Mexican invasion of the United
States. In 1950, the Mexican population was only 28 million. That number increased to 129 million
in 2017 and is projected to increase to 148 million by 2030 and to 164 million by 2050.'* In 2001,
the Mexican government’s National Population Council predicted that total Mexican migration, legal
and illegal, to the United States will average 400,000 to 515,000 a year until 2030, when its projection
stops.'?

Third, the illegal alien population in the United States is overwhelmingly Hispanic, a majority of
whom come from Mexico. According to U.S. government estimates, there were 8.46 million illegal
aliens in the country in 2000, about 4.68 million or 55 percent of whom were from Mexico. The
number of illegal aliens continued to climb during the new century with 11.59 million in 2010 and
11.96 million in 2015. Mexico continued to be the leading source of illegal aliens. In 2015, there were
6.58 million illegal aliens from Mexico, representing 55 percent of the total. The next leading source
countries were El Salvador (750,000) and Guatemala (620,000).'*

According to the Pew Research Center, there was an estimated 8.6 million illegal aliens in the
United States in 2000. That number peaked in 2007 at 12.2 million. In 2016, the number declined to
about 10.7 million. Half of the illegal aliens were from Mexico — 6.9 million in 2007 and then 5.4
million in 2016.'*

While the establishment consensus estimates the total number of illegal aliens to be about 11 or
12 million, the mote reasonable and probable number is between 22.1 million'** and 30 million, as of
2015.%" Given the unique nature of Mexican immigration, the Mexican proportion of the more likely
number of 30 million is probably higher than 70 percent.

Fourth, the largest concentrations of Hispanics, especially Mexicans, in the United States are in
the Southwest. In 2011, more than half (52 percent) of Mexican-origin Hispanics lived in the West,
mostly in California (36 percent), and more than one-third (35 percent) lived in the South, mostly in
Texas (26 percent). About 1.4 million Mexicans resided in the metropolitan area of Los Angeles,
California. An additional 540,000 lived in the Riverside-San Bernardino metropolitan area, 370,000
in the Orange County metropolitan area, and 340,000 in the San Diego metropolitan area. About 13
percent of all Mexicans resided in three Texas metropolitan areas: 570,000 in Houston, 440,000 in
Dallas, and 230,000 in McAllen. An additional 320,000 Mexicans lived in the metropolitan area of
Phoenix, Arizona.'?®

Fifth, the persistence of high levels of Mexican immigration for the past half century has three
important consequences. First, immigration builds on itself, resulting in “chain migration.” Second,
it becomes more difficult politically to stop the migration, the longer it continues. Third, persistent
high-level immigration delays or even prevents assimilation.'”

Sixth, with respect to almost all of the criteria that can be used to measure the assimilation of an
individual, a group, or a generation (i.e., language, education, occupation and income, citizenship,
intermarriage, and identity), the assimilation of Mexicans lags behind that of non-Mexicans, past and
present.” Contiguity, numbers, illegality, regional concentration, and persistence contribute to the
low rates of assimilation.

Related to contiguity, the geographic closeness to Mexico also contributes to the failure of
assimilation. The effect of this close proximity has been to transform the American Southwest into a
de facto pseudo-nation that is something certainly other than American but not quite Mexican. A
chapter of Joel Garreau’s 1981 book The Nine Nations of North America is devoted to this de facto
nation, which he calls “MexAmerica.” In 1988, MexAmerica was the topic of an entire book by
Lester D. Langley, MexAwmerica: Two Countries, One Future, who considers MexAmerica to be a de
facto nation, culturally intermediate between Anglo America to its north and Indian America to its
south, beginning just south of Mexico City."”" In a 2011 book, American Nations: A History of the
Eleven Rival Regional Cultures of North America, Colin Woodard uses the name “El Norte” instead of

19



MexAmerica but describes essentially the same phenomenon as Garreau and Langley do in their
books.

The large and increasing numbers of Mexicans (many of whom are illegal), their concentration
in the Southwest, and the persistence of the Mexican invasion reduce the incentives to assimilate. As
their numbers grow, Mexican-Americans become more committed to their own ethnic identity and
culture, over that of the country in which they actually live. Persistent growth encourages cultural
consolidation. With its Spanish-language radio and television programs, newspapers, magazines, and
movies, the Mexican diaspora has created a separate culture and is forging a separate nation inside
the United States. In the words of Harvard political scientist Samuel P. Huntington, “The
continuation of high levels of Mexican and Hispanic immigration plus the low rates of assimilation
of these immigrants into American society and culture could eventually change America into a
country of two languages, two cultures, and two peoples.”'*

Seventh, the Mexican invaders are racial aliens. The Mexican population is 62 percent mestizo
(Amerindian-Spanish), 21 percent “predominately Amerindian,” 7 percent Amerindian, and 10
percent other (mostly European).'”

Eighth, never before in American history has nearly a majority of immigrants spoken a single
non-English language. Among immigrants in the United States in 2015, 44 percent said they speak
Spanish at home, making Spanish by far the most spoken non-English language.”™ In 2016, the
number of Hispanics ages five and older who spoke Spanish at home increased to 40 million, a
133.4 percent increase since 1990 when it was 17.3 million." The proportion of Hispanics ages five
and older who spoke Spanish at home in 2016 was 72.4 percent. Those who spoke Spanish at home
in 2016 constituted 13.3 percent of all U.S. residents ages five and older."”® Among all immigrants,
Mexicans have the lowest rates of English proficiency (32%), followed by Central Americans
(33%).""

The dominance among immigrants of a single non-English language is a phenomenon without
precedent in U.S. history.

The impact of the predominance of Spanish-speaking immigrants is reinforced by many other
factors: the proximity of their countries of origin; their absolute numbers; the improbability of this
flow ending or being significantly reduced; their geographical concentration; their home
government policies promoting their migration and influence in American society and politics; the
support of many elite Americans for multiculturalism, diversity, bilingual education, and affirmative
action; the economic incentives for American businesses to cater to Hispanic tastes, use Spanish in
their business and advertising, and hire Spanish-speaking employees; the pressutres to use Spanish
as well as English in government signs, forms, reports, and offices."”

These factors tend toward Hispanization and the transformation of the United States into a
bilingual, bicultural society."” The driving force behind this trend toward cultural bifurcation,
however, has been immigration from Latin America and especially from Mexico. Because of the
continuing growth of Hispanic numbers and influence, some Hispanic advocates have set forth two
goals. The first is to create a large, autonomous, permanent, Spanish-speaking, social and cultural
Hispanic community on U.S. soil, instead of allowing the assimilation of Hispanics into America’s
Anglo-Protestant society and culture. The second goal is to transform the United States as a whole
into a bilingual, bicultural society.'"!

Ninth, Mexicans and Mexican-Americans can and do assert a historical claim to U.S. territory.
Mexico is the only country that the United States has invaded, occupied its capital, and then annexed
half its territory. Almost all of Arizona, California, Nevada, New Mexico, Texas, and Utah was part
of Mexico until it lost them as a result of the Texan War of Independence in 1835-36 and the

20



Mexican-American War of 1846-48. Mexicans do not forget these events. They feel a historical
entitlement to this territory. Many Mexicans and Mexican-Americans believe that the time for /z
reconquista has arrived.'"” Demographically, socially, culturally, and politically, that reconquest is well
under way.'*

Called the “Aztlan Strategy” by some, the reconquest of the American Southwest is a deliberate
policy of the Mexican government and its allies in the United States to detach the area racially,
linguistically, culturally, and eventually politically from the country through the persistent legal and
illegal migration of Mexicans, the rejection of assimilation, the departure of “Anglos” from the
Southwest and its Hispanization, and dual citizenships for all Mexican-Americans. The idea,
expressed by more than one Mexican president, is that “the Mexican nation” extends into the
United States.'*

The Mexican government wants to influence U.S. policy by mobilizing and organizing the
Mexican diaspora to promote Mexico’s agenda at both the national and local levels. Mexicans in the
United States are urged to seek U.S. citizenship, but to retain Mexican citizenship, in order to
advance the Mexican agenda. Since 1998, Mexican-Americans have been allowed to regain Mexican
citizenship. Mexican-Americans are to be Mexicans first.'*

One initiative of the Mexican government is worth noting. After September 11, 2001, when the
U.S. government did not “normalize” the status of the several million Mexicans in the country
illegally as anticipated, the Mexican government responded by allowing its consulates to issue
registration cards, the matricula consular, certifying that the bearer was a resident of the United States.
About 1.1 million cards of this form of “legalization” were issued in 2002. At the same time,
Mexican agencies campaigned for the general acceptance of these cards. By August 2003, they had
succeeded with 13 states, more than 100 cities, 900 police departments, and 100 financial
institutions. Since Mexicans legally in the country do not need a matricula consular, possession of the
card is presumptive evidence that the bearer is illegally in the United States. With these cards, the
Mexican government is, in effect, determining who is a U.S. legal resident because the card’s
acceptance by U.S. public and private institutions gives the Mexican government the power to give
to illegals the status and benefits normally available only to legal residents.'*

Among the Mexican government’s many allies in the United States'*” is Movimiento Estudiantil
Chicanx de Aztlan (M.E.Ch.A.), or Chicanx Student Movement of Aztlan (the x is a gender neutral
inflection), which has over 400 chapters on hundreds of campuses across the country and in the
barrios of the Southwest. Its website describes Aztlan as geographically the Southwestern United
States and Northern Mexico and as “an idea that unifies all Raza [Spanish for “race”] as a sacred
place of origin, to which Raza espouse a physical connection.”'*

During its 1999 national conference, M.E.Ch.A. adopted a document entitled The Philosophy of
Movimiento Estudiantil Chicano de Aztlan. 1t states that “M.E.Ch.A. was founded on the principles of
self-determination for the liberation of our people.” The document later explains what this means:

Essentially, we are a Chicana and Chicano student movement directly linked to Aztlan. As Chicanas
and Chicanos of Aztlan, we are a nationalist movement of Indigenous Gente [“people”] that lay
claim to the land that is ours by birthright. As a nationalist movement we seek to free our people
from the exploitation of an oppressive society that occupies our land. Thus, the principle of
nationalism serves to preserve the cultural traditions of La Familia de L.a Raza [“the family of the
race”] and promotes our identity as a Chicana/Chicano Gente.

One of M.E.Ch.A’s founding documents that is still “fundamental to the M.E.Ch.A.
Philosophy” is E/ Plan de Aztlin, adopted in 1969. It “presented for the first time a clear statement
of the growing nationalist consciousness of the Chicano people.”
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In the spirit of a new people that is conscious not only of its proud historical heritage but also of
the brutal “gringe” invasion of our territories, we, the Chicano inhabitants and civilizers of the
northern land of Aztlan from whence came our forefathers, reclaiming the land of their birth and
consecrating the determination of our people of the sun, declare that the call of our blood is our
power, our responsibility, and our inevitable destiny. . . . With our heart in our hands and our hands
in the soil, we declare the independence of our mestizo nation. We are a bronze people with a
bronze culture. Before the world, before all of North America, before all our brothers in the
bronze continent, we are a nation, we are a union of free pueblos, we are Aztlan.

Por La Raza todo. Fuera de La Raza nada. [“For the race, everything. Outside the race, nothing.”]

... Once we are committed to the idea and philosophy of El Plan de Aztlin, we can only conclude
that social, economic, cultural, and political independence is the only road to total liberation from

oppression, exploitation, and racism.'’

If reunification with Mexico is the goal, then the Aztlan Strategy is Mexican irredentism.'” The
strategy may also be called Mexican revanchism.” Regardless of what it is called, the Mexican
government, aided and abetted by many Hispanics, both legal and illegal, of Mexican origin or other,
in the United States, is pursuing a hostile political agenda in order to reverse the outcomes of the
Texan War of Independence and the Mexican-American War.

White Americans have absolutely no reason to feel guilty about the U.S. acquisition of Mexican
territory. In 1846, the Mexican government wanted war and fully expected to win. After defeat in
1848, it ratified the transfer of its sparsely-populated and loosely-controlled northern territories by
accepting the forgiveness of its debt and payment for the ceded territories from the United States. In
the Gadsden Treaty of 1853, the Mexican government sold additional territory to the United States
under no threat of war or coercion. This freely negotiated settlement of the new border and transfer
of additional territory was further ratification by Mexico of the consequences of war with the United
States.'”

In addition to posing a major existential threat to the ability of the American White population
to end its political dispossession and regain control of its destiny, and thereby secure its racial
survival, the Hispanic population is a major contributing factor to the on-going racial darkening of
the country caused by high non-white fertility rates and a continuous non-white invasion. Of all the
non-whites that threaten the White race, however, per capita, the African is the most detrimental.

22



Chapter 4
THE AFRICAN THREAT

The African threat to the White race is the sub-Saharan African (hereinafter African or black)
race’s detrimental impact on the world’s White populations in their own homelands. This impact is
due to the African race’s genetic heritage of low average intelligence and socially undesirable
behavior, in particular disproportionately high crime rates. In the United States, the detrimental
impact of black-on-White crime on the White race is so great that it amounts to a black-on-White
race war. This race war will only worsen because the liberal narrative for White-black race relations
exacerbates “black rage,” and thus also black crime, by falsely blaming all black problems on past
and present White racism when, in fact, current black problems are largely due to blacks” own innate
deficiencies (i.e., low average intelligence and socially undesirable behavior). Regardless of which
White homeland they are in, Africans have a detrimental impact that far exceeds any supposed
benefit from their presence. This impact will grow because of the very high rate of population
growth in sub-Saharan Africa and the likelihood that Africans will continue to be allowed to reside
in and invade White homelands by anti-White governments.

The biological concept of race is real. Biological evidence contradicts the view that race is only a
“social construct.”” Human beings can be divided taxonomically into recognizably distinct
populations on the basis of various sets of heritable traits, just as is commonly done with all other
species in the animal kingdom. These populations are subspecies or races. A race is a group related
by heredity"™* or, more precisely, a group that is recognizably different in a number of heritable traits
from other groups.'

The races are different in significant ways and these racial differences are objective facts of
nature. The genetic differences between the races are not only morphological and physiological but
behavioral as well. These differences manifest themselves in many ways, most importantly in
intelligence and social behavior, and there exists a reasonable and supportable evolutionary
explanation for these differences.

Modern humans migrated out of Africa no earlier than 100,000 years ago. The farther north
they migrated,

the more they encountered the cognitively demanding problems of gathering and storing food,
acquiring shelter, making clothes, and raising children successfully during prolonged winters. As
these populations evolved into present-day Caucasoids [Europeans] and Mongoloids [East Asians],
they did so in the direction of larger brains, slower rates of maturation, and lower levels of sex
hormone with concomitant reductions in sexual potency, aggressiveness, and impulsivity, and
increases in family stability, advance planning, self-control, rule following, and longevity. Each
population became adapted to the environment in which it evolved."
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The adaptation to survival in predictably cold environments, which imposed greater cognitive
demands and selected for greater intelligence, is responsible for the racial differences in
intelligence.”” The cognitive demands of solving the problems of gathering and storing food,
acquiring shelter, making clothes, and raising children successfully in temperate and cold
environments would have selected for higher average intelligence levels than in the less cognitive
demanding environment in sub-Saharan Africa.'”

According to psychologist J. Philippe Rushton, the evolutionary process of adapting to a cold
environment required a bioenergetic trade-off that increased brain size, parenting behavior, and
social organization (K-strategy) at the expense of egg production and sexual behavior (rstrategy).'”
The K scale of reproductive strategies reflects the life history of a species or subspecies, such as a
race.

A life history is a genetically organized suite of characters that evolved in a coordinated manner so
as to allocate energy to survival, growth, and reproduction. These strategies may be organized along
a scale.

At one end of this scale are “r-strategies” that emphasize gamete production, mating behavior,
and high reproduction rates, and, at the other, “K-strategies” that emphasize high levels of parental
care, resource acquisition, kin provisioning, and social complexity. The K-strategy requires more
complex nervous systems and larger brains.'®

Because of the different environments in which they evolved, Europeans and East Asians are more
K-selected than Africans.'

The K theory explains the racial differences between Whites and blacks. In addition to the
obvious anatomical differences, there are differences in brain size, intelligence, sexual behavior,
tertility, personality, maturation, life span, crime, and family stability. On average, Whites are slower
to mature, less fertile, and less sexually active, and have larger brains and greater intelligence, than
blacks. The world-wide pattern of these racial differences implies evolutionary and genetic, rather
than purely social, political, economic, ot cultural, causes.'®

The most important racial difference is cognitive ability or intelligence. Intelligence is real and
differs between people.'” Intelligence can be defined as learning ability, “the ability to learn from
experience and perform mental tasks expertly and effortlessly.”'** Intelligence is “a reasonably well-
understood construct” and can be “measured with accuracy and fairness by any number of
standardized mental tests.”'®

Intelligence Quotient (IQ) is the standard measurement of intelligence. 1QQ measures
intelligence. It does not measure White middle-class socialization nor are IQ tests racially or
culturally biased.'® IQ tests are biased against stupidity.

Intelligence is substantially heritable. According to a 1984 survey of 661 experts in relevant
disciplines, 94 percent believed there is reasonable evidence for significant heritability of IQ) in the
American White population, and the average estimate of those responding believed that almost 60
percent of the variation in IQ is attributable to genetic variation.'”” In our own survey of experts,
genetic factors account for no less than 40 percent and no more than 80 percent of the variability in
1Q.'""® Also, IQ scores are relatively stable during most of a person’s life.'”

On average, IQ differs between races.””” On standardized intelligence tests, different races
achieve different average scores. Of the three major races (Europeans, East Asians, and sub-Saharan
Africans), blacks have the lowest mean 1Q.""

The difference in IQ between Whites and blacks in the United States has been noted since the
First World War when widespread testing began. The most authoritative studies are Audrey M.
Shuey, The Testing of Negro Intelligence (1966),' which summarized all the studies from the First World
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War to 1965; R. Travis Osborne and Frank C. J. McGurk, The Testing of Negro Intelligence, vol. 2
(1982),'” which updated Shuey’s summary to 1980; John C. Loehlin, Gardner Lindzey, and J. N.
Spuhlet, Race Differences in Intelligence (1975);'* Richard J. Herrnstein and Charles Murray, The Bell
Curve (1994); and a series of publications by Arthur R. Jensen starting with his ground-breaking
article in the Harvard Educational Review (1969)'™ and ending with The g Factor (1998)."

These authorities agree that “the mean IQ of Whites exceeds that of American blacks by about
one White standard deviation [SD]. When IQ is scaled so that the White mean is 100 and the SD is
15, the black mean is about 85 and the black SD slightly less than 15.” This difference was first
noted in the testing during the First World War and has remained “fairly consistent” until the
present day."”’

In the first fully comprehensive review of the evidence on racial differences in intelligence
worldwide, psychologist Richard Lynn concludes that the median IQ for sub-Saharan Africans in
Africa is 71, in the Caribbean and Latin America is 71, in Canada is 84, in the United States,
Netherlands, France, and Belgium is 85, and in Britain is 86. The 1Q of Africans is generally higher
outside of Africa because many are racial hybrids with appreciable amounts of White ancestry and
because they receive better nutrition and health care by living in White societies. The median 1Q) for
Europeans outside of Europe is 99 and for Western and Central Europeans in Europe is 100.'

On the question of the determinants of racial differences in intelligence, Lynn argues that it is
“most probable” that both genetic and environmental factors contribute to the racial differences in
intelligence.'” The authors of The Bell Curve present the syllogism that (1) IQ test scores are heritable
in both White and black populations, (2) White 1Qs are, on average, higher than black IQs, therefore
probabilistically (3) the White-black IQ difference is partially heritable.'™ This conclusion is
supported by the survey of 661 experts cited above. A majority (54 percent) of those who responded
to the question thought that the White-black IQ difference is either entirely due to genetic variation
or a product of both genetic and environmental variation, compared to only 18 percent of those
responding to the question who thought it is entirely due to environmental vatiation.”' A full
presentation of the evidence supporting the conclusion that the White-black 1Q difference is
partially heritable is in Jensen’s The g Factor, and Lynn’s Race Differences in Intelligence."*

Intelligence is crucial to a society’s well-being because “different levels of cognitive ability are
associated with different patterns of social behavior. High cognitive ability is generally associated
with socially desirable behaviors, low cognitive ability with socially undesirable ones.”'™ More
specifically, there is a positive correlation between low 1Q and the following socially undesirable
behaviors: poverty, school dropout, unemployment, illegitimacy, divorce, welfare dependency, child
neglect and abuse, crime, and lack of civility. A person’s family and socio-economic background
have little or no correlation with these socially undesirable behaviors.™ For the socially desirable
behaviors, high 1Q is positively correlated with academic achievement and vocational success.'®
Unfortunately, there has been no success in improving the cognitive functioning of humans over the
long term through any intervention programs.'®

Although a specific individual’s actions cannot be predicted based on IQ score, the social
behavior of a group can be predicted based on the group’s average 1Q. When groups of people
differ intellectually on the average, there are large differences in social behavior. Intelligence itself,
not just its correlation with socio-economic status, is responsible for these group differences.'”’

Group differences in intelligence also largely determine socio-economic status and earnings. In
The Bell Curve (1994), Herrnstein and Murray describe the result of these differences in the United
States: a racial socio-economic hierarchy with Whites at the top with the highest average 1Q and the
highest socio-economic status and earnings and blacks at the bottom with the lowest 1) average and
the lowest socio-economic status and earnings.'® If the highly intelligent and successful East Asian
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and some South Asian populations in the United States were taken into account today, Whites
would not be at the top of this hierarchy.

In The Global Bell Curve, Lynn examines whether this theory — that the racial socio-economic
hierarchy in the United States is largely determined by differences in intelligence — is valid for other
multi-racial societies. The results of his inquiry confirm the theory. Throughout the world,

there are racial hierarchies, and that it is the races with the highest 1Qs that have the highest
educational attainment, earnings, and socioeconomic status, the best health, and greatest longevity,

together with the lowest rates of crime, infant mortality, and fertility. . . . only the race differences in
intelligence theory can provide a coherent explanation for the consistent worldwide racial
inequalities."”

Lynn concludes that “the consistency of the racial differences in IQs and socioeconomic status
throughout the wotld is a powerful indication that these must have a strong genetic basis.”"”

The low average 1QQ of Africans is evident in sub-Saharan African history and present-day
society.””! No civilization originated independently or nearly independently among the sub-Saharan
Africans. The indigenous African culture did not include a system of writing, the use of money, a
numbering system, a calendar, or the wheel. Dwellings were one-story of simple construction and
there was little domestication of animals or use of them for labor or transport.'”

The world owes nothing to sub-Saharan Africa because

the world as a whole would hardly have noticed had sub-Sahara Africa not existed or never been
contacted by Europeans and Asians. No important discovery, invention, or world leader emerged
from Africa. The art, music, architecture, literature, and political history of Eurasia owe virtually
nothing to Africans. Trade with black Africa (as opposed to European exploitation of the mineral
wealth of the African continent) has always been negligible."”

The lack of innate culture-creating capacity among Africans is confirmed by the failure of
postcolonial Affrica to sustain the advanced material culture left behind by European colonists. '™
Since independence, the history of sub-Saharan Africa has been one of greed, corruption, and
incompetence and a litany of coups, revolutions, wars, genocides, dictatorships, famines, and
economic collapse.'” The extremely poor quality of human conditions in these African countries can
be explained by the low average IQ of their populations.'

Like their racial kinsmen in Africa, black Americans are allowing their cities to fall into disrepair.
They are also physically destroying them. These predominately black cities include Detroit, Newark,
the South Bronx, Camden, North Philadelphia, and the south side of Chicago."” Blacks have no
compunction against burning and looting their own neighborhoods. In Detroit (83 percent black),
“America’s first Third World City,” the local residents burn down houses, abandoned buildings, and
unused factories each year on “Devil’s Night,” the night before Halloween.'” Generally, the higher
the number of blacks in an American city, the higher the poverty and crime rate.'”

Among the socially undesirable behaviors that are positively correlated with low 1Q, crime has
the most detrimental impact on the White race. Although they are only about 13 percent of the U.S.
population, blacks commit a vastly disproportionate number of the crimes, especially violent crimes,
in the country. Blacks commit most of the offenses indexed by the Federal Bureau of Investigation
(FBI). Blacks commit more than 57 percent of all murders and account for 62 percent of arrests for
robbery and half of arrests for assault and rape. The average black is nine times more likely to
commit murder than the average non-black and 12 times more likely to commit robbery. In addition
to violent crime, blacks also disproportionately commit all other felonies except those requiring
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access to large sums of money, like stock fraud. Unsurprisingly, blacks are more than half of the
American prison population.””

Contrary to popular belief that serial killers are more likely to be White, there has been at least
twice as many black serial killers than White, per capita, in the United States. Since 1860, White serial
killers have been underrepresented when compared to the White percentage of the population by a
factor, on average, of 1.79. On the other hand, black serial killers have been overrepresented 2.68 to
7 times their proportion of the population, with a 150-year average of 4.18, and have never
represented less than 27 percent of the number of serial killers in a given decade. This percentage
has increased over time to a startling 88 percent of the number of serial killers apprehended since
2010."

The same is true of mass shooters. Most mass shooters are black.*”

Black crime rates in other countries, including mostly black countries, are comparable to black
crime rates in the United States.”” According to 1993-1996 data from the International Criminal
Police Organization (commonly known as INTERPOL), the amount of violent crime (murder, rape,
and serious assault) was over three times higher in black countties than in White countries.”

Where there is a White minority in a black-majority country, the Whites become a special target
for black crime. In Zimbabwe (formerly Rhodesia)*” and the new black-ruled South Africa,™ the
violence instigated and supported by the black governments against their White populations
amounts to at least ethnic cleansing, but close to genocide. South Africa is a microcosm of what the
United States could become when Whites become a minority.*”

The most egregious aspect of the high black crime rate in the United States is the black
preference for White victims. In 2012 and 2013, excluding murder, American blacks committed an
average of 560,600 violent crimes each year against Whites, while Whites committed only about
99,400 such crimes against blacks. When Whites commit violence, the victims are other Whites 82.4
percent of the time, blacks 3.6 percent of the time, and Hispanics 7.8 percent of the time. White
violence overwhelmingly targets other Whites. When blacks commit violence, other races are their
preferred targets and black victims are a minority — only 40.9 percent — while White victims are 38.6
percent and Hispanics are 14.5 percent. Blacks were the perpetrators in 84.9 percent of the violent
crimes involving blacks and Whites. In 2012/2013, therefore, a black person was 27 times more
likely to attack a White person than vice versa.”®

According to the most recent statistics, there were 562,550 interracial violent incidents
(excluding homicide and simple assault) between Whites and blacks in 2019. There were 5.3 times as
many violent incidents committed by black offenders against White victims (472,570) as were
committed by White offenders against black victims (89,980). Also, there were 2.7 times as many
violent incidents committed by Hispanic offenders against White victims (463,520) as were
committed by White offenders against Hispanic victims (170,840).*”

The high black crime rate and preponderance of black-on-White over White-on-black violence
are also evident for murder. In 2013, there were 5,621 single-offender, single-victim cases reported
in which the race of the murderer was known. Blacks killed 2,698 people or 48 percent of the total.
In 2013, therefore, a black person was six times more likely than a non-black person to commit
murder. Although most murders are within the same race, blacks were 13.6 times more likely to kill
non-blacks than non-blacks were to kill blacks.*’

Except for murder, the most harmful black preference for White victims is in rape and other
forcible sex offenses. Although there is very little data available on interracial rape, the U.S.
Department of Justice’s National Crime Victimization Survey provides valuable estimates on these
crimes. The survey makes clear that there is vastly more black-on-White than White-on-black rape
and sexual assault. In the six years from 2003 to 2008, blacks raped or sexually assaulted Whites on
average over 22,500 times each year. In contrast, there were statistically no White offenders of black
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victims of rape or sexual assault identified during the same period.”! What this means is that during
this six-year period in the United States, over 60 White women each day were raped or sexually assanlted by a
black man. There is no reason to believe that this situation has changed for the better.*'?

The black rapist’s preference for White victims goes back decades.”” A study published in 1990
entitled The Racial Patterning of Rape found that out of 1,396 interracial rapes involving blacks and
Whites, only 20 involved a White man raping a black woman. Neither high black poverty,
unemployment, nor racial inequality increased the frequency of black-on-White rape but close
proximity of black men to White women did.*"*

Although the media and sometimes even the police ignore it, since 2010 there has been an
explosion of black mob violence and lawlessness in the United States, most of it targeting Whites. In
his 2013 book White Girl Bleed a 1ot,” award-winning reporter Colin Flaherty documents more than
500 cases of black mob violence in over 100 American cities. There are flash mobs, flash robs (black
mobs looting retail stores), the “Knockout Game” (blacks sneak up on a defenseless and unaware
White victim and punch him until he falls to the ground or even longer; also called the Polar Bear
Game or Polar Bear Hunting),””® and many other types of black-on-White crime.

Notable cases of black-on-White crime include a Beat Whitey Night at the 2010 State Fair in
Des Moines, Iowa, in which large groups of blacks destroyed property and beat Whites while
chanting “beat whitey.” In the most explicit and public hate crime in years, hundreds of blacks
roamed the fairgrounds at the 2011 Milwaukee State Fair targeting Whites for violence. Every year,
there are black riots during Black Bike Week in Myrtle Beach, South Carolina, and the Indiana Black
Expo in Indianapolis. The biggest race riot in the country occurs every Memorial Day in Miami
Beach, Florida, during Black Beach Week.”® Flaherty documents over 1,000 more cases of black
mob violence in his 2015 book ‘Don’t Make the Black Kids Angry.*"

The overwhelming amount of black-on-White crime suggests that blacks deliberately target
Whites for violence. There is enough evidence to confirm that in many, if not most, cases this is
true. It would, therefore, not be an exaggeration to claim that there is a black-on-White race war
being waged in the United States.”® So far, it is a one-sided war because only an extremely small
number of Whites are fighting back. In addition to the statistical evidence of black-on-White crime
cited above for this race war, there are the hatred of Whites by many blacks, the incitements to
commit black-on-White crimes, and the admissions of the criminals themselves who targeted
Whites, all of which goes back for decades.

In his autobiographical book Nozes of a Native Son (1955), the influential black writer James
Baldwin writes:

And there is, I should think, no Negro living in America who has not felt, briefly or for long
periods, . . . simple, naked and unanswerable hatred; who has not wanted to smash any white face
he may encounter in a day, to violate, out of motives of the cruelest vengeance, their women, to
break the bodies of all white people and bring them low . . .*"

A convicted rapist (incarcerated from 1958 to 1966) and a leader in the militant Black Panther
Party from 1967 to 1971, Eldridge Cleaver reveals in his prison essays Sox/ on Ice (1968) that while he
was in prison earlier for possession of marijuana (imprisoned in 1954), he struggled with his
obsession with what he called “The Ogre — the white woman.”?* After being released from prison
in 1957, he admits that

I became a rapist. To tefine my technique and modus operandi, 1 started out by practicing on black
girls in the ghetto . . . and when I considered myself smooth enough, I crossed the tracks and
sought out white prey. I did this consciously, deliberately, willfully, methodically . . .
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Rape was an insurrectionary act. It delighted me that I was defying and trampling upon the
white man’s law, upon his system of values, and that I was defiling his women . . . I felt I was
getting revenge.”'

After this passage, Cleaver cites a poem by black poet L.eRoi Jones that expresses similar hatred
of Whites. Later known as Amiri Baraka, his poem “Black Dada Nihilismus” in The Dead Lecturer
(1964) includes the following words that Cleaver quotes in his book: “Come up, black dada
nihilismus. Rape the white girls. Rape their fathers. Cut the mothers’ throats.” Cleaver then writes:

I have lived those lines and I know that if I had not been apprehended I would have slit some
white throats. There are, of course, many young blacks out there right now who are slitting white
throats and raping the white girl. They are not doing this because they read LeRoi Jones’ poetry, as
some of his critics seem to believe. Rather, LeRoi is expressing the funky facts of life.*”

After splitting from the Black Panther Party in 1971 over a disagreement with the party’s
leadership about the necessity of immediate armed revolution, Cleaver became the inspirational
leader of and “the guiding force behind the Black Liberation Army.” This underground group of
Black Panthers carried out Cleavet’s call for urban guerrilla warfare in the United States.”” The
group was responsible for over 70 incidents of violence between 1970 and 1976 and the murder of
13 police officers.”

Cleaver was a member of the original Black Panther Party, which existed between 1966 and
1982. In 1989, a group calling itself the “New Black Panther Party” was formed in Dallas, Texas.
The new party is more virulently anti-White than the original party.” In 2009, its Philadelphia
leader, Minister King Samir Shabazz, also known as Maurice Heath, yelled at a street crowd, “I hate
white people — all of them! Every last iota of a cracker, I hate ‘em. . . . You want freedom? You're
gonna have to kill some crackers! You’re gonna have to kill some of their babies!”**

A former Black Panther, black Milwaukee Alderman Michael McGee, Sr., announced his efforts
to revive the Black Panthers in 1990 by forming a black militia that would take violent action if his
demands for a $100 million jobs program and other steps to revive black neighborhoods were not
met. “We’ve done things the non-violent way, and it hasn’t gotten us anywhere,” he said in an
interview. “The only way to get respect is to be willing to use violence.” He continued, “Our militia
will be about violence. I'm talking actual fighting, bloodshed and urban guertilla warfare.”*’ After
leaving public office in 1992, McGee continued his role as racial extortionist and leader of the
“Black Panther Militia” while a radio talk show host.”®

Another anti-White black supremacist organization is the Nation of Islam. Founded in 1930, its
theology includes the belief that black people are the aboriginal people and all other people came
from them, White people are “blue-eyed devils,” blacks are superior to Whites, and the demise of
the White race is imminent — at the hands of blacks!*” As we shall see below, its members often act
upon their beliefs in violent ways. The organization has an estimated membership between 20,000
and 50,000, and in October 1995 was able to mobilize an estimated 400,000 to 840,000 black men in
Washington, D.C., for its so-called Million Man March.”’

After several years as one of the most influential leaders of the Nation of Islam, Malcolm X
(born Malcolm Little) grew disillusioned with the organization and founded a new one, the
Organization of Afro-American Unity. At its founding rally in June 1964, Malcolm X explained that
“by any means necessary” is the organization’s motto. “We want freedom by any means necessary.
We want justice by any means necessary. We want equality by any means necessary.”*' The phrase is
generally considered to leave open all options, including violence, to achieve the desired ends.
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Khalid Abdul Muhammad had risen to the position of national spokesman of the Nation of
Islam until he gave a speech in 1993 at Kean College in New Jersey in which he called for the
genocide of White South Africans.” After leaving the Nation of Islam shortly thereafter, he became
the national chairman of the New Black Panther Party. In that position, he continued his work to
foster interracial hatred and ultimately a race war.”’

Ironically, among the White-hating blacks are entertainers who owe much of their fame and
fortune to their White fans. During an interview by a reporter in 1985, black jazz musician Miles
Davis said, “If somebody told me I had only one hour to live, I'd spend it choking a white man. I'd
do it nice and slow. If I got tired I’d stop, have a glass of water, and choke him some more.”**

Black recording artist, author, and activist Sister Souljah (born Lisa Williamson) explained in
May 1992 on a television news program that blacks are “at war” and the recent Los Angeles riot was
“revenge” against a system of White oppression. To her, the riot was a black-on-White “rebellion.”

I mean, if black people kill black people every day, why not have a week and kill white people? . . .
White people, this government and that mayor were well aware of the fact that black people were
dying in Los Angeles under gang violence. So if you’re a gang member and you would normally be
killing somebody, why not kill a white person?*”

Among the many hateful anti-White comments that Leonard Jeffries Jr., a former professor of
Black Studies at the City College of New York and advocate of Afrocentrism, has made over the
decades was one in which he told a journalist in 1995 that the kind of world he wants to leave his
children is one in which there are not any White people.

Kamau Kambon, former visiting professor of Africana Studies at North Carolina State
University and owner of Blacknificent Books, told a publicly-broadcasted forum at historically black
Howard University in 2005 that “we are in a war,” “white people want to kill us,” and that “we have
to exterminate white people off the face of the planet to solve this problem.”

A month later, Jimi Izrael, a black editorial assistant for the Herald-I.cader, of Lexington,
Kentucky, was on a radio program to talk about Kambon. When another guest commented that
other blacks have written about wanting to kill Whites, Izrael laughed. “Listen,” he said, “I'm
laughing because if I had a dollar for every time I heard a black person [talking about] killing
somebody white I’d be a millionaire.”**

More recently, Ayo Kimathi, a black supremacist and an employee of the U.S. Department of
Homeland Security from 2009 until December 2013, lost his job six months after it was discovered
that he had been running a website called “War on the Horizon.” Calling himself the “Irritated
Genie of Soufeese,” he predicted and advocated a race war on his website, opining that “in order for
Black people to survive the 21* century, we are going to have to kill a lot of whites — more than our
Christian hearts can possibly count.”*’

Another example of anti-White hatred and incitement of violence is black former Texas A&M
University philosophy professor Tommy Curry, who has a history of advocating anti-White violence.
In a published 2007 academic paper (“Please Don’t Make Me Touch ‘Em: Towards a Critical Race
Fanonianism as a Possible Justification for Violence against Whiteness”), Curry justifies committing
violence against White people for the sake of liberating black people. “Violence is anger realized as
liberation,” he writes. In a 2012 podcast interview (“Dr. Tommy Curry on killing whites”), Curry
discussed when it is appropriate to kill White people. “In order to be equal, in order to be liberated,
some white people might have to die,” he said. These are but two of his many public statements in
which he advocates lethal violence against White people on the basis of their guilt for being White.
Curry is now teaching philosophy at the University of Edinburgh in Scotland.*®
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For many blacks, killing Whites is more than just a fantasy. The crimes of the Black Liberation
Army have already been mentioned. Other victims of Cleaver’s “funky facts of life” include the
White victims of a group of Black Muslims who killed randomly-chosen “blue-eyed devils” in their
cult initiation to earn their “wings” as “Death Angels.” For a 179-day period in San Francisco in
1973 and 1974, the Death Angels committed at least 15 murders and eight attempted murders, but
may have killed as many as 73 victims, in what came to be called the “Zebra” murders.”

In the late 1980s, Hulon Mitchell was the leader of the black, Miami-based Yahweh sect, who
believed, like Black Muslims, that Whites were devils. Mitchell ordered a number of sect members to
kill “white devils,” which they did — at least seven victims — out of pure racial hatred. To prove the
deed was done, they were ordered to bring back a head, finger, or ear of the victim.**

In 1993, Colin Ferguson, a black Jamaican, boarded a commuter train in New York City bound
for Long Island and shot and killed six and wounded 19 passengers. The investigation revealed that
he deliberately targeted Whites out of hatred.*!

In 2002, the Beltway snipers, Black Muslim John Muhammad and his teenaged protégé, Lee
Malvo, killed 17 people and injured ten others in a multi-state, ten-month crime spree. At trial,
Malvo testified that Muhammad was driven by hatred of the United States because of its “slavery,
hypocrisy and foreign policy” and his belief that “the white man is the devil.” Muhammad planned
to kill six Whites every day for 30 days.**

In some crimes, the hatred of Whites is not explicit but nonetheless still obviously present. In
December 2000, two black brothers began a seven-day crime spree in Wichita, Kansas, that included
a robbery and a murder of two separate individuals, and the robbery, rape, sexual abuse, and murder
of three young men and one woman and the attempted murder of a second woman. The latter five
victims were raped and sexually abused in their house before being taken naked to a soccer field to
be shot execution-style in the backs of their heads. All the victims were White.** In January 2007,
Christopher Newsom and Channon Christian, a young White couple (ages 23 and 21, respectively)
from Knoxville, Tennessee, were kidnapped by five blacks and taken to a rental house, where both
of them were raped, tortured, and murdered.”** Although the investigators did not reveal any racial
motivations for the crimes, it is evident from the vicious and brutal nature of the Wichita Massactre
and Knoxville Horror that racial animosity played a role.**

Whites may also become the victim of targeted acts of black violence while in prison. Tens of
thousands of men are raped every year in American prisons — almost all of them White prisoners
raped by blacks. Black men rape White men out of hatred and a desire to dominate and degrade
them. Some blacks make Whites their sex slaves, whom they buy, sell, and rent out to other
blacks.**

According to black journalist Carl Rowan, the Long Island Railroad shooting by Colin Ferguson
was one of the eatly salvos in a race war that will worsen. In The Coming Race War in America: A
Wake-up Call (1996), Rowan warns that “a terrible race war is coming in the United States.”
Although he predicts that the race war will most likely be provoked by “cults of white supremacy”
(i.e., right-wing militias) and other “white men afflicted with incredible hatreds,”*"” Rowan makes it
very clear several times that blacks were likely to escalate the race war without provocation. In the
preface, he writes, “Unfortunately, the rage within millions of black people who are hopelessly
trapped as the American underclass is so great that many are spoiling for a fight. A race war can
come easily and spread rapidly.”*® In the final chapter, he concludes,

I must say honestly that I doubt there is any way to prevent bloody racial strife in America. . .. Too
much rage has built up in the minds of young blacks who are trapped in the corridors of
resentment and hopelessness for me to assume that they will not strike out with firepower,
especially if provoked.*”
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Rowan’s “wake-up call” is that Whites are so helplessly racist that blacks — out of rage — would
soon rise up in massive violence unless Whites somehow overcome their racism and surrender to
blacks’ demands. One of his recommendations to prevent “Armageddon” is for Whites to
“acknowledge the validity of black rage.” He warns, “Well, don’t let anything I’'ve written diminish
your fear of an uprising by young blacks. . . . Those whites with the most to lose are absolutely
irresponsible in not trying to take sane steps to ensure that black rage does not destroy almost
everything worth keeping in America.””” One step he recommends would be “to make eatly and
massive interventions in the lives of the millions of children who constitute a hopeless
underclass.”®' For this to happen, Rowan looks and listens for those Americans with “a lot of white
guilt” who he had seen over the past five decades who would “still take any reasonable remedial
actions to cast the yoke of racism off this country.”*?

These are the main points of the liberal narrative for White-black race relations in the United
States that has been used for decades to extort Whites: (1) justifiable “black rage” against the White
racism that has kept blacks poor and powerless; (2) “early and massive interventions” to lift blacks
out of poverty and to empower them; (3) “a lot of white guilt” to facilitate the public support
required for these programs; and (4) if Whites do not “cast the yoke of racism off this country” and
support these programs, there is a risk of black rage turning into wide-spread black violence.

The first point of the liberal narrative is that the United States is still a racist society; that all
black problems are due to White racism; and that blacks, therefore, are justified in their rage against
the White-dominated racist society in which they live. Liberals believe that the legacy of slavery and
legal segregation in conjunction with persistent White racism in today’s society are the causes of all
the problems that blacks currently face.” Because the fault lies with Whites instead of themselves,
blacks feel that their rage against society for their situation is justified. This rage may take the form
of criminal acts. Defenders of black crime call it “pay-back.”**

The facts expose the falsehood of these assertions. By the end of the 1960s, the struggle for
black “civil rights” was over — segregationist violence had ended and blacks were made equal under
the law. Any American coming of age since the 1970s has only known a society in which blacks have
primarily been the beneficiaries of racial discrimination, not its victims. Today, Whites are the
primary victims of racial discrimination. Every other racial or ethnic group gets preference, both by
law and by practice.””

Since the 1970s, White racism has become a minor influence in American society. In fact, the
trend has been the reverse. During the last five decades, anti-White racism, reinforced by White
guilt, has been an increasingly greater influence in society until it has become completely
unacceptable today to be an advocate for White interests. In contrast, every non-white racial and
ethnic group practices a high level of racial or ethnic advocacy, which is encouraged and supported
by the U.S. government at every level and by American society in general.**

After racial segregation and discrimination were made illegal in the 1960s, White liberals and
blacks have had to search very hard for any sign of White racism to blame for black problems. In
addition to “America-is-still-racist” stories like the ones discussed below, they found it by creating
such falsehoods as “institutional” or “systemic” racism and “white privilege.”*" Despite this
grasping at straws, White liberals and blacks continue to believe that all black problems are due to
White racism, not blacks’ innate deficiencies or their inability to take responsibility for their own
actions and lives.

Contrary to liberal assertions, all black problems are not due to White racism.*® As noted, the
social sciences have demonstrated a positive correlation between low 1Q and socially undesirable
behaviors. Because blacks, on average, have a lower 1Q) than other groups in American society,
blacks, on average, have a higher propensity for socially undesirable behavior and, consequently,
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generally a lower socio-economic status. Rather than White racism, it is the innate limitations of
black intelligence that prevent blacks from achieving equal socio-economic status with Whites. The
liberal excuse-making for black failure and dysfunction, therefore, is false. Black rage is largely a
result of black failure.

Since black problems in an advanced technological society are largely due to blacks’ own innate
deficiencies, black rage against that society is wholly unjustified. The target of black rage should be
the White liberals who tell blacks the lies that everybody has equal potential for educational and
socio-economic success and that blacks have not reached their potential because they have been
held back by White racism. When the belief in equal racial potential clashes with the reality of
unequal racial outcomes due to racial genetic inequality, there is justification for rage directed at the
proponents of the false narrative. Unfortunately, that is not where the rage is directed. It is
undeservedly directed towards Whites in general.

The second point of the liberal narrative is that to compensate blacks for past wrongs against
them, the government must implement programs to lift blacks out of poverty and to empower them.
Because of the legacy of slavery and legal segregation, liberals believe that blacks need government
assistance to achieve equality of opportunity. Once achieved, equality of opportunity should result in
equality of outcome in accordance with the liberal belief in equal racial potential. If equality of
outcome is not the result, then liberals blame persistent White racism and call for more redistributive
programs to ensure an equality of outcome.

There have been thousands of public and private programs since the 1960s designed to lift
blacks out of poverty but they have been largely unsuccessful. No people anywhere has done more
for blacks than White Americans. Untold trillions have been spent on the black poor in the form of
direct cash payments, free and subsidized housing, energy and utilities subsidies, free medical care,
food subsidies, free school breakfast and lunch programs, refundable tax credits, education
subsidies, childcare and child development programs, and other cash assistance, food, training,
service, and community development programs designed to bring blacks into the mainstream.>”
Governments, businesses, and universities have discriminated against Whites (e.g., “affirmative
action,” quotas, and contract set-asides) to advance blacks. Churches, foundations, civic groups,
schools, and individuals all over the country have donated their time and money to support soup
kitchens, adult education, day care, retirement and nursing homes, and other services for blacks.
Despite all this, blacks remain at the bottom of the racial socio-economic hierarchy in the United
States.*”

Once again, the liberal narrative is false. These programs fail to achieve equality of outcome not
because of slavery, legal segregation, or persistent White racism, as liberals claim, but because of the
innate deficiencies in blacks themselves.”' Americans, however, are falsely told by liberals that past
and present White racism is the primary cause of the failure of these programs. This lie creates
unnecessary and unjustifiable resentment and anger in blacks and guilt and self-loathing in Whites.

The third point of the liberal narrative is that because Whites as a group are guilty of holding
blacks back and holding them down, Whites must — to atone for their sins — provide the public
support (legislation and funding) required for these compensatory programs. Because liberals believe
that Whites are responsible for blacks’ low socio-economic status, black failure requires White guilt
and restitution as a moral response. To bolster this point of their narrative, liberals practice a double
standard on the issues of collective racial guilt and the reporting of interracial crimes.

Liberals impute collective racial guilt to Whites for enslaving Africans and ethnically cleansing
American Indians, even though most White Americans are not descended from either slave owners
or Indian fighters. Even if they are, they should not be held responsible for the actions of their
ancestors. Liberals do not, however, give collective credit to Whites for any good things their
ancestors have done in the past.
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The same liberals who assign collective guilt to Whites for black slavery and the ethnic cleansing
of Indians attribute collective innocence to the supposed victims, even though Africans practiced
slavery and Indians slaughtered one another for land. Although Whites today are assigned collective
guilt for what other Whites did long ago as well as for what other Whites do today, blacks are not
assigned collective guilt for the crimes committed by blacks either yesterday or today. We are
encouraged to judge blacks as individuals but to judge Whites as part of a guilty collective group.

To reinforce White guilt, the “America-is-still-racist” narrative is taught in the universities** and
constantly repeated in the biased mass media, especially the entertainment media.* This narrative
very often motivates the media’s double standard on reporting interracial crime. The media’s bias is
exposed when the media provides extensive national coverage to stories about White-on-black
crimes (e.g., the murder of a black man by Whites in Jasper, Texas, in 1998),”* while offering only
limited, often only local, coverage of stories about black-on-White crimes (e.g., the Wichita Massacre
and Knoxville Horror).*

Black-on-White hate crimes do not usually make national news because they do not fit the
“America-is-still-racist” narrative. By deliberately creating the false impression that most victims of
interracial crime are black, when in fact they are overwhelmingly White, the media are fueling an
already exaggerated sense of grievance in blacks and provoking black rage against Whites, which
sometimes tresults in retaliatory black-on-White ctime.**

When a black-on-White crime does receive national coverage, it is often done to promote the
“America-is-still-racist” theme. This was the case in Jena, Louisiana, where six black high school
students beat a White student neatly to death in an unprovoked attack in 2006. Because the blacks
were prosecuted, race hustlers Al Sharpton and Jesse Jackson — with the connivance of the biased
media — turned the case of the so-called “Jena 6 into a civil rights issue.””

Also, the biased media give extensive national coverage to White-on-black hate crime hoaxes
and then become silent once the hoax is exposed.”® One of the most sensational, and now
infamous, of these hoaxes was by a black 15-year-old girl named Tawana Brawley in November 1987
who claimed that six White men, including policemen and a local prosecutor, had raped and beaten
her over a period of several days. Eight months later, her claim was exposed as a complete fraud.*”
Another sensational hoax was made by a black stripper named Crystal Mangum in March 2006 who
claimed that members of the Duke University lacrosse team had gang-raped her. Almost a year later,
the charges were dismissed and the players declared innocent.”” Most recent is the hate crime hoax
of black actor Jussie Smollett who falsely claimed that two White supporters of President Donald
Trump assaulted him in downtown Chicago in the middle of the night in January 2019.*"
Unfortunately, White-on-black hate crime hoaxes and other anti-White media propaganda too often
result in retaliatory black-on-White hate crimes that are not hoaxes.””

The biased media also practices a double standard when it makes minor White-on-black crimes
into major national stories, which would have received local coverage, if at all, if they had been
black-on-White crimes. In December 1986, an encounter between three black men and a group of
White teenagers in Howard Beach, Queens, resulted in the accidental death of one of the black men,
Michael Griffith, when he attempted to flee across a busy highway. Although Griffith initiated the
dispute by spitting at the Whites, the biased media coverage of the story caused several retaliatory
black-on-White crimes.”” In August, 1989, a black 16-year-old named Yusef Hawkins was fatally
shot in Bensonhurst, Brooklyn, by a group of White teenagers who mistakenly thought Hawkins was
a romantic rival. There was no racial element to the shooting until race hustler Al Sharpton — with
the media’s help — made one.”” The reason these types of incidents become huge sensations is
because they are so rare. In any given year, there are far more heinous black-on-White crimes buried
in the back pages of local newspapers.””

34



Two more examples clearly demonstrate the intentional bias that permeates the liberal media’s
coverage of any incident that can be turned into an “America-is-still-racist” story in order to advance
the liberal narrative. On March 2, 1991, 81 seconds of the arrest of driver Rodney King by Los
Angeles police officers were caught on videotape by a bystander. Before televising the videotape,
employees at the Los Angeles television network KTLA cut the first 13 seconds to make it look like
a senseless act of police brutality against an innocent black man when, in fact, it was the officers’
final efforts to subdue a deranged suspect after all other methods had proved futile. The KTLA-
edited videotape was played continuously on all the television networks for the next year and was
thus a major cause of the riots (63 dead, 2,383 injured, and a billion dollars in property damage) that
followed the just acquittal of the police officers in April 1992.%7¢

Another example of creative editing by the media to bolster the “America-is-still-racist”
narrative was the self-defense shooting of black teenager Trayvon Martin in 2012 by a self-identified
Hispanic (Peruvian-born mother), George Zimmerman, who was serving as the neighborhood
watch coordinator at the time of the shooting. The television network NBC edited Zimmerman’s
911 emergency call about a suspicious person in his neighborhood to falsely portray Zimmerman,
who was called “white” by the media to better fit the narrative, as a racist. In another just outcome,
Zimmerman was acquitted of second-degree murder and manslaughter in Martin’s death.?”

In response to Zimmerman’s acquittal, a black social movement formed, calling itself Black
Lives Matter (BLM). This movement has received favorable coverage from the biased media because
the movement advances the liberal narrative that America is still a racist country. The movement
claims that the U.S. criminal justice system is systemically racist and more specifically, that racist
police officers routinely kill unarmed blacks. In its own words, BLM is a call to action in response to
“state-sanctioned violence and anti-Black racism.”*’® These claims, however, are false.””

Instead of by data and other facts, the BLM movement has been driven by the deaths of a few
specific people at the hands of the police as well as favorable media coverage. In all cases, the facts
are not consistent with the claims of BLM members and the biased media of rampant racism in the
police force. Looking at just the most familiar of the early cases, none of the police officers involved
in the deaths of Eric Garner (July 17, 2014), Michael Brown (August 9, 2014), or Tamir Rice
(November 22, 2014) was prosecuted because the facts did not justify prosecution.”® In Freddie
Gray’s death on April 12, 2015, six officers were prosecuted, three of whom are black, but none was
found guilty.”

Neither the BLM movement nor the biased media consider the data because it is inconsistent
with the movement’s claims and the liberal narrative. There is no dispositive evidence of racial bias
in police use of deadly force.”® Although a black person was 2.45 times more likely than a White
person to be shot and killed by police in 2015, this figure is well within what would be expected
given racial differences in crime rates and the likelithood to resist arrest, especially deadly resistance.
From 2005 to 2014, blacks accounted for 40 percent of police killings. Since blacks are about 13
percent of the population, that means they were 4.46 times more likely than non-blacks to kill a
police officer. During 2015, police killings of blacks accounted for only about 4 percent of the total
number of blacks who were murdered in 2014. Police killings of #narmed blacks accounted for just
0.6 percent. The overwhelming majority of black homicide victims (93 percent from 1980 to 2008)
are killed by other blacks. Police shootings of unarmed blacks, therefore, is a very small problem
compared to black-on-black murder within the black community. Because of the “Ferguson effect,”
the black-on-black murder rate is getting worse.”

With its anti-police rhetoric such as “pigs in a blanket, fry ‘em like bacon,”*" the BLM
movement is also at least partially responsible for the increase in the number of police shootings
since the movement began.” In the aftermath of protests in December 2014 over the grand juries’
decisions not to indict the police officers who shot Brown and Garner during which the BLM
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protesters chanted “What do we want? Dead cops! When do we want it? Now!”** a black man,
Ismaaiyl Abdullah Brinsley, shot and killed two New York Police Department officers as revenge for
the deaths of Brown and Garner.””

On July 7, 2016, another black man, Micah Xavier Johnson (aka “Micah X”), killed five and
wounded seven police officers at a BLM protest in Dallas, Texas.”® Ten days later, another black
man, Gavin Long, shot and killed three police officers and wounded three others in Baton Rouge,
Louisiana. Both shooters were connected to the Nation of Islam and radical black nationalism. It is
probable that Johnson and Long were responding to Nation of Islam leader Louis Farrakhan’s
sermon at Mt. Zion Baptist Church in Miami in July 2015 where he said,

I’m looking for 10,000 in the midst of a million. Ten thousand fearless men who say death is
sweeter than continued life under tyranny. . . . So if the federal government won’t intercede in our
affairs, then we must rise up and kill those who kill us; stalk them and kill them and let them feel
the pain that we are feeling!

In full context, the sermon was an obvious call to murder White police officers but was considered
protected speech under the First Amendment by the local U.S. Attorney’s Office.””

The double standard on collective racial guilt as well as the media bias in reporting interracial
crimes aggravate black rage and hatred against Whites. This adds the potential of black violence to
any political agitation to advance the liberal agenda that is based on the media’s biased reporting,
summarized perfectly in the BLM slogan “no justice, no peace.” That is, however, exactly the intent.

The fourth point of the liberal narrative for White-black race relations is that if White racism
does not end and White political and financial support for compensatory government programs is
not forthcoming, there is a risk that black rage will turn into wide-spread black violence. Although
often implicit, this form of racial extortion was made explicit in Rowan’s book The Coming Race War
in America that we have been using to frame the liberal-narrative argument.

The source of this idea, however, goes back at least as far as the Kerner Commission, the 11-
member Presidential Commission established by President Lyndon Johnson to investigate the causes
of the 1967 race riots and to provide recommendations for the future. The report lays the blame for
the riots on White racism: “White racism is essentially responsible for the explosive mixture which
has been accumulating in our cities since the end of Wotld War IL.”*° The report continues, “The
events of the summer of 1967 are in large part the culmination of 300 years of racial prejudice.”*”
Its recommendations include “a greatly enlarged commitment to national action — compassionate,
massive and sustained, backed by the will and resources of the most powerful and the richest nation
on this earth.”*?

The Kerner Commission blamed society for the riots and then rewarded the rioters. That has
been the modus operandi of black race hustlers and their liberal enablers ever since: blame black riots
on White racism and then agitate for rewards for the black rioters. If the rewards are not
forthcoming, then the threat, implicit or explicit, is made that black violence will continue and may
even worsen. No matter what Whites have said or done, however, it has not been enough to satisfy
either liberals or blacks. Reasonable people may wonder whether anything will ever be enough.
When a hustle continues to be successful, as the racial extortion game used on Whites has
continually been so far, where is the motive to end it?

As long as blacks are present, there will always be the threat of black violence. In fact, there is
already wide-spread black violence. It is the black-on-White race war, described above, that is being
waged by blacks against Whites. This race war is not only occurring in the United States. It is being
waged wherever there is a substantial African population in a White homeland.*” The detrimental
impact of the African threat will worsen in the future because of the very high rate of population
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growth in sub-Saharan Africa and the likelihood that Africans will continue to be allowed to reside
in and invade White homelands by anti-White governments.

According to official United Nations (UN) population estimates and projections,”* sub-Saharan
Africa has the highest rate of population growth among the world’s eight geographic regions and is
projected to more than double in size from 1 billion in 2019 to 2.1 billion by 2050. More than half
of the anticipated growth in global population between 2019 and 2050 is expected to occur in sub-
Saharan Africa. In 2019, 13.8 percent of the world’s population lived in sub-Saharan Africa. By 2050,
that proportion is expected to be 21.8 percent due largely to differential fertility rates. In 2019, sub-
Saharan Africa had the highest average level of fertility with 4.6 live births per woman, while fertility
remained at below-replacement level in Europe and Northern America with 1.7 live births per
woman and 1.8 in Australia/New Zealand. As the only region experiencing substantial population
growth after 2050, sub-Saharan Africa is projected to become the most populous of the world’s
regions around 2062 and to have a population of 3.8 billion or 34.7 percent of the world’s
population by 2100.%”

This rapid growth in sub-Sahara Africa’s population means that the extremely poor quality of
human conditions in Africa will become worse. In response, more Africans will attempt to enter,
either legally or illegally, Europe and other White homelands.”® Many of these invaders will cross the
Sahara Desert and then the Mediterranean Sea in their attempt to reach Europe.®” In addition, there
were at the end of 2017 approximately 6.3 million UN-recognized “refugees” in sub-Saharan
Africa,” many of whom will likely be resettled in White homelands.

No matter which White homeland they are in, Africans have a detrimental impact due to their
genetic heritage. Because of their low average IQ and socially undesirable behaviors, Africans are
hugely detrimental to a White society’s well-being. As a group, they will always have a low socio-
economic status and a high crime rate and thus will always be a burden on a White society.

In the United States, this black burden will only worsen because the false liberal narrative for
White-black race relations aggravates black resentment and hatred of Whites, increases black-on-
White crime, and promotes White guilt and self-loathing. Moreover, blacks and their liberal enablers
have a vested interest in the liberal narrative because it keeps the racial grievance industry in
business. Jesse Jackson and Al Sharpton are the two best known race hustlers in this industry. They
have made careers out of shaking down a guilt-ridden White society and dispensing the booty as
patronage.”” The Black Lives Matter movement is now the leader in the racial grievance industry.
The most recent consequence of its activities was the violence during summer 2020, which will be
discussed in chapter 9 below.

The continued detrimental impact of Africans, as well as Muslims and Hispanics, on the White
race will result in ever-increasing racial conflict and the further loss of White freedom in White
homelands.
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Chapter 5
THE INEVITABLE RACIAL CONFLICT

The inevitable result of the demographic threat to the White race, in conjunction with the
Islamic, Hispanic, and African threats, will be greater racial and ethnic conflict and less White
freedom in White homelands. The greater the racial and ethnic diversity, the greater the conflict. As
the conflict escalates in White homelands, freedom for everyone, but especially for Whites,
diminishes. The more White freedom diminishes, the more difficult it becomes for Whites to end
their political dispossession and regain control of their destiny, and thereby secure their racial
survival.

The terms “racial diversity” and “ethnic diversity”” have distinct meanings. While racial diversity
means two or more racial groups, ethnic diversity means two or more ethnic groups. An ethnic
group is a group of humans with a common culture (which includes language and religion), a
common descent or genetic heritage, a shared history, and an awareness of belonging to the ethnic
group. An ethnic group with a general adherence to nationalism is a nation.” The primary
difference in ethnic diversity is cultural difference (e.g., English-speakers and French-speakers in
Canada; Catholics and Protestants in Ireland), while the primary difference in racial diversity is racial
or biological difference (e.g., Whites and blacks in the United States). Despite this obvious
difference, the use of the adjective “ethnic” by most social scientists, like Robert Putnam and Tatu
Vanhanen discussed below, includes the racial or biological aspects of the term (like diversity or
conflict) they are describing. Thus, “ethnic” diversity or conflict includes “racial” diversity or
conflict when there is also a racial difference between the ethnic groups.

Neither racial nor ethnic diversity is a strength. They are both weaknesses in any society.
Although there is no good research that suggests that racial or ethnic diversity increases social
solidarity or that racially or ethnically diverse societies are happier and more peaceful than
homogeneous ones, there is good research that suggests that diversity has negative consequences,
particularly higher levels of conflict. Neither racial nor ethnic conflict can happen without racial or
ethnic diversity.

In 2007, Robert Putnam, Harvard political scientist and author of Bowling Alone (2000),”
reported that his five-year study of 30,000 residents in 41 American communities found that “ethnic
diversity” tends to reduce social solidarity and “social capital,” which he defines as “social networks
and the associated norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness.” The more diverse a community, the
lower the trust even of one’s own ethnic group. Residents of all ethnic groups in diverse
neighborhoods seem to “hunker down” — that is, pull in like a turtle. Besides social trust, other
measures of social capital and civic engagement are also negatively correlated with ethnic diversity.
In areas of greater diversity, Putnam found:
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Lower confidence in local government, local leaders and the local news media.
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Lower political efficacy — that is, confidence in their own influence.

Lower frequency of registering to vote . . .

Less expectation that others will cooperate to solve dilemmas of collective action . . .

Less likelihood of working on a community project.

Lower likelihood of giving to charity or volunteering.

Fewer close friends and confidants.

Less happiness and lower perceived quality of life.

More time spent watching television and more agreement that “television is my most important
form of entertainment.”*”

The consequences of the reduction of social solidarity and social capital caused by racial and
ethnic diversity are the disintegration of social order and the escalation of conflict. In short, diversity
causes tension and conflict.

This timeless truth is supported by systematic research done by Finnish political scientist Tatu
Vanhanen, who measured “ethnic diversity” and levels of conflict in 148 countries from 1990 to
1996 and found that the degree of ethnic conflict is strongly related to the degree of ethnic divisions,
regardless of levels of wealth or democratization. Vanhanen argues that a significant part of the
universality of ethnic conflicts in ethnically divided countries can be explained by human nature.
Humans have an evolved predisposition to ethnic nepotism — a disposition to favor kin over
nonkin.”

The evolutionary explanation for why racial and ethnic diversity results in conflict is called the
genetic similarity theory, “according to which genes maximize their replication by benefiting any
organism in which their copies are to be found.””” This theoty resolves the paradox of altruism by
demonstrating that altruism is a means to propagate genes. Rather than the individual organism, the
gene is the unit of analysis for evolutionary selection. The higher the percentage of shared genes
between individuals, the higher the amount of altruism is expected to be displayed because by being
most altruistic to those with whom the individual shares genes, the individual helps copies of his
own genes to replicate. Through this process known as kin selection, individuals can maximize their
inclusive fitness, not just their individual fitness, by increasing the production of successful offspring
by both themselves and their genetic relatives.””

According to the genetic similarity theory, therefore, the members of a racial or ethnic group
can be expected to favor their own racial or ethnic group over other groups because they are more
closely related to members in their own group than to nonmembers. This kin selection becomes
significant in a racially or ethnically divided country when racial or ethnic groups compete for scarce
resources and survival because this competition leads to conflict.

In Vanhanen’s analysis, kin selection is ethnic nepotism. Because ethnic nepotism is shared by
all human populations, he presents two basic hypotheses on the political consequences of ethnic
nepotism: “(1) significant ethnic divisions tend to lead to ethnic conflicts in all societies; and (2) the
more a society is ethnically divided, the more political and other interest conflicts tend to become
canalized along ethnic lines.”"”

Vanhanen found strong evidence to support both hypotheses. Ethnic tension and conflicts can
be expected in all ethnically divided societies and the more a population is ethnically divided and the
more ethnic groups differ from each other genetically, the higher the probability and intensity of
conflicts between ethnic groups.”’

If we include racial groups in Vanhanen’s “ethnic groups,” then U.S. history provides a good
example of the validity of his second hypothesis. The United States was founded by an ethno-
cultural core of Anglo-American Protestants. While the ethnically alien European immigrants (Irish
and German Catholic immigrants in the mid-nineteenth century and Southern and Eastern
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European immigrants in the late nineteenth and eatly twentieth centuries) faced some hostility at
first, they were eventually fully assimilated into American society. In contrast, the relationship
between White Americans and racially alien groups (American Indians, blacks, Asians, and
Mexicans) was, at times, extremely hostile and violent but has always been characterized by some
level of tension or conflict.’!" The difference can be explained by genetics. Anglo-American
Protestants are much closer related genetically to other Europeans than to other racial groups.

Vanhanen also found that an ethnic conflict intensifies where there is a struggle for territorial
rights. Because humans are a territorial species, it is difficult for ethnic groups to agree on the
control and use of territory.”"?

Looking outside the 1990-1996 period that Vanhanen studied, these political consequences of
ethnic nepotism are evident in a survey of racial and ethnic conflicts in multiracial/multiethnic
countries during the past century. Countries that were or are more racially or ethnically
homogeneous were often formed from the sometimes violent disintegration of a
multiracial/multiethnic country. These include the following: Austria, Czechoslovakia, Hungary,
Poland, and Yugoslavia (entirely or in part) from the Austro-Hungarian Empire in 1918; Ireland
from the United Kingdom in 1921; Pakistan from India in 1947; Singapore from Malaysia in 1965;
Bangladesh from Pakistan in 1971; Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Estonia, Georgia, Kazakhstan,
Kyrgyzstan, Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Russian Federation, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and
Uzbekistan from the Soviet Union in 1991; Bosnia and Herzegovina, Croatia, Macedonia, Slovenia,
and Federal Republic of Yugoslavia (Serbia and Montenegro) from Yugoslavia in 1991 and 1992;
Eritrea from Ethiopia in 1993; Czech Republic and Slovakia from Czechoslovakia in 1993;
Montenegro from Serbia in 2006; Kosovo from Serbia in 2008; and South Sudan from Sudan in
2011.

Some of the de facto ethnic secessionist states with the date they declared independence include
the following: Sahrawi Republic from Western Sahara in 1976; Turkish Republic of Northern
Cyprus from Cyprus in 1983; Transnistria from Moldova in 1990; Somaliland from Somalia in 1991;
Artsakh (Nagorno-Karabakh) from Azerbaijan in 1991; South Ossetia from Georgia in 1991; and
Abkhazia from Georgia in 1992. Aspirational secessions include Catalonia from Spain, Scotland
from the United Kingdom, the Donbass from Ukraine, and Bougainville Island from Papua New
Guinea.

In the last 50 years, there have been major violent racial and ethnic conflicts between Catholics
and Protestants in Northern Ireland, between Christians and Muslims in Lebanon, between Hutu
and Tutsi in Rwanda and Burundi, between Jews and Muslims in Palestine and Israel, between Sunni
Muslims and Shi’ite Muslims in Iraq, and between Whites and blacks in South Africa. There have
been the following racial and ethnic separatist revolts or insurgencies: Kashmiris in India; Kurds in
Iran, Turkey, Iraq, and Syria; Chechens in Russia; Tamils in Sri Lanka; Igbos (Biafra) in Nigeria;
Basques in Spain; Uyghurs in China; and several different groups in Myanmar.

These are not exhaustive lists. There have been hundreds of other violent racial and ethnic
conflicts in all parts of the wotld.”” There are also hundreds more ethnic tensions and conflicts
within multiethnic countries that have not yet resulted in major violence, such as between English-
speakers and French-speakers in Canada, Flemings and Walloons in Belgium, Estonians and
Russians in Estonia, Latvians and Russians in Latvia, and Macedonians and Albanians in Macedonia,
just to name a few.”"

The United States is on the list of multiracial/multiethnic countries with major violent racial
and ethnic conflicts. Besides the race war-like nature of black-on-White crime discussed above,
much of the recent conflict has manifested itself in periodic race riots. Since the Harlem riot of
1935, American race riots have consisted of mobs of violent blacks. Collectively, the many race riots
of the 1960s were the worst in terms of deaths, injuries, and property damage.’"”
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The Los Angeles riots of 1992, however, was the single worst outbreak in U.S. history, when
tioters killed 63 people, injured 2,383 more, and caused over a billion dollars in property damage.’™
This outbreak was also the advent of a new phase in racial conflict in the United States because the
riots involved mutual antagonisms between three distinct racial groups — blacks, Hispanics, and
Asians (primarily Koreans).”'” The racial conflict in the United States is no longer just between
Whites and blacks.

As the most racially and ethnically diverse city in the country, Los Angeles should be a
showcase for diversity’s strengths. It is not. Rather, it is a battleground between feuding racial
groups, especially blacks and Hispanics. The feud is not confined to Los Angeles. There is violence
between blacks and Hispanics wherever there are large concentrations of both groups in schools and
prisons. The violence sometimes involves other racial or ethnic groups as well.”"® Increased racial
and ethnic diversity has not strengthened the United States. The exact opposite has happened.

The Los Angeles riots of 1992 may be considered a portent of the Balkanization of the United
States. Even the liberal historian Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., is worried about that prospect as he
describes in The Disuniting of America. He is concerned that the “cult of ethnicity has arisen both
among non-Anglo whites and among non-white minorities to denounce the goal of assimilation, to
challenge the concept of ‘one people,” and to protect, promote, and perpetuate separate ethnic and
racial communities.””"” If pressed too far, he worties that the cult of ethnicity (i.e., the doctrine of
multiculturalism) could have bad consequences. “If separatist tendencies go on unchecked, the result
can only be the fragmentation, resegregation, and tribalization of American life.”**

To avoid Balkanization (i.e., hold together a multiracial/multiethnic country and prevent it from
disintegrating into group conflict), there are two methods: maintaining either an authoritarian regime
or a dominant ethno-cultural core. When the authoritarian regimes of the Soviet Union and
Yugoslavia collapsed, these multiracial/multiethnic countries disintegrated into more racially and
ethnically homogeneous countries. In the case of the former Yugoslavia, this disintegration involved
vicious warfare between mainly Serbs, Croats, and Bosniaks (mostly Muslims) in the more diverse
areas. In democracies, it is a dominant ethno-cultural core that holds a multiracial/multiethnic
country together. The United States was a White Christian nation-state until the radical cultural
transformations of the countercultural revolution of the 1960s began the dissolution of that
dominant White Christian ethno-cultural core.™

As the United States becomes more and more racially and ethnically diverse,” there will be
more and more competition and conflict between the different groups due to the universality of
ethnic nepotism. Because of the relative decline in size and power of the White population, the
White Christian ethno-cultural core can no longer hold the country together. As a result, a major
role of government becomes the management of the conflict between contending racial and ethnic
groups through new laws and regulations. Successful conflict management requires the government
to become ever more intrusive, ever larger, and ever more costly.’”” Freedom suffers accordingly
because the disappearance of voluntary social solidarity and harmony caused by racial and ethnic
diversity requires that solidarity and harmony be imposed by force. In the words of psychologist
Kevin MacDonald, “One may expect that as ethnic conflict continues to escalate in the United
States, increasingly desperate attempts will be made to prop up the ideology of multiculturalism . . .
with the erection of police state controls on nonconforming thought and behavior.”?**

The freedom that suffers the most is the freedom of speech. Because of the free speech
protection of the First Amendment to the U.S. Constitution,”® the de jure suppression of speech to
manage ethnic conflict in the United States has thus far been limited. The de facto suppression of
speech, however, has been ongoing for decades, especially speech dealing with racially sensitive
subjects.”™ Since 1989, many universities and workplaces have implemented “speech codes” (usually
disguised as “harassment policies”) that illegally regulate protected speech.’ Recently, the “illiberal
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left” has accelerated its campaign to delegitimize political and ideological opponents in ways that
stifle freedom of expression.” Since the election of President Donald Trump in 2016, the Antifa
(short for Antifascist Action) movement has also been more active in its violent suppression of any
speech or expression considered “fascist” and even published a doctrinal defense of the use of
violence to suppress speech.””

There are signs that this on-going war on free speech in the United States has been successful.
In a poll of college students released in May 2019, 41 percent of the students said that “hate speech”
(defined as speech that “attacks people based on their race, religion, gender identity or sexual
orientation”) should not be protected under the First Amendment. Not surprisingly, certain
“diverse” students are less supportive of free speech. While most college men (74 percent) support
hate speech protection under the First Amendment, fewer than half of black students (48 percent),
women (46 percent), Jewish students (45 percent), homosexual students (35 percent), and gender
non-binary students (29 percent) say hate speech should be protected under the First Amendment.™

In Europe, whose native populations do not have their freedom of speech secured by any legal
analog to the U.S. Constitution’s First Amendment, the diminishment of free speech has gone much
further with the enactment of many criminal laws against “hate speech” and their selective
application against native Europeans. These laws have their roots largely in three post-war
instruments of international law: the European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR; effective
1953), the International Convention on the Elimination of All Forms of Racial Discrimination
(ICERD; effective 1969), and the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (ICCPR;
effective 1976).”* Although Article 10 of the ECHR guarantees freedom of expression for all, that
right is subject to many restrictions that are necessary, among others, “for the protection of the
reputation or rights of others.”

The ICERD and ICCPR restrict freedom of expression even further. Article 4(a) of the ICERD
requires signatories to make criminal “all dissemination of ideas based on racial superiority or
hatred” and “incitement to racial discrimination,” while Article 20 of the ICCPR requires “[a|ny
advocacy of national, racial or religious hatred that constitutes incitement to discrimination, hostility
or violence” to be made criminal. Almost every country in the world has ratified these two
international treaties.

In the United Kingdom, the hate speech laws include the Public Order Act 19806, Parts 3 and
3A, which prohibits stirring up racial and religious hatred, and Section 127 of the Communications
Act 2003, which prohibits online posting of any matter that is “grossly offensive or of an indecent,
obscene or menacing character” or any matter that causes “annoyance, inconvenience or needless
anxiety to another.””” The primary hate speech law in France is Section 24 of the Law on the
Freedom of the Press of 1881, which was amended in 1939 and 1972 to criminalize racially
defamatory or insulting comments and incitement to racial discrimination, hatred, or violence.
“Incitement to hatred” is prohibited in Germany by Section 130 of the German Criminal Code.
There are similar laws prohibiting incitement to racial hatred in Belgium, Denmark, Finland, Ireland,
Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Romania, Russia, Serbia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and Ukraine, as
well as Australia, Canada, and New Zealand.”™ As a result of their diminishment of free speech,
Whites are prevented from defending themselves, their families, their nations, and their future.’”

Another major restriction on White free speech and thus on our ability to act in racial self-
defense is the plethora of laws against so-called “holocaust denial.” The denial of the official version
of the fate of European Jewry during the Second World War is explicitly or implicitly illegal in 19
European countries: Austria, Belgium, Bosnia and Herzegovina, Czech Republic, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Italy, Liechtenstein, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Russia, Slovakia, and Switzerland. At least 21 people have been convicted and imprisoned
and/or fined for this so-called crime in Austria, France, Germany, Hungaty, and Switzerland.”
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In addition to being a consequence of the conflict management of racial and ethnic groups, the
diminishment of White racial freedom is a result of the egalitarian ideal of contemporary political
policy because of the antagonism between freedom and equality. Because the races are innately
unequal in intelligence, and thus in academic achievement and vocational success, freedom results in
inequality and a natural and unavoidable racial socio-economic hierarchy. In the still relatively-free
United States, for example, Whites and East Asians are at the top with the highest socio-economic
status and earnings and Hispanics and blacks are at the bottom with the lowest socio-economic
status and earnings.”’

An increasingly racially and ethnically diverse country with an egalitarian ideal leads to more and
more demands for equality by those at the bottom of the socio-economic hierarchy and their
advocates. Since freedom and equality are incompatible, government actions to bring about equality
reduce the freedom of those at the top of the hierarchy. According to Richard Herrnstein and
Charles Murray in The Bell Curve,

People who are free to behave differently from one another in the important affairs of daily life
inevitably generate the social and economic inequalities that egalitarianism seeks to suppress. That,
we believe, is as close to an immutable law as the uncertainties of sociology permit. To reduce
inequality of condition, the state must impose greater and greater uniformity. Perhaps that is as
close to an immutable law as political science permits.”

To impose “greater uniformity,” freedom must be reduced.

In The Lessons of History, Will and Ariel Durant distilled the accumulated store of knowledge and
experience from their four decades of work on the ten volumes of The Story of Civilization. In
discussing the third biological lesson of history that life is selection, they write,

Nature smiles at the union of freedom and equality in our utopias. For freedom and equality
are sworn and everlasting enemies, and when one prevails the other dies. Leave men free, and their
natural inequalities will multiply almost geometrically, as in England and America in the nineteenth
century under /aissez-faire. To check the growth of inequality, liberty must be sacrificed, as in Russia
after 1917.%%

In the words of political commentator Patrick Buchanan, “Where equality is enthroned,
freedom is extinguished. The rise of the egalitarian society means the death of the free society.”**
He provides a three-page list of “the costs incurred, the injustices done, the freedoms curtailed — all
in the name of equality” of policies that show “how equality and freedom are at war and why
America is a failing nation.”**!

As a result of increasing racial and ethnic diversity, racial and ethnic conflict escalates and White
freedom diminishes when the government attempts to manage the conflicts between contending
groups while pursuing its egalitarian goals. With less freedom, it becomes more difficult for Whites
to prevail in the inevitable conflict. Failure to prevail means the extinction of the White race.
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Part Il
THE ESSENTIAL CRISIS

The cause of the existential crisis of the White race is an essential crisis. While the existential
crisis involves the physical existence of the White race, the essential crisis involves its “essence.” The
collective essence of a group is its common purpose or meaning in life and is derived from its
worldview or ideology.

For more than a millennium, the ideology of most Europeans was Latin Christianity and Latin
Christians derived their essence from that religion. That began to change about 500 years ago when
Christianity was losing its capability to secure the essence of humans. Modern science gradually
replaced Christianity as the dominant system of ideas for the comprehension of the world and
humanity’s situation in it. At the same time, nation-states slowly replaced the universal state as the
ideal form of political institution to secure the existence of humans. During the first four hundred
years of this transitional epoch between two historical eras, Europe and its overseas settlements were
progressing toward a new scientific era dominated by nation-states and powered by industrialism.

Since the Great Civil War of the West (1914-1945), however, the Western world has been
suffering from an additional essential crisis — a crisis within a crisis. This tragic civil war seriously
weakened nationalism, the doctrinal basis of the nation-state, and thus made the Western world,
including the United States of America, more vulnerable to Jewish subversion, which weakens
nationalism even more and has other more detrimental effects. This new essential crisis is the cause
of the existential crisis described in part I above.

After the attempt in chapter 6 to create an ideological framework for understanding our
essential crisis, the next chapter sets forth the history of American national identity. Next, a
description of the Jewish threat to the United States (and Western society in general) is followed by
the consequences of the Jewish subversion to this White Christian nation-state. Finally, chapter 10
argues that Christianity is not the solution to the essential crisis of the White race.
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Chapter 6
THE ETERNAL STRUGGLE

This chapter is an attempt to create a comprehensive and coherent system of ideas for the
comprehension of the world and humanity’s situation in it. The first principle of this system is that
the biological evolution of all living organisms, including human beings, is a fact. Biological
evolution provides the intellectual foundation for the understanding of the organic world, including
the human species and its situation in that world. The second principle is a theory of human nature
and the third principle is a theory of human society and history. These three universal principles
compose a system of ideas that can be encapsulated in the expression: the Eternal Struggle.
Although an adequate discussion of the first principle is beyond the scope of this book,* the
second and third principles are summarized below.

The second principle of the Eternal Struggle is that human nature, as a product of biological
evolution, is the set of adaptive behaviors that result from the interaction between the human
condition and human traits, primarily instinct and reason. Existential and essential insecurity
constitute the human condition. Instinct and reason are the two primary mental traits that humans
have evolved in adaptation to their condition of existential and essential insecurity. Humans,
therefore, can be defined as existentially and essentially insecure beings who have the instinct to
become existentially and essentially secure and who have reason as an instrument of that instinct.

Human nature is not a “blank slate” (John Locke’s #abula rasa) — the idea that the human mind
has no innate structure or content and that the mind’s structure and content develop only through
sensory experience. For that reason, human nature is not completely mutable. And there is no
“ghost in the machine” (a description of Rene Descartes’” dualism of mind and body) or any other
kind of immaterial soul or spirit separate from the body. The mind is the information-processing
activity of the brain. When the brain dies, the person dies because there is no immortal soul or spirit
separate from the body. Humans are natural beings, not supernatural beings.*

Humans, like all living beings, are existentially insecure because they are born without a secure
existence; they are born with the uncertainty of continued life. Humans are not born with a
guarantee against death. In other words, humans are mortal just like any other living being. This
mortality makes humans existentially insecure and this insecurity necessitates a struggle to secure
one’s existence.

Unlike other living beings, however, humans are also essentially insecure because they are born
without a secure “essence.””* Humans are born with the uncertainty of purposeful or meaningful
life; they are not born with a purpose or meaning. In other words, a human’s existence precedes his
essence.

The cause of humanity’s essential insecurity may have been the evolution in early humans of the
awareness of the passage of time, memory of the past, imagination of the future, articulation of
dreams, and/or the awareness of their own mortality. Only humans have asked themselves questions
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relating to the purpose of life: What am I? Where am I? What shall I do? These questions indicate
essential insecurity, which necessitates a struggle to secure one’s essence.

Other living beings, on the other hand, know their purpose in life from birth and that purpose
is nothing more than to survive and reproduce. They act upon this purpose from instinct. Humans
also have the instinct to survive and reproduce but to be truly human one must have a purpose
beyond that of merely surviving and reproducing.

Humans have the instinct to become existentially and essentially secure. Instinct is an innate
impulse to perform particular behaviors. The goal of these instinctive behaviors is the satisfaction of
cither existential needs or the essential need.

Satisfaction of the existential needs is necessary for humans to exist as living beings. At a
minimum, humans must breathe, drink, eat, eliminate wastes, maintain body temperature, sleep,
procreate, and protect themselves from bodily harm caused by living and nonliving agents, in order
to secure and perpetuate their existence as living beings. The existential needs are the necessities for
the continued life of oneself and one’s progeny.

Satisfaction of the essential need is necessary for humans to exist as human beings. To exist as a
human being, a human must possess an essence. An essence is a system of ideas with which a
human being comprehends the world and his situation in it and from which he derives an idea that
gives his existence a purpose beyond that of merely existing as a living being. A human being’s
essence is his purpose or meaning in life. Regardless of how incomprehensive or incoherent the
system of ideas, one’s essence is an idea for which he lives that gives his existence a purpose beyond
just existing as a living being. The essential need is the necessity for a purpose or meaning in life.

There are three methods by which humans may satisfy their essential need: reception, adoption,
and creation. Humans may receive their essence by having it taught to them by socialization or by
more formal methods. They can adopt their essence by choosing it among alternatives. Or they may
create their own essence.

For example, most humans receive their essence from their family, peers, community, and
educational/religious institutions when they are young. Most retain basically the same essence
throughout their lives. Others may gradually question what they have been taught or may not be
satisfied with it. These humans may then seek alternatives to satisfy their essential need and adopt
one for their essence. Adoption includes the process of conversion. And others may create their
own essence with either rational or irrational methods.

While instinct is an innate impulse that humans share with other living beings, humans are
unique in possessing a highly developed capacity for reasoning. Reason evolved in humans as an
instrument of their instinct to become existentially and essentially secure. Reason is the process by
which humans comprehend the world and solve problems within it through the use of their faculties
of perception, memory, and imagination. In short, reason is simply the rational processing of
information by the brain.

Contrary to the assertion of rational choice theorists, humans are not primarily rational agents
whose reason dominates their instinct in making choices. Rather, the instinct actuates and
determines the performance of reason.”® Almost every behavior, therefore, that humans perform is
an instinctive behavior. In other words, almost every behavior that humans perform can be
explained as an attempt to satisfy either existential needs or the essential need.’”* That includes
almost all cultural behavior. The instinct to become existentially and essentially secure makes the
creation of culture necessary but only with reason is the creation of culture possible.

The third principle of the Eternal Struggle is that the consequence of human nature (i.e., the set
of adaptive behaviors that result from the interaction between the human condition and human
mental traits) is the evolutionary process in which humans struggle for existential and essential
security through the creation of culture. It is an evolutionary process because the struggle for
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existential and essential security through the creation of culture has resulted in some societies
developing through progressive stages of culture. The most advanced human societies have evolved
through three progressive stages of culture and are now in the transitional epoch to a fourth stage.

Culture is the means that humans create to assist them in their struggle for existential and
essential security from their human and non-human environments. Culture is humanity’s primary
non-biological adaptation to the environment. Everything that humans learn is culture. Transmitted
by learning from generation to generation, culture comprises three elements: technology, social
structure, and ideology. Each element has one or two functions. The existential function of a
cultural element is to assist in the struggle for existential security, while the essential function is to
assist in the struggle for essential security.

The technology of a culture comprises its tools, their products, and the knowledge required to
make and use these tools and tool-products. Technology also includes language (oral and written)
and the conquests of natural forces made by humans. The existential function of technology is to
provide the tools, their products, and the knowledge required to make and use these tools and tool-
products with which humans secure their existence.

The social structure of a culture is its system of social institutions. A social institution is a group
of humans who are organized together for some purpose and who follow certain rules in order to
attain that purpose. The existential function of the social structure is to provide the organization and
guidance with which humans secure their existence. The essential function of the social structure is
to provide the socialization and education with which humans secure their essence.

The ideology of a culture is its dominant system of ideas for the comprehension of the world
and humanity’s situation in it. Ideology is a culture’s Weltanschaunng or worldview, which may include
religious, philosophical, scientific, political, economic, social, and psychological features. Although
the means to create art is technology, all art forms — the visual, audio, and literary arts — are
expressions of ideology. Customs, norms, values, attitudes, and individual and collective essences are
also expressions of ideology. A collective essence is a common essence derived from the same
ideology and shared among members of a group or society. The existential and essential functions of
ideology are to provide the system of ideas for the comprehension of the world and humanity’s
situation in it with which humans secure their existence and their essence, respectively. Included in
the existential function of ideology (e.g., in the form of morality and religion) is making the group
more cohesive and cooperative and thus more adaptive.’

A society is a group of humans with a common culture who are united by social relationships
and who usually live in a particular territory. Every society is characterized by its culture — its
distinctive way of life. The boundary of a society is determined by cultural unity not political unity.

The primary social institutions of a society are the family and the society’s political, economic,
military, educational, and religious institutions. The family is the basic social institution or nucleus of
any society because it was the first social institution, because its functions encompass the functions
of the other primary social institutions, and because it is the only institution with the primary
function of producing, protecting, and rearing children. The political institution is the primary social
institution with the function of organizing and guiding the members of a society in order to secure
the society’s existence.

Societies are the intelligible units of historical study. Humans act in and through their societies.
History is the human struggle for existential and essential security through the creation of culture.
Since the advent of humanity, human history has consisted of cultural and/or non-cultural
challenges to the existential and/or essential secutity of a society and the cultural responses of that
society to those challenges. This challenge-and-response process is the principle of cultural
evolution.”
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History is culturally determined. In other wotds, the cultural evolution (i.e., history) of a given
society is determined by its cultural responses to cultural and non-cultural challenges. A society
evolves into higher stages of culture through successful responses to challenges. Unsuccessful
responses to challenges lead to stagnation and possible societal death. Success in responding to
challenges is the chief indication of the ability of a society to create culture.

Culture is largely genetically determined. As we have seen,™ there are significant genetic
differences in intelligence and behavior between the races. Intelligence and behavior determine a
society’s culture-creating capacity. The higher the culture-creating capacity of a society, the more
successful it will be in responding to challenges to its existential and essential security and thus in
surviving and evolving into higher stages of culture. History, therefore, is also largely genetically
determined.

Hitherto the cultural evolution of the most advanced societies has progressed through three
stages of culture. These progressive stages of culture are called primary, secondary, and tertiary.
Each stage of culture corresponds to a historical era of that particular society. For example, primary
culture existed during the Primary Era of a society, and so forth. There are also transitional epochs
between historical eras. The most advanced societies are now in the transitional epoch to a fourth
stage of culture called quaternary.

The Primary Era began with the appearance of behaviorally modern humans and their dispersal
from northeastern Africa between 100,000 and 50,000 years ago. The evolution of certain biological
attributes — upright posture, free-moving arms and hands to carry and manipulate objects, sharp-
focusing eyes, a large brain capable of abstract theorizing, fine judgment, and decision making as
well as keen perception, and the power of speech — made possible the creation of culture, which
eventually resulted in the primacy of cultural evolution over biological evolution. The key to this
transition was the development of a complex language for communication, which allowed the
exchange of knowledge and the transmission of culture from generation to generation.

Although culture became humanity’s primary adaptation to the environment, biological
evolution continued and still occurs to this day.” After the dispersal of humans throughout the
world, human evolution continued independently on each continent. The human populations of the
world’s major geographical regions bred for many thousands of years in substantial isolation from
each other and started to develop distinctive features. This development would be both cultural,
resulting in a vast number of different cultures, and genetic, as the individuals in each population
evolved in response to different climates, diseases, and cultures. Over the course of many
generations, the populations of each continent emerged as different races. The genetic
differentiation of the human species into the modern races probably occurred by 10,000 years ago.

The standard definition of races based on continental ancestry has been validated by numerous
genetic studies of the human population, which have found that differences are greatest between
continents. Racial groups, therefore, are defined based on continent of origin with subraces being
used to describe smaller subdivisions within races.”"

There are five continent-based races. Europids are people of western Eurasia — Europeans,
North Africans, Middle Easterners, and South Asians. Mongolids are people of eastern Eurasia —
Chinese, Koreans, Japanese, and Southeast Asians. Indianids are the original inhabitants of North
and South America. Negrids are people whose primary ancestry is in sub-Saharan Africa. This
includes black Americans and Afro-Caribbeans. (Another race in sub-Saharan Africa is the
Khoisanid — Hottentots and Kalahari Bushmen.) Australasids are Australian aborigines and people
of New Guinea, Melanesia, and Micronesia.*

The technology of primary culture consisted primarily of stone tools, and secondarily of tools
made from horn, bone, and ivory, the products made from these tools, and the use of fire, which
was the first conquest of natural forces made by early hominids. The primary weapon was first the
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spear and later the bow and arrow. Humans also domesticated the dog as a hunting companion,
which was their second conquest of natural forces.

The political institutions of primary culture consisted primarily of kinship-based bands (i.e.,
extended families), comprised on average of about 50 to 150 members, and later tribes (a group of
kinship-related bands) when natural resources could support a larger population. The band and the
tribe were the only political institutions that existed until about 10,000 years ago. The principal
activities of bands and tribes were warfare and food-gathering activities or foraging, such as hunting,
fishing, and gathering plants and fruits to eat. Social stratification and division of labor were based
primarily on sex and age, but within sex and age groups, there was very little stratification or division
of labor. Primary societies were highly egalitarian.

The ideology of primary culture consisted primarily of henotheistic religions (belief in the
suptemacy of one god — a High God — without denying the existence of other gods)® that were
principally concerned with assisting food-gathering activities by explaining and controlling the
environment and with worshipping dead ancestors. The profession of the first specialist, the shaman
or religious practitioner, developed to explain and control the environment and to communicate
with dead ancestors as well as to alleviate the increase in essential insecurity caused by the awareness
of death and the articulation of dreams made possible by the use of language. An awareness of death
and the articulation of dreams possibly gave rise to the belief in life after death and the practice of
intentional burial.

The transitional epoch between the Primary Era and Secondary Era first occurred about 15,000
years ago when some primary societies started to change from a nomadic life of foraging bands and
tribes to a settled life in villages and towns. This transition began among primary societies in the
Levant of the Middle East and then appeared independently in other parts of the world.

The transitional epoch to secondary culture arose out of a crisis in the existential condition of
primary society. With the gradual warming of the climate and resulting increase in natural resources
during the 5,000 years before the end of the last glacial period about 10,000 years ago (glaciers began
their final retreat 15,000 years ago) came the first permanent or year-round human settlements and
consequent increase in population. Eventually, food-gathering activity could no longer provide
sufficient food for the growing sedentary population. In response to this insufficient food supply,
some humans developed food-producing activity (i.e., the cultivation of soil, the production of
crops, and the raising of livestock) to supplement and then replace food-gathering activity as their
principal means of securing their existence from the natural environment. The threshold to primarily
food-producing activity first occurred among some societies at the end of the last glacial period
about 10,000 years ago.

Food-producing activity or agriculture created a food surplus, which caused a further increase in
population. This increase in population resulted in a growth in the size, density, and number of
permanent settlements. The settlements were at first isolated from each other but later formed parts
of settlement systems with structured social relationships between settlements and the emergence of
social stratification and economic specialization within settlements. This growth in permanent
settlements disrupted the existential function of the political institutions of primary culture.

Bands and tribes were no longer capable of securing the existence of humans in large sedentary,
agricultural societies because of the problem of warfare. Close proximity and a tempting surplus of
goods to steal led to conflict. Held together by kinship relationships, tribes could not grow large
enough to be successful in warfare. In response to this disruption in the existential function of bands
and tribes, some societies organized themselves into chiefdoms and then states, city-states at first
and later territorial states. A chiefdom (a centralized, hierarchical political institution usually based
on kinship) is a transitional political institution between the tribe and state. Bands and tribes were
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replaced because they could no longer fulfill the existential function of the social structure in a large
sedentary, agricultural society that had to organize itself to wage warfare with its neighbors.

A secondary culture is characterized by the following factors: use of writing; agriculture;
monumental architecture; city-state or territorial state; urbanization; and organized polytheistic
religion. When the other factors are more or less present, the threshold to the Secondary Era was
passed when a primary society invented or adopted the use of writing with a script, not simply a
succession of pictures, to communicate ideas. The use of writing is the threshold because it was a
conceptual breakthrough. Writing provided a new means to describe and organize the world in
which humans lived. By means of writing, humans were also able to overcome time, space, and
complexity. The use of writing made possible the preservation and accumulation of ideas in time
and the precise transmission of ideas in space.

The technology of secondary culture consisted primarily of tools derived from metallurgy,
originally copper and later bronze and finally iron, the products made from these tools, writing, and
agriculture, the third conquest of natural forces by humans. Other major technological inventions
include: (1) spinning of textiles, first linen from flax, then cotton, wool, and silk; (2) pottery and the
potter’s wheel; and (3) working of stone and baking of brick for the building of houses and other
structures. Important for the geographic expansion of social institutions were the domestication of
the donkey, horse, and camel, the invention of the wheeled vehicle and the sail, the use of money,
and the invention of a phonetic alphabet to replace cuneiform and hieroglyphic script. Metal
weapons, metal armor, the war-chariot, and later the riding-horse became the major instruments of
warfare. The construction of monumental architecture, most notably palaces, temples, and tombs,
was important.

The political institution of secondary culture consisted primarily of states, either city-states or
territorial states, whose principal activities were economic activities, such as agriculture and trade,
and political activities, such as diplomacy and warfare. A state is a political institution with a
centralized sovereign authority that can exercise a monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force
and coercive power over its population within a defined territory. The difference between a city-state
and a territorial state is the size of the territory that it controlled. (At various times during its history,
a secondary society may experience political decay during which its political institutions become
more tribal, i.e., kinship based, and degenerate into a chiefdom-like state.) Secondary societies were
hierarchical and had distinctly more social stratification, including elites, and economic specialization
than primary societies because of the existence of food surpluses. Private ownership of property
became common. Forced labor and slavery were important economic institutions. The religious
institution was often dominated by a professional clergy, which sometimes served as the primary
educational institution as well.

The ideology of secondary culture consisted primarily of local and exclusive polytheistic
religions that were principally concerned with assisting agricultural activities by explaining and
controlling the environment and with legitimizing and supporting the social structure, especially the
political institution, and its activities. The gods were anthropomorphic and often identified with
certain environmental phenomena, e.g., a thunder god, or particular cities or locations, e.g., a city
god. There was typically a professional clergy, which was housed in a state-subsidized temple and
which stressed ritual and sacrifice rather than belief. The clergy very often ruled in conjunction with
the political leadership and sometimes the political and religious institutions were united in a ruler
who was also the chief clergyman. Rulers were often deified either during their lifetime or after their
death.

Using the date of the invention or adoption of complete writing as the threshold,” the
Secondary Era began between 5,700 and 2,800 years ago in the valleys of the Euphrates, Tigris, Nile,
Indus, Yellow (Huang He), and Ganges rivers and on the island of Crete and the Greek mainland.
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The secondary culture that emerged in the valleys of the Euphrates and Tigris rivers about 5,700
years ago is called Mesopotamian.” The secondaty culture that emerged in the valley of the Nile
River about 5,400 years ago is called Egyptian. The secondary culture that emerged in the valley of
the Indus River about 4,600 years ago is called Indic. The secondary culture that emerged on the
island of Crete about 4,000 years ago is called Minoan. The secondary culture that emerged on the
Greek mainland about 3,550 years ago is called Hellenic. The secondary culture that emerged in the
valley of the Yellow River (Huang He) about 3,400 years ago and then expanded into the valley of
the Yangtze River is called Sinic. The secondary culture that emerged in the Punjab and the western
Ganges Plain about 2,800 years ago and then expanded eastward into the valley of the Ganges River
is called Vedic.

Only the Europid and Mongolid races have originated civilization (i.e., created secondary
culture) independently or neatly independently.” The Mesopotamian, Egyptian, Indic, Minoan,
Hellenic, and Vedic cultures were all creations of the Europid race. Sinic culture was the creation of
the Mongolid race.” Although some Indianid societies (e.g., the Maya, Aztecs, and Incas) began the
transitional epoch to a secondary culture and some even invented complete writing about 2,600
years ago,” other cultural deficiencies disqualify them from civilizational status. They had no
knowledge of the use of the wheel for any purpose nor a propetly established monetary system.
Most disqualifying was their centuries-old custom of mass slaughter of humans for sacrifice and
cannibalism.”

The transitional epoch between the Secondary Era and Tertiary Era began about the sixth
century BCE (Before the Common Era) in the Mesopotamian, Vedic, Sinic, and Hellenic cultures.
The transitional epoch to tertiary culture arose out of a crisis in the essential condition of secondary
society. The emergence of larger, more urban, and increasingly cosmopolitan social institutions
caused some humans to question the credibility of their received essence. A social institution is
cosmopolitan if it has many and recurrent inter-societal contacts of a peaceful and/or watlike nature.
Eventually, essence-reception and the less common essence-adoption methods could no longer
provide essential security to an intellectually-active minority of humans in a cosmopolitan society. In
response to this essential insecurity, some humans developed idea-creating activity to secure their
essence. Idea-creating activity may be rational or irrational. Rational idea-creating activity, such as
philosophy, is speculation about the world and humanity’s situation in it. Irrational idea-creating
activity, such as mysticism, is the revelation of information about the world and humanity’s situation
in it from a purportedly divine source.

Idea-creating activity resulted in universal ideologies (i.e., ones which are applicable to all),
which caused an increase in essential alternatives, that is, an increase in the number of options within
a society from which humans could receive or adopt their essence. The growth in essential
alternatives in the form of philosophical schools and new religions disrupted the essential function
of the ideology of secondary culture.

Local and exclusive polytheistic religions were no longer capable of securing the essence of
humans in cosmopolitan, idea-creating societies because these religions were no longer credible. In
response to this disruption in the essential function of the ideology of secondary culture, some
societies adopted universal religions, either philosophical or mystical. Local and exclusive
polytheistic religions were replaced because they could no longer fulfill the essential function of
ideology in a cosmopolitan, idea-creating society.

The transitional epoch in Mesopotamian culture began with Zoroaster (c. 618-541 BCE). The
transitional epoch in Vedic culture began with the authors of the Upanishads (c. sixth century BCE), a
scripture for a new Hinduism; Siddhartha Gautama, (c. 563-483 BCE), founder of Buddhism; and
Vardhamana Mahavira (c. 540-468 BCE), founder of Jainism. The transitional epoch in Sinic culture
began with K’ung fu-tzu or Confucius (c. 551-479 BCE), founder of Confucianism; his principal
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interpreter, Meng K’o or Mencius (c. 372-289 BCE); Lao Tzu (c. sixth century BCE), founder of
Taoism; Mo Di (c. 470-391 BCE), founder of Mohism; the Legalists; the Logicians; the Yin Yang
school; and the other “Hundred Schools of Thought.”

The transitional epoch in Hellenic culture began with the pre-Socratic Greek natural
philosophers in the sixth century BCE and the founders of two religions, Pythagoras (c. 582-495
BCE) and Orpheus, who probably also lived in the sixth century BCE. The idea-creating activity
continued with Socrates (469-399 BCE); Antisthenes (c. 445-365 BCE), founder of Cynicism; Plato
(427-347 BCE); Diogenes the Cynic (c. 412-323 BCE); Aristotle (384-322 BCE); Epicurus (341-270
BCE), founder of Epicureanism; and Zeno of Citium (335-263 BCE), founder of Stoicism. Other
new religions included the cults of Bacchus or Dionysus, Cybele (Great Mother Goddess from
Phrygia), and Isis (Savior Goddess from Egypt). Mithraism, Judaism, Christianity, and Neo-
Platonism appeared in the Roman ideological “marketplace” during the latter part of this transitional
epoch in Hellenic culture.

The transitional epoch to tertiary culture corresponds with the idea of an “Axial Age” put forth
by the German philosopher Karl Jaspers and others. In his The Origin and Goal of History (1949),
Jaspers coined the term Axial Age to describe the period from about the eighth to the third century
BCE when substantial ideological developments occurred across the ancient world.

A tertiary culture is characterized by the following two factors: universal state and universal
religion. The threshold to the Tertiary Era was passed when the ruler of a universal state adopted a
universal religion and encouraged its adoption throughout the state. A universal state is a political
institution in which the ruler of one society rules, at the same time, one or more alien societies,
allowing each to retain, to some degree, their own culture (especially language, laws, and customs).
Along with cultural, ethnic, or racial diversity, a universal state may also be characterized by
territorial flexibility. A universal religion made possible the essential support of a universal state by
an ideology and also made possible the expansion of a culture through its ideology by proselytism.

The technology of tertiary culture consisted primarily of tools derived from iron metallurgy, the
products made from these tools, and the practice of agriculture. There were no substantial
advancements over the technology of secondary culture.

The political institution of tertiary culture consisted primarily of universal states (i.e., empires),
but often disintegrated into territorial states (although the ideal and goal of the universal state
remained), whose principal activities were the same as those of secondary culture except for the
addition of proselytism. The social institutions of tertiary society were similar to those of secondary
society but the religious institution became more important and sometimes dominant within the
society.

The ideology of tertiary culture consisted primarily of universal religions, most commonly
monotheistic mystical (revealed) religions but also philosophical religions, which were principally
concerned with the essential condition of the society and the essence of its members as well as their
morality. Religion was rendered ethical. Ethical conformity and doctrinal belief were essential
requirements. Concepts of sin and salvation were common features. Religious teachings were usually
contained in scripture. The concern with the essence of society’s members resulted in the increased
importance of the clergy, the organization of members in congregations (i.e., “communities of
religious participants whose religious life is of substantial importance for their social relationships
and self-conceptions”), the dogmatization of religion, and the appearance of missionaries and
proselytism.

The Tertiary Era began between 2,500 and 1,400 years ago within the Mesopotamian, Vedic,
Sinic, and Hellenic cultures.

Two tertiary cultures emerged within Mesopotamian culture. The first tertiary culture is called
Zoroastrian. Zoroastrian society began when Emperor Darius I (reign 522-486 BCE) adopted
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Zoroastrianism as the ideology of the Achaemenid dynasty, which had founded the first Persian
Empire (550-330 BCE). As a true empire, this Persian Empire was the first universal state.
Zoroastrianism was also the ideology of the Sasanian Empire (224-651 CE (Common Era)), the last
of the Persian empires before the rise of Islam.

The second tertiary culture that emerged within Mesopotamian culture is called Islamic. Islamic
society began when Muhammad ibn Abdallah (c. 570-632 CE) and his community of believers
migrated in 622 from Mecca to what became known as Medina. The political nature of Islam
discussed above™' may be the reason that Islamic society is the only tertiary society that adopted a
universal religion before the creation of a universal state.

The tertiary culture that emerged within Vedic culture is called Hindic. Hindic society began
when Emperor Asoka (reign 268-232 BCE) adopted Buddhism as the ideology of the Maurya
dynasty, which had founded the Maurya Empire (321-185 BCE). The new Hinduism eventually
became the dominant ideology within Hindic society during the Gupta Empire (c. 319-550 CE). By
the twelfth century CE, Buddhism had disappeared from India.

The tertiary culture that emerged within Sinic culture is called Chinese. Chinese society began
when Emperor Qin Shih Huang (reign 221-210 BCE), who had founded the first unified Chinese
Empire, adopted Legalism as the ideology of the Qin dynasty (221-207 BCE). When the Han
dynasty succeeded the Qin dynasty in 202 BCE, Legalism was replaced with Confucianism as the
empire’s ideology. The Japanese, Korean, and Vietnamese cultures are distinct from, but related to,
Chinese culture.

Two tertiary cultures emerged within Hellenic culture. The first is called Greek Christian. Greek
Christian society began when the Roman Emperor Constantine (reign 306-337 CE) adopted
Christianity to become the first Christian emperor, ended the state persecution of Christians,
legalized Christianity, and patronized the Christian church. Emperor Theodosius 1 (reign 379-395)
completed the official conversion of the Roman Empire to Christianity. By the time of Theodosius’
death in 395, Christianity had become the official state religion of the Roman Empire. Theodosius I
was the last emperor to rule both portions of the Roman Empire. After him, the Roman Empire
was divided between the Latin West and the Greek East where Greek Christian culture developed.

The second tertiary culture that emerged within Hellenic culture is called Latin Christian. Like
Greek Christian culture, Latin Christian society began when Constantine adopted Christianity to
become the first Christian Roman emperor. After the death of Theodosius I in 395, the Roman
Empire was divided between the Greek East and the Latin West where Latin Christian culture
developed. The final political division occurred in 800 with the coronation of Charlemagne as the
“Emperor of the Romans” by the pope in Rome, which directly challenged the Greek Christian
imperial dynasty’s exclusive claim to rule all of the Roman Empire. The final ideological division into
two societies occurred in 1054 with mutual excommunications. The Germanization of Latin
Christianity was an important factor in the ideological schism between the two Christian cultures.’*

Only the Europid and Mongolid races have made the transition from secondary to tertiary
culture. The Zoroastrian, Islamic, Hindic, Greek Christian, and Latin Christian cultures were all
creations of the Europid race. Chinese culture was the creation of the Mongolid race. Because the
transitional epoch to quaternary culture began in Latin Christian society, it will be discussed here in
more detail.

The technology of early Latin Christian culture was not significantly different than the
technology of other tertiary cultures. Latin Christian technology, however, would markedly change
during the transitional epoch between the Tertiary Era and Quaternary Era.

The political institution of Latin Christian culture was a universal state in the form of the
Roman Empire and its successor universal states in Europe, first the Carolingian Empire and then
the Holy Roman Empire. After the deposition of the last Roman emperor in the Latin West in 476,
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there was an absence of political unity until the Frankish ruler Charles Martel (c. 688-741) stopped
the Muslim expansion into Europe in 732 and united the former Roman province of Gaul plus parts
of Germany under Carolingian rule. The anointment of Charles Martel’s son, Pepin the Short (reign
751-768), by Pope Stephen 1II as the King of the Franks sealed an alliance between the papacy and
the Frankish monarchy. The title of Roman Emperor was revived in the Latin West when Pepin’s
son, Charlemagne (742-814), already King of the Franks and Lombards, was crowned as Imperator
Romanorum (“Emperor of the Romans”) by Pope Leo III in 800. After the title was contested and
the last claimant died in 924, the title of Emperor of the Romans was revived again in 962 when the
pope crowned Otto I, beginning a continuous existence of the Holy Roman Empire for over eight
centuries. Under the principle of #ranslatio imperii (“transfer of rule”), the Holy Roman Empire (a
term not used until the thirteenth century) was regarded as the continuation of the ancient Roman
Empire and its emperor as the inheritor of the title of Imperator Romanorum.

The ideal of Latin Christian culture was a unified Christendom or Corpus Christianum, of which
the Holy Roman Empire and the Roman Catholic Church were the leading political and religious
institutions, respectively. The crowning of the emperor by the pope bestowed the divine mandate.
Unity was facilitated by the use of Latin as the universal language. Latin had been the /Zngua franca of
the Roman Empire and remained the official language of the Roman Catholic Church and the
universal method of communication for learning and diplomacy in Latin Christian society until the
rise of vernacular languages in the seventeenth century.

The ideology of Latin Christian culture was a universal religion in the form of Latin Christianity
as set forth by the Roman Catholic Church. The bishop of Rome or pope gradually established
himself as the head of the Roman Catholic Church in the fourth, fifth, and sixth centuries, largely
due to the pontificates of Damasus I (366-384), Leo I (440-461), and Gregory I (590-604). The Latin
Christian canon, called the “New Testament,” was finalized in the fourth century. Latin Christian
ideological orthodoxy was settled by 600 through a series of ecumenical councils, most importantly
the councils of Nicaea (325), Constantinople (381), Ephesus (431), and Chalcedon (451). The
Council of Nicaea resulted in the Nicene Creed that included belief in “one holy catholic and
apostolic Church.”

Latin Christian ideology spread throughout Europe through the conversions of rulers, who then
converted their people, and through the work of missionaries. The Frankish king Clovis I (c. 466-
511) converted to Latin Christianity in 496, which began the centuries-long relationship between the
papacy and the Frankish monarchy, culminating in the crowning of Charlemagne in 800. By the
ninth and tenth centuries, the western, central, and northern parts of Europe had been largely
converted to Latin Christianity and acknowledged the pope as the Vicar of Christ. The authority of
the Roman Catholic Church was recognized throughout Europe except in Russia and the Balkans
where Greek Christian culture predominated.

The period from 1000 to 1300 was the zenith of Latin Christian culture. This period was the
time of the Crusades (1095-1291); the Cluniac and Cistercian monastic reforms; the founding of
military orders, such as the Knights Hospitaller, Knights Templar, and Teutonic Knights, and
mendicant orders, such as the Franciscans and Dominicans; the beginning of Gothic architecture;
the development of the first universities; and the scholasticism of Albertus Magnus (1193-1280) and
Thomas Aquinas (1225-1274), who wrote Swumma Theologica. The Holy Roman Empire was at its
greatest territorial extent during the Hohenstaufen dynasty (1138-1254). The papacy reached the
peak of its authority and prestige under Innocent III (reign 1198-1216). This period also saw the
appearance of the instruments of the episcopal inquisition in 1184 and the papal inquisition in the
1230s.

The transitional epoch between the Tertiary Era and Quaternary Era began about 500 years ago
in Latin Christian society. The transitional epoch to quaternary culture arose out of a crisis in both
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the existential and essential conditions of Latin Christian culture. For vatious reasons, its universal
state (Holy Roman Empire) and universal religion (Latin Christianity) were no longer capable of
securing the existence and essence of Latin Christians and, therefore, could no longer fulfill the
existential and essential functions of either the social structure or the ideology of a culture.

By the fifteenth century, the Holy Roman Empire could no longer perform the existential and
essential functions of the social structure either as a political institution to unite Latin Christian
society or as an ideal to do so. Despite the prospect of a world Christian empire (the first “empire
on which the sun never sets”) under the monarchy of Charles V, who was Holy Roman Emperor
(1519-1556) and the King of Spain (1516-1556) among other titles, both the reality and the ideal of
the Holy Roman Empire were too weak. The Peace of Westphalia (1648), concluding the Thirty
Years” War (1618-1648), finally ended the emperot’s attempt to restore both his power and papal
authority throughout the empire. The empire had become a loose confederation of virtually
sovereign states. It remained weak and fragmented until the last holy Roman emperor abdicated in
1806.

Both as a response to and a partial cause of this failure of the Holy Roman Empire to secure
the existence of Latin Christian society, nation-states emerged. A nation-state is a political institution
consisting of a state whose citizens belong predominantly to one nation that has privileged status
within the state. In a nation-state, the state and the privileged nation are coextensive. A nation is a
society (i.e., a group of humans with a common culture who are united by social relationships and
who usually live in a particular territory) with a common descent or genetic heritage, a shared
history, and a general adherence to nationalism. Nationalism is a doctrine characterized by national
consciousness (i.e., awareness of belonging to the nation), loyalty to the nation over all other group
loyalties, the promotion of the interests of the nation, especially the goals of attaining and
maintaining national autonomy, unity, and identity within a nation-state, and particular affection for
the nation’s homeland. This is ethnic nationalism, which requires a common descent or genetic
heritage, and not civic nationalism, which does not.>”

The following factors favored the rise of nationalism and the emergence of nation-states:
several centuries of recurring wars; the development of strong national monarchies and the
establishment of centralized political authority, first in England, France, and Spain, and then
elsewhere; the development of vernacular languages; the emergence of national churches; the
development of international law and the establishment of the concept of the sovereign national
state; and the national rivalries and competition arising during the European exploration and
expansion overseas and resulting from the revival of capitalism and the emergence of the capitalist
world-economy in the sixteenth century.

The American War of Independence and Revolution (1775-1789) and the French Revolution
(1789-1799) resulted in the first nation-states and the first states to base their political legitimacy on
the sovereignty of the people or nation rather than the sovereignty of the Christian god. The fixation
of man’s supreme loyalty upon his nationality at the end of the eighteenth century marks the
beginning of the primacy of nationalism over religious loyalty. In some respects, nationalism can be
considered a surrogate for religion.® During the nineteenth century, the nation-state gradually
replaced the universal state as the ideal form of political institution to secure the existence of
humans.

A similar disruptive process affected the ideology of Latin Christian culture. By the end of the
sixteenth century, Latin Christianity could no longer perform the essential function of an ideology.
The following events weakened the ability of the Roman Catholic Church to secure the essence of
humans in Latin Christian society: the “Babylonian Captivity of the Papacy” in Avignon (1309-
1376); the Black Death (1347-1351); the Papal Schism (1378-1417); the heresies of John Wycliffe
(c.1325-1384) in England and Jan Hus (c.1369-1415) in Bohemia; the appearance of secularism and
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humanism during the Italian Renaissance; scientific discoveries that brought into question aspects of
Christian revelation; the invention of movable-type printing and the spread of literacy; and the
Protestant Reformation of the sixteenth century which produced four major reform movements —
Lutheranism, Calvinism, Anglicanism, and Anabaptism — and which permanently destroyed the
religious unity of Latin Christian society.

Concluded after many years of religious strife between Catholics and Protestants, the Peace of
Augsburg in 1555 officially ended the religious unity of Latin Christian society. The principle of cxius
regio, eins religio (“whose realm, his religion” or the religion of the ruler shall be the religion of the
people) divided society both politically and religiously. In 1648, the Peace of Westphalia established
this principle in international law and legally ended the concept of a single Christian hegemony, i.e.,
the “one holy catholic and apostolic Church” of the Nicene Creed. The European Enlightenment of
the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, with its emphasis on science, reason, individual liberty,
and religious tolerance, also discredited the idea of one universal faith for all. As a result, Latin
Christianity, as set forth by the Roman Catholic Church, was no longer a credible ideology for a
majority in Latin Christian society.

Both as a response to and a partial cause of this failure of the Roman Catholic Church (or any
of the Protestant sects) to secure the essence of Latin Christian society, modern science developed.
This development was made possible by Greek philosophy, the Christian faith in reason, and the
Christian conception of god as the rational creator of a comprehensible universe.”® The
development of the mechanistic sciences and the pure scientific thought underlying them was the
exclusive work of Latin Christian society. The fundamental hypotheses of these sciences were
developed and their fundamental discoveries made from 1200 to 1850.%

Science is both a system of acquiring knowledge based on the scientific method and the
organized body of knowledge gained through such research. The scientific method is empirical
observation, combined with the experimental method, quantitative measurement, and logical or
mathematical reasoning. The underlying premise is that all of nature operates in accordance with
natural laws that humans are capable of discovering.

During the seventeenth century, science became the dominant means to comprehend the
material world. Prior to the seventeenth century, revelation and theology were superior to science in
the pursuit of knowledge, but by the end of the century, science was superior to theology. For
example, biblical scripture was no longer employed to judge a scientific opinion. Rather, science was
used to judge the validity of scripture.™”

From the seventeenth century onward, science provided an increasingly comprehensive
explanation of the material world. With Charles Darwin’s theory of biological evolution by natural
selection in the nineteenth century, that explanation included humanity’s situation in the world. This
scientific knowledge has severely eroded revealed religion’s claim to explain the material world.
Another assault on religious belief came from nineteenth-century German scholars, such as Julius
Wellhausen, who used “higher criticism” to analyze Bible texts. They showed that the Bible was
written by many different people rather than one of divine origin.®® The result of these assaults,
along with other attacks on religious belief, was that in the nineteenth century “the belief in the
Christian god has become unbelievable,” which is the meaning of Friedrich Nietzsche’s
proclamation that “God is dead.””"

The third cultural element — technology — of the Quaternary Era is industrialism — the fourth
conquest of natural forces by humans. Continuing a centuries-long process of invention, innovation,
and the application of science to technology, industrialization accelerated in the second half of the
eighteenth century, first in Great Britain and then in continental Europe and European overseas
settlements. Industrialism is the process by which production by hand tools (powered primarily by
human or animal muscle) was replaced by production using heavy machinery (often powered by
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fuels). The central invention was the improved steam engine by James Watt in 1769. The
industrialization process was facilitated by the already well-established economic institution of
capitalism, based on free markets, secure property rights, and free (i.e., uncoerced) labor. By the
early twentieth century, Western Europe and the United States had changed from a mainly rural,
agricultural economy to an overwhelmingly industrial one.

As a result of the cultural challenge of Western expansion and influence around the world, all
the remaining tertiary societies, to various degrees, responded by adopting science, the nation-state,
and industrialism as major features of their cultures. In other words, they became to some degree
Westernized. In Japan, this process began in 1868 and in China in 1901. In India and the other parts
of Asia and Africa that came under European colonial rule, the process began when they were
colonies but then accelerated after gaining independence after the Second World War. The same
process occurred in the former European colonies in Latin America over a century earlier.

Although the ideology of communism supported the replacement of one universal state
(Russian Empire) by another (Union of Soviet Socialist Republics), ethnic nationalism outlasted
communism in the end. In 1991, the Soviet Union disintegrated into 15 more racially and ethnically
homogeneous countries, some qualifying as nation-states. The remaining communist states (i.e.,
China, North Korea, Vietnam, and Cuba) today are, for the most part, nation-states.

The only exception to the general trend toward nationalism and the establishment of nation-
states is a portion of Islamic society. Instead of a secular nation-state for each of the Muslim
peoples, Islamists want to create the universal state called the caliphate, which would encompass all
of Islamic society and would be ruled according to Islamic law.””

We are still living in this transitional epoch between the Tertiary Era and Quaternary Era and
due to Western expansion and influence around the world, most of the people in the world are now
living in this transitional epoch as well. Science is still replacing universal religions (especially
revealed religions) as the dominant means to comprehend the world and humanity’s situation in it
and nation-states are still replacing the reality and the ideal of a universal state or, as it is more
commonly called today, a multicultural or multiethnic state.”" A contributing factor to both these
transitions is the process of industrialization, which strengthens the importance of both science and
the nation-state.

Nevertheless, the transition to a scientific era dominated by nation-states and powered by
industrialism is far from complete. Science as a method for obtaining objective knowledge has been
rejected by postmodernism®”? and the importance of nation-states has been threatened by the rise of
globalism.

Other obstacles to the Quaternary Era stem from a new essential crisis that the Western world
has been confronting since the Great Civil War of the West (1914-1945).°” This new essential crisis
is the cause of the existential crisis described in part I above.

Ethnic nationalism, the doctrinal basis of the nation-state, has been seriously weakened by this
tragic civil war. Especially in Western Europe, national consciousness, national loyalty, and the
promotion of the national interest are no longer part of the collective essence of a significant
portion of the population, particularly among the elites. This weakening of nationalism has been
exacerbated by a broader loss of a strong sense of cultural confidence and faith in the uniqueness of
Western civilization. Whites have lost a clear understanding of both purpose and future possibility.

This weakened essential condition made the Western world more vulnerable to Jewish
subversion. Although the civil war did not weaken nationalism in the United States as much as in
Western Europe, the United States was more vulnerable to Jewish subversion than Western Europe
in the post-war period because of the uniqueness of American national identity and the on-going
Jewish subversion that had started decades earlier.
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The United States was one of the world leaders in the transition to quaternary culture until the
mid-twentieth century when it lost its political will to remain a White nation-state as a result of
Jewish subversion and the countercultural revolution that began in the 1960s, as we shall see below.
Before discussing the Jewish threat and the American problem, however, we will set forth the real
American story — a history of American national identity.
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Chapter 7
THE REAL AMERICAN STORY

The real American story is the history of the birth and growth of a White Christian nation-state
on the North American continent called the United States of America. Real Americans™ are
members of the White race with wholly European genetic heritage and Christian cultural heritage.
They are the ethno-cultural core, which founded and built the American Republic and dominated
American political, economic, and cultural life until the 1950s.%”

The American Republic was founded by a racially and culturally homogeneous people of
northwestern European ancestry. From the founding of Jamestown (1607), Plymouth (1620), and
Massachusetts Bay (1630) by English colonists to the Declaration of Independence in 1776, virtually
all settlers in the thirteen British colonies came from northwestern Europe, the great majority of
them from the British Isles. In 1790, there were almost 3.2 million White Americans, 78.9 percent of
whom were from the British Isles (60.9 percent English, 9.7 percent Irish, and 8.3 percent Scottish).
The national origin of the remaining Whites were 8.7 percent German, 3.4 percent Dutch, 1.7
percent French, 0.7 percent Swedish, and 6.6 percent unknown.”® White Americans were 98 percent
Protestant’”” and only 1 percent Catholic.”™

These people were the founding settlers, the ethno-cultural core that founded the American
Republic. At its founding, therefore, the United States was a highly homogeneous society in terms of
race, national origin, and religion. Indians and blacks, free or slave, were not considered part of the
American national community and did not have the full rights of citizenship nor were they thought
to be entitled to such rights.”” The country’s origin as an Anglo-Protestant settler society has, more
than anything else, shaped the development of the nation in the following centuries.

The American nation gestated during the century and a half of colonial life and was born during
the nineteen years (1764-1783) of struggle for independence from Great Britain. Thus, the nation
existed prior to the drafting and ratification of the U.S. Constitution in 1787 and 1788. The
Constitution did not create the American nation; rather, the nation — “We the People of the United
States” — created the Constitution.

The “People of the United States” existed with a common race, ethnicity, language, religion,
culture, and history before it “ordain[ed] and establish[ed] this Constitution for the United States of
America.” In arguing for the ratification of the new Constitution to place the American nation under
one federal government, John Jay, a coauthor of the Federalist Papers, writes in Federalist No. 2 that

Providence has been pleased to give this one connected country to one united people — a people
descended from the same ancestors, speaking the same language, professing the same religion,
attached to the same principles of government, very similar in their manners and customs, and
who, by their joint counsels, arms, and efforts, fighting side by side throughout a long and bloody
war, have nobly established their general liberty and independence.
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This country and this people seem to have been made for each other, and it appears as if it
was the design of Providence that an inheritance so proper and convenient for a band of brethren,
united to each other by the strongest ties, should never be split into a number of unsocial, jealous
and alien sovereignties.”

Even before the Constitution was ratified, Americans were “one united people” and “a band of
brethren” who were united by blood, language, faith, culture, and history.

The framers of the Constitution endorsed this view of the American people. According to the
preamble, “We the People of the United States” ordained and established the Constitution in order
to, among other things, “secure the Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity.” Like the
First and Second Continental Congresses (the Second Continental Congress adopted the
Declaration of Independence), the Congress under the Articles of Confederation, and all the
colonial and state governments, only members of the White race participated in the convention that
drafted the Constitution, the state conventions that ratified it, and the selection of the delegates to
those conventions. The words “We the People of the United States” and “ourselves,” therefore,
refer to members of the White race. Thus, “our Posterity” means the future White generations of
those White Americans who founded the American Republic.

“People of the United States” and “citizens” are synonymous terms in the Constitution. Both
terms describe the political body that exercises sovereignty through the republican institutions
created by the Constitution. Neither Indians nor blacks, free or slave, were constituent members of
this political body. They were not, therefore, “citizens” within the meaning of the Constitution.” As
they were not part of “the People of the United States,” they were also excluded from that people’s
“Posterity.”

Only the descendants of those who made the compact to form the Republic in 1787-1788 and
free White applicants (added in 1790) were eligible for citizenship under federal law.”® An American,
therefore, meant a White person. This principle was codified in the first federal naturalization law in
1790, which required that an applicant be a “free white person.””® According to Harvard political
scientist Samuel P. Huntington, “The Founding Fathers assumed that the survival of republican
government required relatively high levels of racial, religious, and ethnic homogeneity.”*** With only
minor exceptions, the privilege of naturalization was confined to “white persons” until the
Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952.

Race, however, was just one component of American national identity. At the time of the
founding of the Republic, Americans defined the substance of their identity in terms of race,
ethnicity, culture, and political doctrine, i.e., the White race, British ethnicity, Anglo-Protestant
culture, and the American Creed. These four components remained part of American national
identity until the Second World War.”

Historically, White Americans have had a high degree of racial consciousness, which led to
sharp distinctions between them and Indians, blacks, Asians, and Mexicans and the exclusion of
these non-whites from the American national community.” These peoples of alien race wetre not
considered real Americans nor were they considered assimilable. For much of their history,
Americans expelled and exterminated Indians, enslaved and oppressed blacks, excluded Asians,
discriminated against Mexicans, and even restricted entry of people from outside northwestern
Europe.”’

Although the relationship between the European settlers and the Indians was generally
cooperative in the initial decades following the first English settlements in the early seventeenth
century, that relationship changed with King Philip’s War of 1675-1676, proportionately the
bloodiest war in American history.”® As a result, the colonial victory “drew new, firmer boundaries
between English and Indian people, between English and Indian land, and between what it meant to
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be ‘English’ and what it mean [si] to be ‘Indian.””*® In short, this war is the story of “how English
colonists became Americans.””” The settlers concluded that the best Indian policies to follow in the
future were expulsion and/or extermination. King Philip’s War set the pattern for the relationship
between Whites and Indians for well over two centuries after it — one of intermittent but continuing
warfare.”!

The conflicts with the Indians during the French and Indian War (1755-1763) and the American
War of Independence (1775-1783) were also critical in the development of White American identity.
The British used their Indian allies against the Americans in the latter war much as the French used
their Indian allies against the colonists in the earlier war — as a weapon of terror against
noncombatants. Especially in the relatively more ethnically and religiously diverse mid-Atlantic
colonies, the shared experience of fearing and hating Indians united Americans into one people in
the face of a common racial enemy. They gradually used the words “white people” or simply “the
people” to describe themselves collectively in opposition to Indians.”?

From before the founding of the Republic until the late nineteenth century, American policy
toward the Indians was one of separation, the goals of which were the removal of Indians from the
land that Whites wanted and the drawing of boundaries between the two peoples.” The boundaries
were, first of all, legal. The U.S. Constitution excluded “Indians not taxed” from persons counted
for the purpose of apportionment of representatives and taxes.” Mentioned only once again in
connection with the regulation of commerce,” Indian tribes were considered as a separate, not an
integral, part of the American national community.” In 1831, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that
Indian tribes were “domestic dependent nations” in a relation to the U.S. government resembling
that “of a ward to his guardian.”””

The principle of separation was embodied in the Indian Removal Act of 1830, which authorized
the American president to negotiate with Indian tribes for their removal to federal territory west of
the Mississippi River. Although each removal was supposed to be voluntary, heavy pressure was
applied to those tribes who were reluctant to do so™ as well as force to those tribes who resisted.™”
Justified by President Andrew Jackson as a prerequisite to American westward expansion,*” Indian
Removal provided the model for the expansion of White settlement and the extension of White
supremacy across the North American continent that would be invoked by advocates of the
country’s Manifest Destiny for many years to come.*”"

Even after the passage of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution in 1868, which
granted citizenship to former slaves by virtue of their birth within the United States, the U.S.
Supreme Court ruled in 1884 that the amendment’s citizenship clause did not apply to Indians
because they are not “subject to the jurisdiction” of the United States. Indian tribes “were alien
nations, distinct political communities, with whom the United States might and habitually did deal . .
. The members of those tribes owed immediate allegiance to their several tribes, and were not part
of the people of the United States.”*”

An Indian, therefore, cannot make himself a U.S. citizen without the consent and cooperation
of the U.S. government. Such an act, however, was promulgated three years later. Although the
General Allotment, or Dawes, Act of 1887 granted citizenship to Indians who accepted land
allotments and lived separately from their tribe under the new policy of coetcive assimilation,™”
Congress did not grant citizenship to all Indians until 1924.**

While Indians were expelled and/or exterminated, blacks were enslaved and oppressed. At its
adoption, the U.S. Constitution contained express provisions that recognized the existence of slavery
and protected it as a legal institution. The Importation Clause*” prohibited Congtess from banning
the importation of slaves until 1808 and the Fugitive Slave Clause*” required the return of escaped
slaves to their owners and forbid the granting of their freedom, even if found in a free state.
According to the U.S. Supreme Court, these two clauses of the Constitution identified blacks “as a
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separate class of persons, and show clearly that they were not regarded as a portion of the people or
citizens of the Government then formed.”*”

In 1790, blacks, mostly slaves, constituted 20 percent of the total population of the United
States. Seeing the potential dangers posed by a growing black population, both free and slave, some
responsible Americans had the foresight to limit the size and geographical distribution of the black
population. The constitutional provision prohibiting the slave trade after 1808 and the Northwest
Ordinance of 1787 forbidding slavery within the Northwest Territory (present-day Illinois, Indiana,
Michigan, Ohio, Wisconsin, and northeastern Minnesota) effectively restricted slavery to the South
and limited the future increase of the number of blacks in the United States. These two measures
were ctritical for preserving White America.*®

The Missouri Compromise of 1820, which prohibited slavery north of 36°30" with the
exception of Missouri, was motivated as much, if not more, by anti-black antipathy as it was by anti-
slavery sentiment.*” Many Northerners wanted to keep blacks, free and slave, out of the territories
to preserve them for free White labor. This “free-soil” position was expressed in the 1856 platform
of the new Republican Party: “all unoccupied territory of the United States, and such as they may
hereafter acquire, shall be reserved for the white Caucasian race — a thing that cannot be except by
the exclusion of slavery.”*"

Another effort to preserve White America was the American Colonization Society, which was
established in 1816 to promote the voluntary emigration of free blacks to Africa. The society had the
active support of many famous Americans. The first president was U.S. Supreme Court Associate
Justice Bushrod Washington (nephew of President Washington). Subsequent society presidents
included former President James Madison and Henry Clay. Other officers of the society included the
following eminent Americans: Andrew Jackson, Daniel Webster, James Monroe, Stephen Douglas,
John Randolph, William Seward, Francis Scott Key, Winfield Scott, John Marshall, and Roger Taney.
The Virginia state legislature’s endorsement of colonization in 1816 was followed in the next few
years by the legislatures of Maryland, Kentucky, Tennessee, and six northern states as well as the
national governing bodies of the Presbyterian, Methodist, Baptist, and Episcopal denominations.

Operating as a mixed public-private enterprise, the American Colonization Society followed the
example of the British who founded Sierra Leone on the west coast of Africa in 1787 as a haven for
free blacks. The efforts of the society led in 1821 to the founding of Liberia, with its capital of
Monrovia named in honor of President Monroe. Eventually over 15,000 free blacks would be
transported to Liberia.*!!

During the ante-bellum period, Americans in both the North and the South did not consider
slaves or free blacks as members of the national community nor were they treated as such. Free
blacks were almost universally denied the right to vote*'? and their exclusion from or segregation
within public and private facilities was the rule.*”’ In 1848, “in no part of the country except Maine,
did the African race, in point of fact, participate equally with the whites in the exercise of civil and
political rights.”*"*

The “free” Negro of the northern states of course escaped chattel servitude, but he did not escape
segregation, or discrimination, and he enjoyed few civil rights. North of Maryland, free Negroes
were disenfranchised in all of the free states except the four of upper New England; in no state
before 1860 were they permitted to serve on juries; everywhere they were either segregated in
separate public schools or excluded from public schools altogether, except in parts of
Massachusetts after 1845; they were segregated in residence and in employment and occupied the
bottom levels of income; and at least four states — Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, and Oregon — adopted
laws to prohibit or discourage Negroes from coming within their borders.*?
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From the colonial period until 1967, when the Supreme Court declared them
unconstitutional,*'® anti-miscegenation laws banned sexual intercourse and martiage between Whites
and blacks in many colonies (seven out of 13 in 1776) and states (30 out of 48 between 1913 and
1948; 16 in 1967). Only nine states never enacted anti-miscegenation laws.*'’

The dominant ante-bellum attitude toward blacks in both the North and South was the one that
U.S. Supreme Court Chief Justice Roger B. Taney, in the Dred Scott decision of 1857, attributed to
Whites at the time of the adoption of the Constitution.*"® Blacks

had for more than a century before been regarded as beings of an inferior order, and altogether
unfit to associate with the white race, either in social or political relations; and so far inferior, that
they had no rights which the white man was bound to respect; and that the negro might justly and
lawfully be reduced to slavery for his benefit. . . . This opinion was at that time fixed and universal
in the civilized portion of the white race.*"

In that notable case, the Court ruled that African blacks, whether free or slave, whose ancestors
were imported and sold as slaves, “are not included, and were not intended to be included, under the
word ‘citizens’ in the Constitution, and can therefore claim none of the rights and privileges which
that instrument provides for and secures to citizens of the United States.”*

Although the Dred Scott decision was abrogated in 1868 by the Fourteenth Amendment, which
declared that all persons born or naturalized in the United States were citizens of the United States,
blacks remained subject to segregation and discrimination for another century.* Except for a brief
period after the War for Southern Independence (1861-1865), the relationship between the races in
the South, where most blacks lived, was characterized until the mid-1960s by racial segregation and
discrimination and later by so-called “Jim Crow” laws, which enforced segregation.*”

With respect to education, racially segregated schools continued to be legally acceptable in both
the North and the South immediately after the war. The Congress that approved the Fourteenth
Amendment in 1866 had also established and segregated the public schools in the District of
Columbia. At the time the Fourteenth Amendment was proposed, 24 of the 37 existing states
segregated their schools. Furthermore, the Civil Rights Act of 1875, which attempted to protect
black civil rights, was silent on the issue of school segregation.*”’

In 1883, the Civil Rights Act of 1875 was declared partially unconstitutional by the Supreme
Court. In the Ciil Rights Cases, the Court held that the Fourteenth Amendment prohibits racial
discrimination by state and local governments or individuals acting in their official governmental
capacity, but the amendment did not give the federal government power to prohibit discrimination
by private individuals and organizations acting in their private capacity.**

In modifying its holding in the Civi/ Rights Cases, the Supreme Coutt in Plessy v. Ferguson (1896)*
upheld the constitutionality of racial segregation laws for public facilities as long as the segregated
facilities were equal in quality — a doctrine that came to be known as “separate but equal.” This
decision legitimized the many existing state and local laws establishing racial segregation and
provided an impetus and legal basis for more segregation laws in both the North and the South.

Most of the Jim Crow laws were passed after the Plessy decision. These laws mandated the
segregation of public schools, public places, and public transportation, including separate
restaurants, restrooms, and water fountains for Whites and blacks. By 1910, the Southern states
effectively disenfranchised most blacks through a combination of poll taxes, literacy and
comprehension tests, and residency and record-keeping requirements based on the Supreme Court’s
decision in Williams v. Mississippi (1898), which upheld some of these voting requirements.*

Racial segregation was also practiced at the federal level. The U.S. armed forces either excluded
or segregated blacks from the founding of the Republic until the end of segregation by presidential
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decree in 1948.*7 President Woodrow Wilson, a Southern Democrat, appointed segregationists and
introduced segregation into several federal workplaces in 1913.* Wilson, however, merely
continued and expanded federal segregation and discriminatory hiring and promotion practices that
had been initiated and continued by the two previous presidential administrations. After Wilson,
federal segregation and discriminatory practices continued throughout the 1920s under three
presidential administrations.*” There was also racial segregation in federal workplaces in the New
Deal programs of the 1930s.*"

In sum, by a national consensus of opinion, shared by both the political leaders of the nation
and public opinion, from the Republic’s founding to the end of the First World War, blacks were
“deemed an alien presence in American society who could not be assimilated without destroying or
largely impairing the homogeneity and national cohesion of the Republic.”*"

The principal obstacles to legal equality for blacks disappeared with the Supreme Court’s 1954
decision Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, ™ which declared racially segregated public schools
unconstitutional, the Civil Rights Act of 1964, and the Voting Rights Act of 1965.*”

Like Indians and blacks, Asians were also initially excluded from the American national
community. Asians arriving on the West Coast in the nineteenth century were treated with a
combination of social segregation, economic discrimination, and mob violence.** They were also
eventually excluded from entry and barred from naturalization.

The Chinese were the first Asian group to come to the United States in large numbers. Chinese
began arriving on the West Coast around the middle of the nineteenth century, mostly because of
the California gold rush. Many more artrived later to work on the railroads.”® More than 322,000
Chinese entered the country from 1850 until 1882 when the Chinese Exclusion Act went into
effect.”® Enacted under strong popular pressure,*” the Act excluded Chinese “laborers” from
entering the United States for ten years, a suspension that became permanent in 1902. More
importantly, a provision of the law prohibited any federal or state court from admitting any Chinese
to citizenship.”® For the first time, a federal law designated a specific group as ineligible for
citizenship on the basis of race, thus creating the category of “aliens ineligible for citizenship.”*”’

As soon as the Chinese were barred from entry, the Japanese began to arrive. From almost
28,000 in the last decade of the nineteenth century, the number of new arrivals rose over three-fold
to 108,000 by 1907 when President Theodore Roosevelt negotiated the Gentlemen’s Agreement
with Japan under which Japan agreed to use self-imposed quotas to limit emigration. Nevertheless,
another 160,000 Japanese arrived before 1924 when the Immigration Act of that year barred the
Japanese and other aliens ineligible for citizenship from entry.** Two years eatlier, the U.S. Supreme
Court had ruled that the Japanese were aliens ineligible for citizenship because they were not “white
persons.” The Naturalization Act of 1906 confined the privilege of naturalization to “free white
persons” and those of African nativity and descent. The latter category was added in 1870.**'

The Immigration Act of 1917 barred from entry into the United States laborers from the so-
called “Asiatic Barred Zone,” which included India, Indochina, Afghanistan, Arabia, the East Indies,
and other, smaller Asian countries. Other legal provisions already covered China and Japan.**?
Through legislation and treaties, immigration from Asia to the United States had been effectively
terminated, thereby stemming the “yellow peril.”**

The yellow peril became obvious to all with the Japanese attack on the U.S. naval fleet in
Hawnii’s Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941. Fearing an imminent Japanese invasion and believing
that all Japanese were potential subversives, the U.S. government, with popular support, ordered the
evacuation of all Japanese, aliens and citizens, from the West Coast and their detention in relocation
camps for four years. The U.S. Supreme Court later upheld the constitutionality of the evacuation
order.**
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Although it reaffirmed the national origins system of the 1924 law, the Immigration and
Nationality (McCarran-Walter) Act of 1952 abolished all racial tests for citizenship and thus
eliminated the category of “aliens ineligible for citizenship.” By doing so, it ended the practice of
barring Asians from entry and naturalization. Only China, India, and the Philippines received special
treatment before 1952. The ban on Chinese immigration and naturalization was repealed in 1943
when the United States and China were allies during the Second World War. India and the
Philippines received similar special treatment in 1946.*

Similar to Indians, blacks, and Asians, Mexicans initially faced discrimination and exclusion
from the American national community. The first large group of Mexicans within American borders,
about 80,000, was the result of the American conquest, annexation, and purchase between 1845 and
1854 of about half the territory formerly belonging to the Republic of Mexico, including all or part
of the present states of Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, Texas, Utah, and
Wyoming.**

Despite being guaranteed American citizenship in the peace treaty, Mexicans were not granted
full civil rights for many decades. In California, Mexicans were not recognized as citizens until a
ruling by the state supreme court in 1870. Mexicans in New Mexico did not receive their full rights
of citizenship until after statchood in 1912. In Texas, only Whites could own land and Mexicans had
difficulty establishing themselves as legally White. In some parts of eastern Texas, Mexicans were
forcibly expelled.*’

The Mexican population of the Southwest grew slowly until the beginning of the twentieth
century when it soared due to natural increase and immigration from Mexico.*® Despite cutting off
most immigration from much of the world by the Immigration Act of 1924, the U.S. government
placed no limits on immigration from countries in the Western Hemisphere. This decision was
partly due to a desire to maintain good relations within the hemisphere and partly due to pressure
from southwestern agricultural lobbies who wanted cheap Mexican labor.**

Following the stock market crash of 1929, however, the economic downturn resulted in a mass
deportation of Mexicans from the country. In cooperation with the Mexican government, this
repatriation program deported about 500,000 Mexicans back to Mexico. During the Second World
War, demand for cheap Mexican labor caused a resurgence in illegal entry. Another major
repatriation occurred from 1950 to 1955, culminating in Operation Wetback, with the deportation of
3.8 million Mexicans.*"

Despite the weakening of White supremacy, the racial component of American national identity
was still strong until the 1950s. Indians, blacks, Asians, and Mexicans were largely excluded from the
American national community. For the most part, the United States was a normatively White nation-
state. In the words of Samuel Huntington, “For all practical purposes America was a white society
until the mid-twentieth century.”*!

Although a more limited category than race, ethnicity is also an important component in the
definition of American national identity. In this case, it is British ethnicity.** As noted eatlier, almost
80 percent of White Americans in 1790 were ethnically British and most of the remainder were from
other ethnically-related places in northwestern Europe and 98 percent were Protestant. The British
ethnicity of Americans was still so strong in the 1830s that Alexis de Tocqueville, in his Democracy in
Apmerica, referred to Americans as “Anglo-Americans.”*’

In its first century, the American Republic was a “nation-state, based upon an Anglo-American
Protestant nationalism that was as much racial and religious as it was political.”** The strong Anglo-
American Protestant nationalism of the American people naturally led to nativist reactions when the
ethnic basis of that nationalism was threatened.

There are three main traditions in American nativism.*> The first tradition is anti-Catholic
nativism that reaches back to the Reformation and anti-Catholicism’s link with emerging
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nationalism. Americans viewed their political liberty as irreconcilable with European popery and
Catholic immigrants as minions of the pope who would subvert American republican institutions.
The second tradition is anti-radical nativism that dates back to the Alien and Sedition Acts of 1798
passed in the aftermath of the French Revolution out of fear of foreign radicals. The third tradition
is racial nativism that can be traced back to the Anglo-Saxonism of seventeenth and eighteenth
century England and of eighteenth and eatly nineteenth century America.**

The first great period of nativist reaction resulted from the explosion in the number of
Catholics, mostly Irish and German, in the United States. From about 35,000 out of a total White
population of 3.2 million in 1790, the number of Catholics increased to more than 300,000 by 1830.
One-third to one-half of the immigrants between 1830 and 1860 were Catholics. Growing three-
and-a-half times faster than the total population, the Catholic population was 1.6 million in 1850 and
then 3.1 million in 1860.

Catholicism became the largest religious denomination in the United States. Along with the
number of Catholics, Catholic institutions, such as colleges, seminaries, parochial schools,
newspapers, and Catholic societies, also grew in number. This growth led naturally to a nativist
movement in a strongly Protestant nation that had been hostile to Catholics in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, that was experiencing an evangelical revival,” and that “typically linked the
history of political liberty with Protestantism.”**

Although there were other nativist political and semi-secret fraternal organizations in the 1830s
and 1840s,*” it was the Order of the Star Spangled Banner, a fraternal order that became known as
the Know Nothing party, that gained the most prominence. Know Nothings believed that
Protestantism defined American identity, that Protestantism was responsible for the nation’s
political freedom, social stability, and economic prosperity, and that the Protestant values of
individualism, democracy, and egalitarianism were the foundation of American republicanism. Know
Nothings maintained that Catholicism was fundamentally incompatible with Protestant values and
thus also with republicanism. The increase in number and influence of Catholics by the mid-
nineteenth century, therefore, was viewed as a threat to American political institutions that must be
met while Protestants still held a numerical advantage.*”

Vowing to reduce the political influence of immigrants and Catholics, the Know Nothings
entered politics in 1854. By the end of 1855, they had elected eight governors, more than 100
congressmen, the mayors of Boston, Philadelphia, and Chicago, and thousands of other local
officials. The new party attracted prominent politicians of every political leaning. After their initial
successes, the Know Nothings converted their organization into a conventional political party called
the American party.*" They described their philosophy as Americanism.** Due to a split over
slavery, however, the American party disappeared by 1860.%°

Although immigrants from Northern and Western Europe were still in the majority in the
1880s when 5.25 million immigrants arrived, “new immigrants” from Southern and Eastern Europe
(mainly Slavs, Italians, and Jews) were becoming increasingly numerous. By the 1890s, the new
immigrants were in the majority. The numbers exploded in 1900 and rose even higher in the years
up to 1914 when new immigrants outnumbered old immigrants by nearly three and a half. Almost
8.8 million immigrants arrived from 1901 to 1910. With this vast number of new immigrants (almost
23.5 million from 1881 to 1920), the issue of ethnicity assumed greater salience as an element of
national identity than it had been earlier.*”*

As in the mid-nineteenth century, the dramatic increase in immigration between 1880 and 1914
resulted in another great period of nativist reaction but this time in conjunction with a revival of
nationalism. The catalyst of this period was anti-radical nativism arising from the Haymarket Affair
of May 1886."" Because many of the radicals were Catholic, anti-Catholic nativism was also
prevalent during the beginning of this period. The anti-Catholic secret society, American Protective
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Society, was founded in 1887 and became the largest anti-Catholic movement during the late
nineteenth century, peaking in size (about a half a million members) and influence (mainly in the
Midwest) in the mid-1890s.**

As the proportion of new immigrants continued to grow in the early twentieth century, racial
nativism began to dominate. Failing to draw a sharp line between races and ethnicity, many nativists
thought the new immigrants belonged to inferior races and thus were unassimilable. Founded in
1894, the Immigration Restriction League campaigned for a literacy test for immigrants as a way of
restricting entry by illiterates from Southern and Eastern Europe. The literacy test finally became law
in 1917 despite President Wilson’s veto.*”

The American entry into the First World War temporarily ended mass immigration to the
United States but the war sparked an unprecedented wave of nativism and nationalism that took the
form of repression, deportation, and “Americanization.”*® The Americanization movement to
assimilate the new immigrants that began at the turn of the twentieth century continued into the
immediate postwar years. It was noted for its campaign to convert “hyphenated Americans” to “100
percent Americanism.”*”

When mass immigration resumed in 1920, there was a revival of anti-Catholic and racial
nativism. Newly added to these traditions was anti-Semitism. The organization that best exemplified
this new fusion was the second Ku Klux Klan, founded anew in 1915 as an avowedly patriotic
fraternal order for White Protestant native-born citizens. Beginning to grow in 1920, the Klan’s
membership peaked in 1923 at about three million.*”

Although the Klan’s claimed membership of four to six million was probably an exaggeration,
one historian notes that the “Klan’s program was embraced by millions who were not members,
possibly even a majority of Americans.” It largely flourished above the Mason-Dixon Line from
New Jersey to Oregon. Never a secret organization, the 1920s Klan seemed ordinary and respectable
to its contemporaries. It operated in broad daylight, organized mass public events, and elected
hundreds of its members to public office. It also owned or controlled about 150 magazines or
newspapets, two colleges, and a motion picture company.””! In the words of another historian, the
“Second Ku Klux Klan of 1915 was an attempt to reassert the integrity of the White Anglo-Saxon
Protestant community and its dominance.”*’

Anti-Semitism was not restricted to the Klan. The idea of the Jew as Bolshevik and architect of
the Russian Revolution who was plotting to seize control of the United States for world
communism was shared among government agents and journalists pursuing revolutionaries and
expressed at legislative hearings and public meetings. Also, in 1920, Henry Ford, the business
magnate, began his anti-Semitic campaign in his weekly Dearborn Independent (later published in book
format entitled The International Jew: The World’s Foremost Problens), which included publicity of The
Protocols of the Elders of Zion.*"

In addition to almost three decades of popular nativism and the influence of such racial
theorists as Madison Grant and Lothrop Stoddard,”* the war finally built a popular consensus for
immigration restriction. The old belief in unrestricted immigration and the historic confidence in
American society’s capacity to assimilate anybody was destroyed by the demand for national unity
and homogeneity during the war.*” In Stoddard’s words, the war “produced the ‘Great Awakening’
to national, cultural, and racial realities” among the American people,*® which resulted in the end of
mass immigration.

Passed as an emergency measure to stem the new wave of immigrants, the Quota Act of 1921
imposed the first numerical limitation on European immigration by setting an annual cap of 350,000
visas and restricted the annual number of immigrants of each admissible nationality to 3 percent of
the foreign-born of that nationality as recorded in the U.S. Census of 1910. The Immigration Act of
1924 (National Origins Act) changed the annual quota for each country from 3 to 2 percent and the
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quota basis from the census of 1910 to the census of 1890. The 1924 Act also provided that this
formal quota system would be replaced in 1927 by a “national origins” system in which the total
annual immigration from European countries was restricted to 150,000 with quotas by country
based upon the national origins of all residents according to the census of 1920. Designed to prevent
further changes in the racial and ethnic composition of American society, this formula resulted in 82
percent of the total annual quota being assigned to Northern and Western Europe, 16 percent to
Southern and Eastern Europe, and 2 percent to the remaining quota-receiving countties.*”

Reflecting national sentiment, President Calvin Coolidge, in his first annual message to
Congress in December 1923, said, “America must be kept American. For this purpose, it is
necessary to continue a policy of restricted immigration.”*”

Paradoxically, the drastic decrease in immigration from Southern and Eastern Europe
contributed to the effective removal of ethnicity as a defining component of American national
identity. The pause in immigration allowed the new immigrants and their children to assimilate, a
process which was greatly accelerated by the Second World War. Although Anglo-Americans were
still the dominant ethnic group at the end of the war, ethnically the United States was no longer an
Anglo-American society. Called WASPs (White Anglo-Saxon Protestants) beginning in the late
1950s, Anglo-Americans became just one of many White ethnic groups in the country. Nevertheless,
their Anglo-Protestant culture survived as a defining component of American national identity.*”

Key elements of Anglo-Protestant culture include: the English language; Christianity; religious
commitment; Protestant values of individualism, the work ethic, and the belief that humans have the
ability and the duty to create a heaven on earth, a “city on a hill”; British traditions of the rule of law,
individual rights, and limited governmental power; and a legacy of European art, literature,
philosophy, and music.*® This Anglo-Protestant culture is the cultural core of the United States.*'

The waves of European immigrants in the nineteenth and early twentieth century were
compelled, induced, and persuaded in various ways to assimilate into American society and to
adhere to the key elements of Anglo-Protestant culture. European immigrants, who were not Anglo-
Saxon Protestants, may have contributed to and modified the dominant culture but they did not
fundamentally change it. They became Americans by adopting the standard Anglo-Protestant
cultural patterns. This “Anglo-conformity” model of Americanization best describes the cultural
assimilation of European immigrants until the 1960s.*

In addition to race, ethnicity, and culture, Americans also had to define their national identity
politically to justify their independence from Great Britain in the mid-eighteenth century. Conflicts
over issues of trade, taxes, military security, and the extent of the British Parliament’s power caused
the deterioration of relations between the American colonies and Britain, which eventually led to the
colonists’ belief that independence was the only solution to these issues. Because Americans and
Britons were one people in terms of race, ethnicity, culture, and language, American independence
had to be justified in political terms. This effort resulted in the creedal component of American
national identity. A product of the distinct Anglo-Protestant culture of the founders of the American
Republic, the American Creed consists of the principles of liberty, equality (in the sense explained
below), individualism, representative government, individual rights, private property, and the rule of
law.*

The American Creed is the unique component of American national identity that makes the
United States especially vulnerable to Jewish subversion. As we shall see,*™ the White racial
tendencies toward equality, individualism, moral universalism, and science made Whites susceptible
to manipulation by a cohesive, collectivistic ethnic group like Jewry to act against their own White
racial interests. This manipulation includes changing the Creed to the detriment of White Americans.

The belief that the United States is and has always been about democracy, equality, and diversity
is a myth. The Republic’s founders did not believe in democracy, equality, or diversity. Neither the
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word “democracy” nor “equality” appears in the Constitution nor in the Bill of Rights — the nation’s
founding documents. Equality is not even mentioned in The Federalist Papers* and democracy is only
discussed when contrasted with a republic.”® Forty-eight of the 85 papers in The Federalist Papers
were on the topic of the “conformity of the proposed constitution to the true principles of
republican government.”*®” A republic was founded, not a democracy. The Constitution provides
that the “United States shall guarantee to every State in this Union a Republican Form of
Government,”* not a democratic form of government. Finally, the belief in the strength of
diversity is inconsistent with the American national motto “E pluribus unum” — “Out of many,
one.”* Strength resides in unity, not diversity.*"

The most persistent myth concerns equality. The American War of Independence was about
liberty, not equality. Sons of Liberty, Liberty Trees, Liberty Poles, John Dickinson’s Liberty Song —
the “spirit of liberty” was present everywhere in the colonists’ protests. It was the French who
included egalité (“equality”) in their revolutionary slogan, not the Americans. George Washington
constantly reminded his men that they were fighting for the “blessings of liberty.”*! The U.S.
Constitution, of course, was ordained and established in order to, among other things, “secure the
Blessings of Liberty to ourselves and our Posterity” and not the blessings of equality. Even during
the First World War, war propaganda emphasized liberty in its anti-German sentiment: liberty loans
(war bonds), liberty cabbage (sauerkraut), liberty sausage (frankfurter), liberty measles (German
measles), and liberty pup (dachshund).

Abraham Lincoln’s claim that the United States was dedicated to the proposition that “all men
are created equal” is simply false. Furthermore, regardless of modern misinterpretations of this
phrase as an aspirational expression of egalitarian idealism, the Declaration of Independence has no
binding authority because it is not a legal document of the United States.

When the Declaration was drafted and signed, the phrase “all men are created equal” was not
understood to mean racial equality. A slave owner (along with 11 other U.S. presidents) who thought
a “natural aristocracy of virtue and talent”*” should rule in a republic, Thomas Jefferson writes: “We
hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they are endowed by their
Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of
Happiness.” What he meant was that all White men are created equal. It was “an equality of God-
given rights”*” between White men and nothing more.

In Dred Scott v. Sandford (1857), the U.S. Supreme Court explains that the words “all men are
created equal” did not include blacks.

But it is too clear for dispute, that the enslaved African race were not intended to be included [in
the words “all men are created equal”], and formed no part of the people who framed and adopted
this declaration; for if the language, as understood in that day, would embrace them, the conduct of
the distinguished men who framed the Declaration of Independence would have been utterly and
flagrantly inconsistent with the principles they asserted; and instead of the sympathy of mankind, to
which they so confidently appealed, they would have deserved and received universal rebuke and
reprobation. . . . They perfectly understood the meaning of the language they used, and how it
would be understood by others; and they knew that it would not in any part of the civilized world
be supposed to embrace the negro race, which, by common consent, had been excluded from
civilized Governments and the family of nations, and doomed to slavery.**

In historical context, the phrase “all men are created equal” means that British subjects in the
colonies are equal to, and thus have the same rights as, British subjects born and residing in Great
Britain. The denial of this equality by the British government was one of the primary complaints of
the colonists in their many protests. See, for example, the Declaration of Rights and Grievances
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adopted by the Stamp Act Congress in 1765 and the Declaration of Rights adopted by the First
Continental Congress in 1774. One of those unalienable rights set forth in these declarations is that
no tax be imposed upon a person without the consent of that person, given personally or through a
representative. The infringement of this right gave rise to the slogan “no taxation without
representation.”

Used in a political document to justify political rebellion, the phrase “all men are created equal”
was also designed to challenge aristocratic privilege and rule by royalty. The phrase expressed the
republican denial of the principle of hereditary monarchy and aristocracy. This view of equality is
stated in Article I, Section 9, of the U.S. Constitution, which forbids the government from granting
any title of nobility and prohibits any officeholder from accepting one.*”

Even Jefferson admitted that the object of the Declaration of Independence was not to
proclaim new principles or arguments but to justify the American rebellion to the world. In a letter
written in 1825, he asserts that

with respect to our rights, and the acts of the British government contravening those rights, there
was but one opinion on this side of the water. All American whigs thought alike on these subjects.
When forced, therefore, to resort to arms for redress, an appeal to the tribunal of the world was
deemed proper for our justification. This was the object of the Declaration of Independence. Not
to find out new principles, or new arguments, never before thought of, not merely to say things
which had never been said before; but to place before mankind the common sense of the subject,
in terms so plain and firm as to command their assent, and to justify ourselves in the independent
stand we are compelled to take. Neither aiming at originality of principle or sentiment, nor yet
copied from any particular and previous writing, it was intended to be an expression of the
American mind, and to give to that expression the proper tone and spirit called for by the
occasion.*”

While some misinterpret the phrase “all men are created equal” as an expression of egalitarian
idealism, especially racial equality, that was not Jefferson’s intent. He did not include Indians or
blacks in the phrase “all men are created equal” because he did not believe that either Indians or
blacks were equal to Whites.

As part of the Declaration’s “history of repeated injuries and usurpations” committed by the
British king, Jefferson includes the following injury: “He has excited domestic insurrections amongst
us, and has endeavoured to bring on the inhabitants of our frontiers, the merciless Indian Savages,
whose known rule of warfare, is an undistinguished destruction of all ages, sexes and conditions.”
Although he had a higher opinion of Indians than blacks,*” Jefferson did not believe that these
“merciless Indian Savages” were equal to Whites in their present uncivilized condition. As president,
Jefferson was “among the architects of Indian removal.”**® Just as a White America required the
removal of Indians by being driven across the Mississippi, he thought it also required the removal of
blacks — not across a tiver but an ocean.*”

Although a slave owner who did not emancipate all his slaves upon his death as George
Washington did, Jefferson opposed slavery because it corrupted both masters and slaves alike. In
particular, the role of master corrupted the manners and morals and thus the industry of Whites.
“The whole commerce between master and slave is a perpetual exercise of the most boisterous
passions, the most unremitting despotism on the one part, and degrading submissions on the other,”
he observes in his Notes on the State of Virginia.™

As a member of the Virginia House of Delegates from late 1776 until elected governor in mid-
1779, Jefterson took a leading role in the revision of the state’s laws. One bill was on the subject of
slaves. He and his supporters wanted to propose a future and general emancipation coupled with
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deportation. Although the principles of the amendment — “the freedom of all born after a certain
day, and deportation at a proper age” — were agreed upon, “it was found that the public mind would
not yet bear the proposition.” Writing in his Autobiography in 1821, he concludes that “nor will it [i.e.,
the public mind] bear it even at this day.” Jefferson then issues a warning.

Yet the day is not distant when it must bear and adopt it, or worse will follow. Nothing is more
certainly written in the book of fate than that these people are to be free. Nor is it less certain that
the two races, equally free, cannot live in the same government. Nature, habit, opinion has drawn
indelible lines of distinction between them. It is still in our power to direct the process of
emancipation and deportation peaceably and in such slow degree as that the evil will wear off
insensibly, and their place be pari passu [“at an equal rate”] filled up by free white laborers. If on
the contrary it is left to force itself on, human nature must shudder at the prospect held up. We
should in vain look for an example in the Spanish deportation or deletion of the Moors. This
precedent would fall far short of our case.™

The Jefferson Memorial in Washington, D.C., falsifies this passage. Inscribed on the marble
interior are the words: “Nothing is more certainly written in the book of fate than that these people
are to be free.” The quote stops there. Not inscribed is the following sentence: “Nor is it less certain
that the two races, equally free, cannot live in the same government.”

Jefferson also discusses this proposal of emancipation and deportation in his Notes on the State of
Virginia (1785). To the question “Why not retain and incorporate the blacks into the state, and thus
save the expense of supplying, by importation of white settlers, the vacancies they will leave?” he
provides the following answer.

Deep rooted prejudices entertained by the whites; ten thousand recollections, by the blacks, of the
injuries they have sustained; new provocations; the real distinctions that nature has made; and many
other circumstances, will divide us into parties, and produce convulsions which will probably never
end but in the extermination of the one ot the other race.””

To these political objections to the incorporation of blacks into American society, Jefferson
added physical and moral objections. He mentions aesthetic differences in color, figure, and hair
(and the “superior beauty” of Whites) as well as physiological and behavioral differences that prove
a “difference of race.”” Although he finds blacks “in reason much inferior” to Whites,”” he
advances it “as a suspicion only” that overall the blacks are “inferior to the whites in the
endowments both of body and mind.””” Regardless of questions of supetiority or inferiority,
Jefferson is adamant that when freed, the black is “to be removed beyond the reach of mixture.”*"

Consistent with his Louisiana Purchase, Jefferson envisaged the destiny of the United States as
a White nation-state expanding throughout the Americas. In a 1786 letter, he writes that “Our
confederacy must be viewed as the nest from which all America, North and South is to be
peopled.”” In a letter to Virginia Governor James Monroe in 1801, Jefferson expresses his
opposition to the colonization of blacks in the American West. Instead, he looked forward to distant
times “when our rapid multiplication will expand itself . . . and cover the whole northern, if not the
southern continent, with a people speaking the same language, governed in similar forms, and by
similar laws; nor can we contemplate with satisfaction either blot or mixture on that surface.”””

Emancipation of the slaves without deportation would result in such “blot or mixture.”
Furthermore, the “indelible lines of distinction” between the two races prevents them from living in
the same government. That was the conundrum that Jefferson expresses in a letter on the Missouri
question (i.e., whether Missouri should be admitted to the union as a free or slave state), dated April
22, 1820. He writes that
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this momentous question, like a fire bell in the night, awakened and filled me with terror. I
considered it at once as the knell of the Union. . . . I can say, with conscious truth, that there is not
a man on earth who would sacrifice more than I would to relieve us from this heavy reproach, in
any practicable way. The cession of that kind of property, for so it is misnamed, is a bagatelle which
would not cost me a second thought, if, in that way, a general emancipation and expatriation could
be effected; and gradually, and with due sacrifices, I think it might be. But as it is, we have the wolf
by the ears, and we can neither hold him, nor safely let him go. Justice is in one scale, and self-
preservation in the other.””

In a letter dated February 4, 1824, Jefferson expresses his support for the work of the American
Colonization Society but repeated the plan of emancipation and deportation outlined in his Notes on
the State of VVirginia, written 45 years earlier, which, he notes, was the only practicable plan that he
could conceive.’"

Like Jefferson, Abraham Lincoln supported the end of slavery, the separation of Whites and
blacks, and the expatriation of freed blacks outside the United States. Also like Jefferson, Lincoln
did not believe in the equality of the White and black races.

On July 6, 1852, Lincoln delivered a eulogy on Henry Clay in which he praised the former
president of the American Colonization Society and his work in colonizing free blacks in Africa.
Quoting Clay on the “moral fitness in the idea of returning to Africa her children,” Lincoln
remarked that this “suggestion of the possible ultimate redemption of the African race and African
continent, was made twenty-five years ago. Every succeeding year has added strength to the hope of
its realization. May it indeed be realized!”"

At Peoria, Illinois, on October 16, 1854, Lincoln spoke on the issue of emancipation and
deportation in a public speech against the Kansas-Nebraska Act of 1854, which allowed the
residents of the new states of Kansas and Nebraska to decide whether or not to permit slavery.

If all earthly power were given me, I should not know what to do, as to the existing institution. My
first impulse would be to free all the slaves, and send them to Liberia, — to their own native land.
But a moment’s reflection would convince me, that whatever of high hope, (as I think there is)
there may be in this, its sudden execution is impossible. . . . What next? Free them, and make them
politically and socially, our equals? My own feelings will not admit of this; and if mine would, we
well know that those of the great mass of white people will not. . . . A universal feeling, whether
well or ill-founded, can not be safely disregarded. We can not, then, make them equals.’"

In other words, a belief in White supremacy was a “universal feeling” of the “great mass of white
people” in the United States and Lincoln shared it. Although Lincoln believed in freedom for all, he
did not believe in equality for all. And he thought colonization for free blacks was the best for the
nation.

On June 26, 1857, Lincoln delivered a speech on the Dred Scott decision in which he criticized
U.S. Senator Stephen Douglas’s interpretation of the Declaration of Independence but agreed with
him on one issue.

But Judge Douglas is especially horrified at the thought of the mixing blood by the white and black
races: agreed for once — a thousand times agreed. There are white men enough to marry all the
white women, and black men enough to marry all the black women; and so let them be married.
On this point we fully agree with the Judge.””
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Earlier in the speech, Lincoln said, “There is a natural disgust in the minds of nearly all white people,
to the idea of an indiscriminate amalgamation of the white and black races.”"*

Lincoln, however, argued that emancipation, not slavery, is better adapted to prevent racial
amalgamation. Noting that nearly all the mulattoes in the United States have sprung from White
masters and black slaves and very few from Whites and free blacks, he asserted that the spread of
slavery will increase amalgamation.

A separation of the races is the only perfect preventive of amalgamation but as an immediate
separation is impossible the next best thing is to £eep them apart where they are not already together.
If white and black people never get together in Kansas, they will never mix blood in Kansas. . . .

I have said that the separation of the races is the only perfect preventive of amalgamation. . . .

Such separation, if ever effected at all, must be effected by colonization . . . The enterprise is a
difficult one; but “when there is a will there is a way;” and what colonization needs most is a hearty
will. Will springs from the two elements of moral sense and self-interest. Let us be brought to
believe it is morally right, and, at the same time, favorable to, or, at least, not against, our interest,
to transfer the African to his native clime, and we shall find a way to do it, however great the task
may be.’"

While campaigning against Senator Douglas for his U.S. Senate seat, Lincoln discussed the issue
of racial equality during their fourth debate in Charleston, Illinois, on September 18, 1858.

I will say then that I am not, nor ever have been in favor of bringing about in any way the social
and political equality of the white and black races, — that I am not nor ever have been in favor of
making voters or jurors of negroes, nor of qualifying them to hold office, nor to intermarry with
white people; and I will say in addition to this that there is a physical difference between the white
and black races which I believe will for ever forbid the two races living together on terms of social
and political equality. And inasmuch as they cannot so live, while they do remain together there
must be the position of superior and inferior, and I as much as any other man am in favor of
having the supetior position assigned to the white race.”'

In response to a question from Douglas, Lincoln later said in the same debate, “I tell him very
frankly that I am not in favor of negro citizenship.””"” Incidentally, Douglas, who took the more
tirmly pro-White position, won his bid for re-election. In the first debate, he said,

For one, I am opposed to negro citizenship in any and every form. I believe this government was
made on the white basis. I believe it was made by white men, for the benefit of white men and their
posterity for ever, and I am in favor of confining citizenship to white men, men of European birth
and descent, instead of conferring it upon negroes, Indians and other infetior races.”™®

As president, Lincoln did not wage war on the Confederate States to end slavery or to make
men equal. He went to war to restore the Union after Fort Sumter was attacked on April 12, 1861.
In his first inaugural address one month eatlier, on March 4, Lincoln repeated his assurance that he
did not intend to interfere with the institution of slavery in the states where it existed and
furthermore offered the seven seceded states federal assistance in capturing fugitive slaves and
supported a constitutional amendment to make slavery permanent in the fifteen states where it
existed.””

In a letter to Horace Greeley on August 22, 1862, Lincoln writes:
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My paramount object in this struggle s to save the Union, and is nof either to save or to destroy
slavery. If I could save the Union without freeing any slave I would do it, and if I could save it by
freeing a// the slaves I would do it; and if I could save it by freeing some and leaving others alone I
would also do that. What I do about slavery, and the colored race, I do because I believe it helps to
save the Union; and what 1 forbear, 1 forbear because I do o believe it would help to save the
Union.”

Lincoln was a White supremacist, like most Americans at the time, who only cared about saving
the Union and not freeing the slaves. He fought the war to preserve the Union at all costs, not to

abolish slavery. He certainly did not intend for the White and black races to live together as equals.

On August 14, 1862, Lincoln told a delegation of free black leaders to the White House, the
first ever to be invited, that they should set an example and migrate to Africa.” He informed them
that Congress had approved a sum of money for his use to aid the colonization of blacks, “thereby
making it his duty, as it had for a long time been his inclination, to favor that cause.””* In

explanation, he said,

war.

At the end of the meeting, Lincoln offered financial and other support to any black leader willing to
lead the colonization effort.
Lincoln referred to his continuing colonization efforts in his Preliminary Emancipation

You and we are different races. We have between us a broader difference than exists between
almost any other two races. Whether it is right or wrong I need not discuss, but this physical
difference is a great disadvantage to us both, as I think your race suffer very greatly, many of them
living among us, while ours suffer from your presence. In a word we suffer on each side. If this is
admitted, it affords a reason at least why we should be separated.”

Lincoln then explained that one of the evil effects of slavery on the White race was the current

See our present condition — the country engaged in war! — our white men cutting one anothet’s
throats, none knowing how far it will extend; and then consider what we know to be the truth. But
for your race among us there could not be war, although many men engaged on either side do not
care for you one way or the other. Nevertheless, I repeat, without the institution of Slavery and the
colored race as a basis, the war could not have an existence. It is better for us both, therefore, to be
separated.”

525

Proclamation issued on September 22, 1862.

I, Abraham Lincoln, President of the United States of America, and Commander-in-chief of the
Army and Navy thereof, do hereby proclaim and declare that . . . it is my purpose, upon the next
meeting of Congress to again recommend . . . that the effort to colonize persons of African
descent, with their consent, upon this continent, or elsewhere, with the previously obtained consent
of the Governments existing there, will be continued.”

In his annual message to Congress on December 1, 1862, Lincoln recommended the adoption
of a constitutional amendment that would authorize Congress to “appropriate money, and otherwise
provide, for colonizing free colored persons, with their own consent, at any place or places without
the United States.”" He added, “I cannot make it better known than it already is, that I strongly
favor colonization.
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With these attitudes on race, Lincoln was disingenuous in his Gettysburg Address on
November 19, 1863, when he said that the American nation was “dedicated to the proposition that
all men are created equal.”*” This statement is a historical falsehood. The American nation was not
“dedicated” to any proposition in the Declaration of Independence. Like the Declaration itself,
Lincoln’s Gettysburg Address was “wat propaganda, some of the finest ever written.”>

The belief, therefore, that the United States is and has always been about equality is a myth. The
equality of the American Creed was originally a legal equality among White men. Even 175 years
after the Declaration of Independence, equality still largely meant an equality only among White men
and women. These real Americans are the ethno-cultural core of the American nation-state.

The ethno-cultural core who founded the American Republic was overwhelmingly Anglo-
American and Protestant. After the wave of Irish and German Catholics in mid-nineteenth century
and then the larger wave of Southern and Eastern Europeans between 1890 and 1920 (and the
latter’s assimilation after immigration restriction in 1921), the ethno-cultural core of the nation
changed from British-Protestant to European-Christian. With this expansion in the composition of
the ethno-cultural core came a corresponding change in who is considered a real American. Anglo-
Protestant culture, however, remained the cultural core of the nation.

In 1960, the United States was still 95 percent Christian,”' and in 1970, it was 83 percent non-
Hispanic White.”” Although this White Christian ethno-cultural core dominated American political,
economic, and cultural life since the founding of the Republic, its power and influence, as well as
that of its Anglo-Protestant culture, have been declining since at least mid-twentieth century. What
happened? The answer is that both the ethno-cultural core and its Anglo-Protestant culture have
been under constant attack by Jews since the early twentieth century. We now turn to the Jewish
threat.
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Chapter 8
THE JEWISH THREAT

The Jewish threat to the White race is the fact that Judaism is a group evolutionary strategy (i.e.,
an evolutionarily significant way that a group struggles for security in the world) for maintaining
genetic and cultural segregation in a diaspora context.” Because of this fact, Jewry is a cohesive,
collectivistic ethnic group that instinctively attacks its perceived enemies. As a result, Jews have
subverted Western culture to the existential and essential detriment of its creators and bearers — the
White race. This subversive activity makes Jews a hostile elite within Western societies.

According to psychologist Kevin MacDonald, Judaism has been a group evolutionary strategy
since at least the time of the Babylonian captivity, which began about 587 BCE.>** This strategy has
resulted in the following features: “(1) the segregation of the Jewish gene pool from surrounding
gentile societies; (2) resource and reproductive competition with gentile host societies; (3) high levels
of within-group cooperation and altruism among Jews; and (4) eugenic efforts directed at producing
high intelligence, high investment parenting, and commitment to group, rather than individual,
goals.””” This strategy has been successful because throughout history Jews have, in fact, been able
to maintain genetic and cultural separation from gentile societies, while living as a diaspora among
them.

Judaism is a group evolutionary strategy that is fairly, but not completely, closed to penetration
from gentile gene pools. Genetic differences between Jewish and gentile populations indicate that
the Jewish gene pool has been significantly segregated from the gene pools of the populations that
Jews have lived among for centuries. At the same time, there is significant genetic commonality
between Jewish groups that have been separated for centuries. In fact, studies of genetic distance
reveal the common genetic origins of all of the Jewish populations of the world.**

The evolutionary uniqueness of the Jews “lies in their being the only people to successfully
remain intact and resist normal assimilative processes after living for very long periods as a minority
in other societies.”””’

Among the factors facilitating the separation of Jews and gentiles over historical time have been
religious practices and beliefs [in particular, circumcision and the practice of the Sabbath|, language
and mannerisms, physical appearance and clothing, customs (especially the dietary laws),
occupations, and living in physically separated areas, which were administered by Jews according to
Jewish civil and ctiminal law.”

In addition, culturally-invented social controls on individual behavior within the Jewish community
acted “to enforce the stated ideological goals of maintaining internal cohesion, preventing marriage
with gentiles, enforcing altruistic behavior toward other Jews, and excluding those who fail to
conform to group goals.”””
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Essential to the success of Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy is Jewry’s collectivism.
Collectivistic societies emphasize the goals and needs of the in-group to a much greater degree than
individual rights and interests. Morality is conceptualized as that which benefits the in-group.
Aggression toward and exploitation of out-groups are acceptable. Socialization in collectivistic
societies stresses in-group loyalty, group harmony, conformity, obedient submission to hierarchical
authority, the honoting of parents and elders, and trust and cooperation within the in-group.”®
Relative to other collectivistic societies, Jewish groups may be characterized by a hyper-
collectivism™' as well as a hyper-ethnocentrism.”*

The genetic and cultural segregation of Jewish groups from gentile societies combined with
resource competition and conflicts of interest with segments of gentile societies tend to result in
division and hatred within the society,’* sometimes expressed as anti-Semitism. Anti-Semitism may
be defined as “negative attitudes or behavior directed at Jews because of their group
membership.”**

Anti-Semitism “arises when there are perceived conflicts of interest between the Jewish
community (or segments of it) and the gentile community (or segments of it).”** Because “of Jewish
within-group cooperation and altruism, as well as eugenic and cultural practices tending to result in
high levels of intelligence and resource acquisition abilities among Jews, Jews are highly adept in
resource competition with gentiles.” Jews are also skilled “at other activities, such as influencing
culture, developing political and intellectual movements, and advocating specific policies, . . . that
result in conflicts of interest with segments of the gentile population.”** Under these circumstances,
social identity theory predicts the rise of anti-Semitism — even in the individualistic societies of the
West.

Western societies, perhaps uniquely among the advanced societies of the world, tend toward
individualism. People in individualistic societies are usually less aware of in-group/out-group
boundaries and thus are not disposed to have highly negative attitudes toward out-group members,
show relatively little emotional attachment to their own in-group, and are more likely to behave in a
pro-social, altruistic manner to strangers. Individualists are expected “to be less predisposed to anti-
Semitism and more likely to blame any offensive Jewish behavior on individual Jews rather than see
it as confirming negative stereotypes true of all Jews.”>"

The individualism typical of Western societies, therefore, is an ideal environment for Judaism as
a highly collectivistic group strategy. Group strategies are very powerful in competition with
individual strategies within an individualistic society. In the situation where a genetically and
culturally segregated ethnic group, such as Jewry, successfully engages in resource competition, the
best means of competition for out-group members would be to replace individual strategies with
highly collectivistic group strategies.”*

As Jews became increasingly successful politically, economically, and demographically,
therefore, Western societies were increasingly willing to abandon individualism and submerge
themselves in collectivistic, authoritarian group structures that were directed at Jews as a hated out-
group.” This mirror-image gentile group strategy is a reactive process because the heightened sense
of group identity among gentiles develops in reaction to the group strategy of Jews.” “These
cohesive, authoritarian, collectivist gentile groups then serve as instruments of competition against
Judaism.”>!

Several historically important anti-Semitic movements were highly collectivistic gentile
movements. They were also, in certain ways, mirror images of Judaism.” These include the
institutionalization of anti-Semitism in the Roman Empire in the fourth century,” the Iberian
inquisitions beginning in the fifteenth century,” and the National Socialist movement in Germany
from 1933 to 1945. Real conflicts of interest are at the heart of these and all other important
historical examples of anti-Semitism.”
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Rather than these anti-Semitic movements, however, it was the European Enlightenment that
“has been the most traumatic event in the history of Judaism as a group evolutionary strategy.”
Before the end of the eighteenth century, Jews generally organized themselves as a state within a
state. This changed with the Enlightenment. Jews were expected to become citizens like any other in
a nation-state. The Jewish polities disappeared as a condition of Jewish citizenship®’ and Jewish
“emancipation was viewed as a guid pro quo for assimilation.””®

As a result, Jews were forced to walk a fine line between two unacceptable alternatives:
separatism and assimilation. On the one hand, Jews avoided traditional Jewish separatism because of
its incompatibility with citizenship in a nation-state and its tendency to provoke anti-Semitism. On
the other hand, Jews feared that abandoning their separatist practices would result in assimilation
into gentile society and the end of Jewry as a cohesive ethnic entity.”

The Jewish responses to the assimilatory pressures of the Enlightenment include Reform
Judaism, Conservative Judaism, Neo-Orthodox Judaism, Zionism, and secularism (i.e., Judaism as a
civil religion).”” All of these modern manifestations of Judaism are “responses to the
Enlightenment’s corrosive effects on Judaism.”*" Each had the twin goals of accommodation to
Western society while maintaining group cohesion and de facto separation from the gentile world.””
Regardless of the name, “a basic feature of all manifestations of Judaism is a proneness to
developing highly collectivist social structures with a strong sense of ingroup-outgroup barriers.””

At the same time that Jews were responding to the assimilatory pressures of the Enlightenment,
there was a phenomenal increase in Jewish wealth, political influence, and representation in the
professions and other positions of high social status as well as success in competing with gentiles in
a wide variety of areas ranging from business to the sciences and the arts. Jewish efforts in this
regard were assisted by high levels of intelligence and a collectivistic group strategy within an
individualistic society. With Jewish economic success (i.e., successful resource competition) appeared
anti-Semitism throughout nineteenth-century Europe.®

The Jews have a very long history of persecution. There is “a long memory of oppression by
Babylonians, Romans, Crusaders, the Catholic Church, the Inquisition, the Russian Czar, American
conservatives, and the Nazis. . . . Jews see themselves as quintessential victims living among eternally
oppressive cultures.” Because of this history of persecution and “the centrality of anti-Semitism to
their own self-concept,” Jews have, since the Enlightenment, “energetically attempted to re-engineer
Western societies to conform to their interest in ending anti-Jewish attitudes and behavior.”>%

Instead of attempting to address Jewish subversion in the whole Western world, the focus here
will be on Jewish subversion in the United States of America and in particular Jewish efforts to alter
American culture and society in a manner that serves Jewish interests by neutralizing or ending anti-
Semitism and providing for Jewish group continuity. At the same time, however, these efforts
radically transformed American culture to the detriment of White Americans. Before discussing
these Jewish efforts, a brief diversion to discuss Jewish immigration to the United States is necessary
to place these efforts in demographic context because, in the words of Kevin MacDonald, “I rather
doubt that in the absence of the massive immigration of Eastern European Jews between 1880 and
1920, the United States would have undergone the radical transformations of the last fifty years.”>*

The first group of 23 Jews arrived in New Amsterdam (present-day New York City) in 1654. In
1790, the estimated Jewish population of the United States was 2,000. It rose to 6,000 by 1830, to
150,000 by 1860, and to 250,000 by 1880. From 1882 to 1924, about 2.3 million Jews entered the
country. By 1924, the Jewish population of the United States was approximately 4.2 million, about
five-sixths of whom were Eastern European Jews and their children.>”

A great many of these Fastern FEuropean Jews were attracted to radical politics. The anti-
Semitism of czarist Russia and economic adversity combined with the Jewish demographic
explosion in Eastern Europe produced huge numbers of disaffected Jewish radicals who ultimately
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arrived in the United States.”® The immigrant Jewish community in the country from 1886 to 1920
can be described as “one big radical debating society.”*”

The Jews were “a numerically very significant element in the new immigration” of the late
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries and “their visibility and impact was heightened by their
concentration in New York City.””" In 1860, 25 percent of the total Jewish population of the United
States lived in New York City. In 1880, it was 33 percent and in 1920, 45 percent.”” In 1915, there
were about 1.4 million Jews living in New York City, constituting 28 percent of the city’s
population.”” Although 25 percent of New York City’s population in 1937, Jews made up 65
percent of its lawyers and judges, 64 percent of its dentists, and 55 percent of its physicians.”” As a
result, New York City became, and remains, the epicenter of Jewish subversion in the United States.

One of the most subversive Jewish efforts to alter American culture and society, as well as other
Western cultures and societies, is intellectual and political activity directed at effecting fundamental
demographic transformations in these societies towards ethnic and cultural pluralism.”™ “Perhaps
the most important issue Jews and Jewish organizations have championed is cultural pluralism — the
idea that the United States ought not to be ethnically and culturally homogeneous.”>”

Pluralism serves both internal (within-group) and external (between-group) Jewish interests.
Pluralism serves internal Jewish interests because it legitimates the internal Jewish interest in
rationalizing and openly advocating an interest in Jewish group commitment and non-
assimilation . . . .

Ethnic and religious pluralism also serves external Jewish interests because Jews become one
of many ethnic groups. This results in the diffusion of political and cultural influence among the
various ethnic and religious groups, and it becomes difficult or impossible to develop unified,
cohesive groups of gentiles united in their opposition to Judaism. . . . Ethnically and religiously
pluralistic societies are thus more likely to satisfy Jewish interests than are societies characterized by
ethnic and religious homogeneity among gentiles.”™

“Beginning with Horace Kallen [1882-1974], Jewish intellectuals have been at the forefront in
developing models of the United States as a culturally and ethnically pluralistic society,”””” writes
MacDonald. A “very strongly identified Jew and a Zionist,””” Kallen first introduced the term
“cultural pluralism” in a 1915 article, which was then reprinted in his Culture and Democracy in the
United States (1924), to designate his radically anti-assimilationist viewpoint.”” Kallen developed a
“polycentric” ideal for American ethnic relationships in which the country would be organized as a
set of separate, but cooperative, ethnic-cultural groups, with the implication that “Jews should be
able to remain a genetically and culturally cohesive group while participating in American democratic
institutions.”

Kallen rejected the “melting pot” concept of the United States set forth by his fellow Jew and
Zionist, Israel Zangwill, in The Melting Pot (1909). Jewish writers promoting Kallen’s idea of cultural
pluralism include Randolph Bourne (“Trans-National America” (1916)), Isaac Berkson (Theories of
Americanization (1920)), and Julius Drachsler (Democracy and Assimilation: The Blending of Imniigrant
Heritages in America (1923)). The latter two were “specifically concerned with problems of Jewish
survival and assimilation.””*'

As “the leading American secularist” at the time and highly influential with the public at large,
John Dewey popularized Kallen’s idea of cultural pluralism among gentile intellectuals as a model
for the United States. He was in turn promoted by Jewish intellectuals and thus Dewey became the
gentile “public face of 2 movement dominated by Jewish intellectuals.”>*

The advocacy of cultural pluralism as a mechanism for preserving Jewish separatism within
Western societies is a common theme among the Jewish intellectual and political movements that
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were a necessary condition, but not a sufficient condition, for the radical cultural transformations
that have occurred in Western cultures and societies since mid-twentieth century.”® We shall turn to
those subversive movements now.

Several “very influential intellectual and political movements that have been spearheaded by
people who strongly identified as Jews and who viewed their involvement in these movements as
serving Jewish interests” — i.e., the Boasian school of anthropology, the psychoanalytic movement,
the Frankfurt School of Social Research, the New York Intellectuals, and Leftist political ideology
and behavior, as well as Jewish efforts to shape U.S. immigration policy in opposition to the
interests of White Americans™" — are

attempts to alter Western societies in a manner that would neutralize or end anti-Semitism and
enhance the prospects for Jewish group continuity either in an overt or in a semi-cryptic manner.
Several of these Jewish movements (e.g., the shift in immigration policy favoring non-European
peoples) have attempted to weaken the power of their perceived competitors — the European
peoples who early in the 20th century had assumed a dominant position not only in their traditional
homelands in Europe, but also in the United States, Canada, and Australia. At a theoretical level,
these movements are viewed as the outcome of conflicts of interest between Jews and non-Jews in
the construction of culture and in various public policy issues. Ultimately, these movements are
viewed as the expression of a group evolutionary strategy by Jews in their competition for social,
political, and cultural dominance with non-Jews.”

The Boasian school of anthropology was the first of the Jewish intellectual movements to
originate in New York City. Emigrating from Germany in 1887, the movement’s founder, Franz
Boas (1858-1942), professor of anthropology at Columbia University in New York City from 1899
until his death, had “a strong Jewish identification” and “was deeply concerned about anti-
Semitism,” which influenced his academic work and, as a result, “was a major influence in the
development of American anthropology.”>*

Ideologically opposed to a racial interpretation of human behavior,”® “Boas was instrumental in
completely suppressing evolutionary theory [i.e,, Darwinism| in anthropology.””® In rejecting
biological and evolutionary theories,”™ he “did more than any other individual to refute racialism as a
scientific doctrine.””” He replaced the commonly-accepted scientific idea that race (i.e., biology) was
a ptimary source of the many differences between human groups with the “concept of culture.”””!
“The Boasians argued that the only differences among human groups are cultural differences, not
biological.”** This shift away from Darwinism as the fundamental paradigm of the social sciences
subverted empirical science in favor of Jewish interests, which included advocating “cultural
pluralism as a model for Western societies””” as well as de-legitimizing the ethnic interests of White
Americans.

For decades, “Boas and his students were intensely concerned with pushing an ideological
agenda [i.e., racial equality] within the American anthropological profession,”** asserts MacDonald.
“By 1915 the Boasians controlled the American Anthropological Association and held a two-thirds
majority on its Executive Board. . . . By 1926 every major department of anthropology [in the United
States] was headed by Boas’s students, the majortity of whom were Jewish.”*” “By the mid-1930s the
Boasian view of the cultural determination of human behavior had a strong influence on social
scientists generally.”>”

Boas’s most influential students were Ruth Benedict, Alexander Goldenweiser, Melville
Herskovits, Alfred Kroeber, Robert Lowie, Margaret Mead, Paul Radin, Edward Sapir, and Leslie
Spier. All were Jews except Benedict, Kroeber, and Mead. Other prominent first-generation Jewish
students of Boas include Ruth Bunzel, Esther Schiff Goldfrank, Ruth Landes, Alexander Lesser, and
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Gene (Regina) Weltfish.”” Another influential Jewish student of Boas, Ashley Montagu (original
name Israel Ehrenberg), was “a highly visible crusader in the battle against the idea of racial
differences in mental capacities” in the 1950s and 1960s who “asserted that race is a socially
constructed myth.”*” He wrote Man’s Most Dangerons Myth: The Fallacy of Race (1942) and was the
rapporteur and primary author of the scientifically-false United Nations Educational, Scientific and
Cultural Organization’s (UNESCO) 1950 “Statement on Race,” which sought to deny both the
reality of race as a “social myth” and the significance of any racial differences.™

Boas’s successful Jewish activism inspired a fellow Jew outside the field of anthropology, Otto
Klineberg, a professor of psychology at Columbia University. He wanted to do for psychology what
Boas had done for anthropology: “to rid his discipline of racial explanations for human social
differences.”*"

Among the members of the Boasian school, Benedict (author of Patterns of Culture (1934)) and
Mead (author of Coming of Age in Samoa (1928)) achieved the greatest public renown. As gentiles, they
were the public face of a movement dominated by Jews."" It is likely that their cultural criticism and
“commitment to cultural determinism were motivated by their attempts to develop self-esteem as
lesbians.”"

More recent examples of Jewish political agendas influencing social science research include the
works of Stephen Jay Gould (1941-2002) and Leon Kamin (1927-2017). Their criticism of
evolutionary approaches to human behavior (e.g., sociobiology) and their work on IQ testing in the
immigration debates of the 1920s were influenced by their Jewish background and their strong
commitment to a Leftist political agenda. Both were Marxists.” Kamin is the co-author with two
other Jewish Marxists, Richard Lewontin and Steven Rose, of a book, Not in Our Genes (1984), that
attempts to influence science for political reasons.” Another such book is Final Solutions: Biolog,
Prejudice, and Genocide (1992) by Jewish psychologist Richard Lerner in which he seeks “to discredit
evolutionary-biological thinking because of putative links with anti-Semitism.”*"

To these examples may be added three more Jews: Martin Deutsch (1926-2002), Jerry Hirsch
(1922-2008), and Barry Mehler (born 1947). Lewontin (the above-mentioned co-author of No# in
Our Genes), Deutsch, and Hirsch were the most notable verbal attackers of Arthur Jensen after the
publication of his Harvard Educational Review article entitled “How Much Can We Boost 1Q and
Scholastic  Achievement?” in February 1969. Hirsch also attacked Raymond Cattell, William
Shockley, J. Philippe Rushton, and Hans Eysenck. Hirsch’s student, Mehler, has continued to attack
these and many other distinguished scholars.’” To provide an academic veneer to his ad hominem
attacks, Mehler founded in 1993 the Institute for the Study of Academic Racism that “monitors
changing intellectual trends in academic racism, biological determinism, and eugenics.”®” With these
relentless attacks on evolutionary theory and research in human behavioral genetics, the Jewish
subversion of empirical science started by Boas continues.

Another subversive Jewish intellectual movement is psychoanalysis, founded by Sigmund Freud
(1856-1939). He is “a prime example of a Jewish social scientist whose writings were influenced by
his Jewish identity and his negative attributions regarding gentile culture as the source of anti-
Semitism.”*® “Although he rejected religion, Freud himself had a very strong Jewish identity”® and
a “sense of Jewish superiority.”*'” “At least by 1930 Freud also became strongly sympathetic with
Zionism.”*"" As a consequence, the psychoanalytic movement itself was “charactetized by ideas of
Jewish intellectual superiority, racial consciousness, national pride, and Jewish solidarity.” "

Rather than an empirical science, psychoanalysis — the “Jewish science”®” — is more propetly
understood as “a sectatian political movement masquerading as science.”®* Psychoanalysis “has
fundamentally been a political movement that has been dominated throughout its history by
individuals who strongly identified as Jews.”*" “In addition to constituting the core of the leadership
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and the intellectual vanguard of the movement, Jews have also constituted the majority of the
movement’s members.”*'

Concerned about anti-Semitism if the psychoanalytic movement was viewed as a specifically
Jewish movement, Freud took pains to conceal his intense Jewish identity from others. To
“deemphasize the very large overrepresentation of Jews in the movement” in the early twentieth
century, Freud ensured that a gentile, Carl Jung, would be the first president of the movement’s
primary organizational vehicle, the International Psychoanalytical Association, in 1910. When the
movement was reconstituted after the Second World War, another gentile, Ernest Jones, became
president of the organization.®"” Freud felt that psychoanalysis needed highly visible gentiles because
he viewed psychoanalysis as subverting gentile culture. This subversion served Jewish interests by
attacking the supposed cause of anti-Semitism®® — sexual repression in gentile society.

Psychoanalysis tended to undermine Western institutions surrounding sex and martiage,®"”’
especially gentile cultural supports for high-investment parenting like Christian sexual ethics.
Espousing ideas that were deeply subversive for his time, “Freud viewed himself as a sexual
reformer against this most Western of cultural practices, the suppression of sexuality.”®® “The
psychoanalytic emphasis on legitimizing sexuality and premarital sex is . . . fundamentally a program
that promotes low-investment parenting styles. Low-investment parenting is associated with
precocious sexuality, early reproduction, lack of impulse control and unstable pair bonds.” This
subversive program “would have the expected effect of resulting in less-competitive children.”®!

In addition to creating less-competitive gentile children, psychoanalysis served Jewish interests
by pathologizing Western culture.

Western religious and secular institutions have resulted in a highly egalitarian mating system that is
associated with high-investment parenting. These institutions provided a central role for pair
bonding, conjugality, and companionship as the basis of marriage. However, when these
institutions were subjected to the radical critique presented by psychoanalysis, they came to be seen
as engendering neurosis, and Western society itself was viewed as pathogenic.**

Freud repeatedly emphasized “the need for greater sexual freedom to overcome debilitating
neurosis.” In psychoanalytic theory, “the repression of sexuality [leads] to anti-Semitism”®* and
“anti-Semitism is viewed as a form of gentile psychopathology resulting from projections,
repressions, and reaction formations stemming ultimately from a pathology-inducing society.”***
“Many early proponents viewed psychoanalysis as a redemptive messianic movement that would end
anti-Semitism by freeing the world of neuroses produced by sexually repressive Western
civilization.”6%

Psychoanalysis — “Freud’s war on gentile culture through facilitation of the pursuit of sexual
gratification, low-investment patenting, and elimination of social controls on sexual behavior” ¢ —
was combined with Marxism by the Frankfurt School of Social Research — another subversive
Jewish intellectual movement — “into a devastating weapon against the ethnic consciousness of white
Americans.”®’

The Frankfurt School is a school of social theory and critical philosophy associated with the
Institute for Social Research, which was founded at the University of Frankfurt (renamed Goethe
University Frankfurt in 1932) in Frankfurt, Germany, in 1923. The institute was funded by a Jewish
millionaire and all the original members were Jews. Because the institute was a Marxist organization,
it was closed in 1933 by the new German government. The institute then moved to New York City
where it joined Columbia University.®® Here, the predominately Jewish intellectuals of the Frankfurt
School began their work to pathologize gentile group allegiances in an attempt to make gentile
societies resistant to anti-Semitism.
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The perspective developed by the Frankfurt School is “that behavior that is critical to Judaism
as a successful group evolutionary strategy [such as participation in cohesive groups with high levels
of social conformity] is conceptualized as pathological in gentiles” because such behaviors tend to
result in anti-Semitism.”” “Gentile group identifications are regarded as an indication of
psychopathology.”®

With this perspective, the Frankfurt School served Jewish interests “by facilitating radical
individualism (social atomization) among gentiles while retaining a powerful sense of group
cohesion among Jews.”®" The Frankfurt School’s prescription for gentile society’s collectivistic
tendencies is “radical individualism and the acceptance of pluralism.”* “It is cleatly in the interests
of Jews to advocate the continuation of the quintessential Western cultural commitment to
individualism as the best environment for the continuation of Jewish collectivism.”®® “Jewish
interests are also served by the Frankfurt School ideology that gentile concerns about losing social
status and being eclipsed economically, socially, and demographically by other groups are an
indication of psychopathology.”***

The most influential work of the Frankfurt School is the Studies in Prejudice series, especially T.
W. Adorno’s The Authoritarian Personality (1950), which was sponsored by the Department of
Scientific Research of the American Jewish Committee.”® Max Horkheimer, a director of the
Institute for Social Research, was the general editor of the Studies in Preudice series.”® Both
Horkheimer and Adorno, also a director of the Institute, had “an intense Jewish consciousness and
commitment to Judaism.”*’

The Studies in Prejudice series consists of five volumes. They all “utilize psychoanalysis to produce
theories in which anti-Semitism is attributed to intrapsychic conflict, sexual repressions, and
troubled parent-child relationships while also denying the importance of cultural separatism and the
reality of group-based competition for resources.”*

The agenda of The Authoritarian Personality, in particular, is

to develop an ideology of anti-Semitism that rallies ingroup loyalties to Judaism and attempts to
alter gentile culture in a manner that benefits Judaism by portraying gentile group loyalties
(including nationalism, Christian religious affiliation, close family relationships, high-investment
parenting, and concern with social and material success) as indicators of psychiatric disorder®”

or, in other words, “to pathologize gentile group strategies while nevertheless leaving open the
possibility of Judaism as a minority group strategy.”** In fact, the subversive nature of the book
“extends beyond the attempt to pathologize cohesive gentile groups to pathologize adaptive gentile
behavior in general.”®"!

The pathologization of gentile group affiliations and adaptive gentile behavior as well as the
facilitation of radical individualism subverts Western culture and society by weakening gentile
defenses against Jewish group strategies.

Other influential works of members or former members of the Frankfurt School include Erich
Fromm’s Escape from Freedom (1941), Adorno and Horkheimert’s Dialectic of Enlightenment (1944),
Adorno’s Minima Moralia (1951), and Herbert Marcuse’s Eros and Civilization (1955) and One
Dimensional Man (1964). Like almost all members of the Frankfurt School, Fromm and Marcuse
strongly identified as Jews. In addition, Marcuse was “a countercultural guru to the New Left.”**

Related works include Preudice and Society (1959), published by the Anti-Defamation League
(ADL), and The Politics of Unreason: Right-Wing Extremism in America, 1790-1970 (1970), a volume in
the Patterns of American Prejudice series also funded by the ADL. Both books were written by Seymour
Martin Lipset and Farl Raab. In the latter book, these two Jewish authors attempt to influence
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White Americans to view concern about their own demographic and cultural decline as irrational
and as an indication of psychopathology.®*
The Frankfurt School and contemporary postmodernism are congruent.

Whereas the strategy of the Frankfurt School was to deconstruct universalist, scientific thinking by
the use of “critical reason,” postmodernism has opted for complete relativism and the lack of
objective standards of any kind in the interests of preventing any general theories of society or
universally valid philosophical or moral systems.***

“As with the Frankfurt School, the radical skepticism of the deconstructionist movement is in the
service of preventing the development of hegemonic, universalist ideologies and other foundations
of gentile group allegiance in the name of . . . the ‘wholly other,””*** maintains MacDonald.

Also like the Frankfurt School, the deconstructionist movement is motivated by Jewish
interests. Jacques Derrida (1930-2004), the premier philosopher of deconstruction, was Jewish®*® and
his “Jewish political agenda is identical to that of the Frankfurt School.”*’

A great deal of influence and cross-fertilization occurred between the Frankfurt School and the
New York Intellectuals. A group of writers and literary critics based in New York City in the 1940s
and 1950s, the New York Intellectuals was an intellectual movement “dominated by editors and
contributors with a Jewish ethnic identity and a deep alienation from American political and cultural
institutions.”** “Cultural critique was central to the work of the New York Intellectuals.”*” Like the
Jewish intellectual movements already discussed, a common theme of the cultural criticism of the
New York Intellectuals was “that gentile-dominated social structures are pathogenic.”*"

“The New York Intellectuals spent their careers entirely within a Jewish social and intellectual
milieu,”®" explains MacDonald. This resulted in “an ovetlap between official Jewish publications
and the secular intellectual journals associated with the New York Intellectuals. Indeed, Commentary,
published by the American Jewish Committee, became the most widely known journal of the New
York Intellectuals.” Other magazines considered associated with the New York Intellectuals include:
Partisan Review, Menorah Journal, Dissent, The Nation, Politics, Encounter, The New 1.eader, The New York
Review of Books, The Public Interest, The New Criterion, The National Interest, and Tikkun.*>

The New York Intellectuals included the following prominent Jewish participants, classified
roughly according to main area of involvement, although they tended to be generalists rather than
specialists: Elliot Cohen (editor of Menorah Journal and founding editor of Commentary); Sidney
Hook, Hannah Arendt (political philosophy, political and intellectual journalism); William Phillips
and Philip Rahv (editors of Partisan Review; literary criticism, intellectual journalism); Lional Trilling,
Diana Trilling, Leslie Fiedler, Alfred Kazin, and Susan Sontag (literary criticism); Robert Warshow
(film criticism and cultural criticism); Isaac Rosenfeld, Delmore Schwartz, Paul Goodman, Saul
Bellow, and Norman Mailer (fiction and poetry, literary criticism); lrving Howe (political
journalism, literary criticism); Melvin J. Lasky, Norman Podhoretz, and Irving Kristol (political
journalism); Nathan Glazer, Seymour Martin Lipset, Daniel Bell, Edward Shils, David Riesman, and
Michael Walzer (sociology); Lionel Abel, Clement Greenberg, George L. K. Morris, Meyer
Schapiro, and Harold Rosenberg (art criticism).*>’

According to MacDonald, “It would be difficult to overestimate the New York Intellectuals’
influence on American high culture in the 1940s and 1950s, particulatly in the areas of literary
criticism, art criticism, sociology, and ‘intellectual high journalism.””®* Their influence is still felt
today because The New York Intellectuals” movement evolved into neoconservatism, which will be
discussed below.®”
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Chronologically, Jewish Leftist radicalism came before neoconservatism. The former subversive
movement also had a larger historical impact because “Jewish leftist radicalism [was] surely the most
widespread and influential Jewish sub-culture of the 20th century.”*

The association between Jews and Leftist political ideology and behavior began in the
nineteenth century.”’ Jewish radicalism was “one of several solutions to the problem of developing a
viable Judaism in the post-Enlightenment period.”** Contrary to common sense, political radicalism
and Jewish identification are not incompatible.®” “Jewish radicalism is compatible with Judaism as a
group evolutionary strategy” because “the vast majority of the Jews who advocated leftist causes
beginning in the late nineteenth century were strongly self-identified as Jews and saw no conflict
between Judaism and radicalism.”* “Leftism among Jews has functioned as a means of de-
emphasizing the importance of the Jewish-gentile distinction among gentiles while nevertheless
allowing for its continuation among Jews.”*"

Tracing the vast amount of Jewish involvement in Leftist radicalism, both the Old Left and the
New Left, and the consequent subversion of Western culture and society is beyond the scope of this
book.** As for the Old Left in the United States, suffice it to say that a majority of communists were
Jews, an even greater majority of communist leaders were Jews, the great majority of those called to
appear before the House Un-American Activities Committee in the 1940s and 1950s were Jews,
most of those prosecuted for spying for the Soviet Union were Jews,*” and prior to 1950, about one
million Jews were members of the American Communist Party or were socialists.** Here we will
focus on Jewish involvement in the New Left, which emerged out of the student movement of the
1960s.5°

There were similarities and continuity between Jews in the Old Left and Jews in the New Left.
“As with the Old Left, many of the Jewish New Left strongly identified as Jews.”* “The
fundamentally Jewish institutions and families that constituted the Old Left . . . fed into the New
Left. The original impetus of the 1960s student protest movement” began with the children of the
Jewish intelligentsia who were “ideologically disposed to sympathize with radical student action.”*”
It was natural then for the children of the Old Left to also be politically radical. These were the “red
diaper babies.”*®®

In general, the Jewish generation that came of age during the postwar years was “in the
forefront of the civil-rights movement and in liberal and radical politics and was influential in the
intellectual life of the country.”*” More specifically, Jews “dominated the New Left in its eatly years”
and in important ways, were largely responsible for its emergence.®”

Americans of Jewish background were disproportionately represented among the leadership and
cadres of the [New Left] Movement until the mid-1960s. At the time they constituted under 3
percent of the population of the United States, and about 10 percent of the students at colleges and
universities. Yet, they provided a majority of its most active members and perhaps even a larger
proportion of its top leadership. They also provided a very significant proportion of the intellectual
community’s most vocal supporters of the student movement.*”!

Jews were also “‘significantly more radical than non-Jews and far more prone to protest
activity.”®” “In the demonstrations, marches, sit-ins, and voter registration campaigns of the 1960s,
Jewish students, professors, and rabbis were especially prominent.”*” Jews constituted “30-50
percent of the Students for a Democratic Society (SDS) — the central organization of student
radicals”*™ and “a solid majority” of the organization’s founders®” as well as “a substantial majority
of the original New Left leadership” overall.””®

“Jews also tended to be the most publicized leaders of campus protests. Abbie Hoffman, Jerry
Rubin, and Rennie Davis achieved national fame as members of the ‘Chicago Seven’ group
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convicted of crossing state lines with intent to incite a riot at the 1968 Democratic National
Convention,””” notes MacDonald. The Chicago Seven were represented by the “radical Jewish
lawyer, William Kunstler.”®™

Like the Old Left, the New Left “actively attempted to subvert the cohesiveness of gentile
social structure.”®” The New Left was “fundamentally involved in radical social criticism in which all
elements that contributed to the cohesive social fabric of mid-century America were regarded as
oppressive and in need of radical alteration.”*®

In fact, the 1960s was “the first time that a substantial number of young Americans adopted a
stance involving total rejection of American institutions.” By the late 1960s, “a massive shift in
attitudes and orientations toward traditional American values and support for the system had taken
place on many American campuses.” This “unraveling of the American consensus and the massive
disaffection of large numbers of American youth from their society” was precipitated by the black
“civil rights” movement and the Vietnam War.®' The Jewish role in the so-called black “civil rights”
movement will be discussed both below in this chapter and in the next chapter.

In addition to the overwhelming Jewish participation in the Old Left and the New Left, Jews
and Jewish organizations were (and still are) leaders in the subversive “war to disestablish the
specifically European nature of the U.S.” on several other political fronts. “Jewish organizations
spearheaded the drive to open up immigration to all of the peoples of the world.” They also “led the
legal and legislative effort to remove Christianity from public places” and “played a key role in
furthering the interests of other racial and ethnic minorities.”*

Jewish efforts in support of mass non-white immigration to White homelands attack White
interests in racial survival. Closely linked to these efforts is Jewish promotion of ethnic and cultural
pluralism within Western societies. “Jewish organizations and Jewish intellectual movements have
championed cultural pluralism in many ways, especially as powerful and effective advocates of an
open immigration policy.”® Jewish organizations have both “vigorously promoted the ideology that
America ought to be an ethnically and culturally pluralistic society” and “have pursued an open
immigration policy with the aim of preventing religious and ethnic homogeneity in the United
States.”**

MacDonald argues that “Jewish organizations and Jewish intellectuals have been at the
forefront of the movement to eclipse the demographic and cultural dominance of European-derived
peoples in Western societies”® through mass non-white immigration for three reasons. The first is
“that high levels of immigration into Western societies conforms to a perceived Jewish interest in
developing nonhomogeneous, culturally and ethnically pluralistic societies.”®® The second is the
“idea that any sort of exclusionary thinking on the part of Americans — and especially European
Americans as a majority group — leads inexorably to a Holocaust for Jews.” And the third reason is
“an intense sense of historical grievance against the traditional peoples and culture of the United
States and Europe.” As the first two reasons are closely related to “the belief that greater diversity
makes Jews safer,”*” they will be discussed together.

In addition to providing a sanctuary for Jews fleeing from anti-Semitic persecutions in Europe
and elsewhere for much of the period after 1881, Jews “have viewed liberal immigration policies as a
mechanism of ensuring that the United States would be a pluralistic rather than a unitary,
homogeneous society.”® As we have seen above, ethnic and cultural pluralism serves both internal
and external Jewish interests.

The promotion of pluralism is related to the Jewish fear of anti-Semitism. Because pluralism

results in the diffusion of political and cultural influence among the various ethnic and religious
groups, . . . it becomes difficult or impossible to develop unified, cohesive groups of gentiles united
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in their opposition to Judaism. Historically, major anti-Semitic movements have tended to erupt in
societies that have been, apatt from the Jews, religiously or ethnically homogeneous.®’

In other words, “a principal motivation for encouraging massive non-European immigration on the
part of the organized Jewish community has . . . been to lessen the power of the European-derived
majority of the U.S. in order to prevent the development of an ethnically homogeneous anti-Jewish
movement.”*

The third reason why Jews favor mass non-white immigration is “a deeply felt animosity toward
the people and culture responsible for the immigration restriction of 1924-1965” because, for one
reason, “it prevented the emigration of Jews who ultimately died in the Holocaust.”®!

During the entire immigration debate in the United States since 1881, Jews have been “the
single most persistent pressure group favoring a liberal immigration policy.”** “Jewish leaders
fought a long and largely successful delaying action against restrictions on immigration during the
period from 1891 to 1924, particulatly as they affected the ability of Jews to immigrate.”%”

The American Jewish Committee (AJCommittee) was formed in 1906 to defend Jewish
interests. In assuming the leadership of American Jewry on national issues, the AJCommittee
lobbied against restrictive immigration legislation.”* Although the AJCommittee was, and still is,
“the main Jewish activist organization influencing immigration policy”*” in the United States, the
history of Jewish involvement reveals that “[a]ll of the major Jewish organizations were intensively
involved in the battle over restrictive immigration for a petiod lasting an entire century.”*

Throughout the almost 100 years prior to achieving success with the immigration law of 1965,
Jewish groups opportunistically made alliances with other groups whose interests temporarily
converged with Jewish interests . . . . Within this constantly shifting set of alliances, Jewish
organizations persistently pursued their goals of maximizing the number of Jewish immigrants and
opening up the United States to immigration from all of the peoples of the world. . . . [T]he
historical record supports the proposition that making the United States into a multicultural society
has been a major Jewish goal beginning in the nineteenth century.””’

Furthermore, the “Jewish congressmen who are most closely identified with anti-restrictionist
efforts in Congress” — i.e., Adolph Sabath, Samuel Dickstein, and Emanuel Celler in the House of
Representatives and Herbert H. Lehman and Jacob Javits in the Senate — have “also been leaders of
the group most closely identified with Jewish ethnic political activism and self-defense” — i.e., the
Anti-Defamation League (ADL) of B’nai B’rith,””® which was established in 1913.”

Despite the intense opposition of Jews and Jewish groups, the forces of immigration restriction
were temporarily successful with the passage of the immigration laws of 1921 and 1924.7%
Opposition leaders in the House against the 1924 law were Sabath from Chicago and Dickstein and
Fiorello La Guardia from New York™ and were either Jews or representatives of large “new
immigration” constituencies, especially Jewish voters.”

After 1924, Jewish involvement in U.S. immigration policy continued to be conspicuous.
During the 1930s, “Jewish groups were the primary opponents of restriction and the primary
supporters of liberalized regulations.” In Congress, “the most outspoken critic of further restrictions
on immigration” was Dickstein who, after assuming the chairmanship of the House Immigration
and Naturalization Committee in 1931, prevented further reductions in quotas.”

“The Jewish concern to alter the ethnic balance of the United States is apparent in the debates
over immigration legislation during the post-Wotld War II era,”” observes MacDonald.
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At a time when there were no outbreaks of anti-Semitism in other parts of the world creating an
urgent need for Jewish immigration and with the presence of Israel as a safe haven for Jews, Jewish
organizations still vigorously objected to the continuation of the national origins provisions of the
1924 law in the McCarran-Walter law of 1952. . .. As was also apparent in the battles dating back to
the nineteenth century, the opposition to the national origins legislation went beyond its effects on
Jewish immigration to advocate immigration of all the racial-ethnic groups of the world.™

The fight against the 1952 law was led by Jewish members of Congress, especially Celler, Javits,
and Lehman. While Celler and Javits were the leaders of the anti-restrictionists in the House,
Lehman of New York was “the most prominent senatorial opponent of immigration restriction
during the 1950s.”7" All three, as mentioned, were prominent members of the ADL. In addition to
the ADL, other principal Jewish organizations opposing the 1952 law included the American Jewish
Congtress (AJCongtress), the AJCommittee, the National Council of Jewish Women, and the Hebrew
Immigrant Aid Society as well as a very wide range of other Jewish groups.”” Despite this
opposition, the McCarran-Walter Act became law over President Harry Truman’s veto.””® The 1952
law, however, was only a temporary setback for the Jews.

In their persistent subversive activities from 1953 to 1965, Jewish organizations were “the
vanguard of liberalized immigration laws.”™” “Thirty years after the triumph of restrictionism, only
Jewish groups remained as persistent and tenacious advocates of a multicultural America,””" notes
MacDonald. For example, the ADL convinced U.S. Senator John F. Kennedy to “author” a pro-
immigration book with the help of an ADL-supplied historian and a Jewish member of his staff. The
result was A Nation of Immigrants (1958), which called for the end of the national origins system.”"

In his history of America’s immigration ctisis, Professor Otis Graham notes that among the
immigration reformers only the Jewish groups knew exactly what they wanted in replacement of
national origins restriction. They “aimed not just at open doors for Jews but also for a diversification
of the immigration stream sufficient to eliminate the majority status of western Europeans so that an
anti-Semitic fascist regime in America would be more unlikely.”""

The coalition of immigration reformers in the 1960s was led by the New York-based American
Immigration and Citizenship Council (AICC), an umbrella organization that coordinated the
lobbying of constituent groups. The AICC included ethnic-based groups (Southern European and
Japanese), liberal religious organizations (Jewish, Catholic, and Protestant), liberal action groups
(American Civil Liberties Union and the American Council of Volunteer Agencies), and some labor
unions associated with the Congress of Industrial Organizations. According to historian Hugh Davis
Graham, Jewish organizations and individuals, however, played a very prominent role in the AICC
and the immigration reform movement.

Most important for the content of immigration reform, the driving force at the core of this
movement, reaching back to the 1920s, were Jewish organizations long active in opposing racial
and ethnic quotas. These included the American Jewish Congress, the American Jewish Committee,
the Anti-Defamation League of B’nai B’rith, and the American Federation of Jews from Eastern
Europe. Jewish members of Congress, particularly representatives from New York and Chicago,

had maintained steady but largely ineffective pressure against the national origins quotas since the
1920s.

To the public, the most visible evidence of the immigration reform drive was played by Jewish
legislative leaders, such as Representative Celler and Senator Jacob Javits of New York. Less visible,
but equally important, were the efforts of key advisors on presidential and agency staffs. These
included senior policy advisors such as Julius Edelson and Harry Rosenfeld in the Truman
administration, Maxwell Rabb in the Eisenhower White House, and presidential aide Myer
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Feldman, assistant secretary of state Abba Schwartz, and deputy attorney general Norbert Schlei in
the Kennedy-Johnson administration.””

In 1965, President Lyndon Johnson signed the Immigration and Nationality (Hart-Celler) Act
of 1965 into law. It abolished the national origins formula intended to result in an ethnic status quo
and replaced it with a system giving preference to family reunification, which results in “chain
migration.” Despite assertions to the contrary,” this law has significantly changed the racial and
ethnic composition of the United States by shifting immigration from Europe to Latin America,
Asia, and Africa, a change that is projected to result in a “majority-minority” country by 2045 when
the non-Hispanic White population will constitute less than half of the total population of the
United States.””

It is reasonable to suppose that this White demographic eclipse was the intent of the 1965 law’s
Jewish advocates.

Given their intense involvement in the fine details of immigration legislation, their very negative
attitudes toward the Northwestern European bias of pre-1965 U.S. immigration policy, and their
very negative attitudes toward the idea of an ethnic status quo . . . , it appears unlikely to suppose
that organizations like the AJCommittee and the AJCongress were unaware of the inaccuracy of the
projections of the effects of this legislation that were made by its supporters. Given the clearly
articulated interests in ending the ethnic status quo evident in the arguments of anti-restrictionists
from 1924 through 1965, the 1965 law would not have been perceived by its proponents as a
victory unless they viewed it as ultimately changing the ethnic status quo. . . . Revealingly, the anti-
restrictionists viewed the 1965 law as a victory.”*

“Besides the ideology of ethnic and cultural pluralism, the ultimate success of Jewish attitudes
on immigration was also influenced,” according to MacDonald, by the Jewish intellectual and
political movements discussed above — the Boasian school of anthropology, the psychoanalytic
movement, the Frankfurt School of Social Research, the New York Intellectuals, and Leftist political
ideology and behavior. “These movements, and particularly the work of Franz Boas, collectively
resulted in a decline of evolutionary and biological thinking in the academic world.””"” As a result,

it is probable that the decline in evolutionary and biological theories of race and ethnicity facilitated
the sea change in immigration policy brought about by the 1965 law. . . . [B]y the time of the final
victory in 1965, which removed national origins and racial ancestry from immigration policy and
opened up immigration to all human groups, the Boasian perspective of cultural determinism and
anti-biologism had become standard academic wisdom.”®

“The ideology of racial equality was an important weapon on behalf of opening immigration up to
all human groups,” asserts MacDonald. With the passage of the 1965 immigration law, the
“intellectual revolution and its translation into public policy had been completed.””"”

Contributing to this intellectual revolution was the work of four Jewish refugees from central
Europe: Hans Kohn (1891-1971), Katl Deutsch (1912-1992), Eric Hobsbawm (1917-2012), and
Ernest Gellner (1925-1995). They were the main exponents of civic nationalism, as opposed to
ethnic nationalism, arguing that modern nations were not rooted in primordial ethnic ties but were
instead “artificial historical constructs” and “invented traditions” that could only be true to
liberalism if the identity of its citizens was conceived without any collective reference to their ethnic
identity.”
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Every major Jewish organization continues to promote liberal immigration policies.” “In 2004,
virtually all American Jewish public affairs agencies belonged to the National Immigration Forum,
the premier open borders immigration-lobbying group.”’?

“Because liberal immigration policies are a vital Jewish interest, it is not surprising that support
for liberal immigration policies spans the Jewish political spectrum,” observes MacDonald.
Moreover, “Jews remain far more favorable to immigration to the United States than any other
ethnic group or religion.”””

The consensus of support for mass non-white immigration to White homelands across the
Jewish political spectrum, from the far Left to the neoconservative Right, exists because Jews
continue

to view the political and cultural hegemony of white Europeans with hostility and suspicion.
Attitudes on immigration are an excellent indication of this. Immigration has already altered the
demographics of voting in the United States, and it will result increasingly in the eclipse of the
white political and cultural power in the foreseeable future. Jews are united in favor of this result.”

“Explicit statements linking immigration policy to a Jewish interest in cultural pluralism can be
found among prominent Jewish social scientists and political activists,”’® writes MacDonald. For
example, Jewish social scientist and ethnic activist Earl Raab, director of Perlmutter Institute for
Jewish Advocacy at Brandeis University and columnist for the San Francisco Jewish Bulletin, notes the
leadership role that the Jewish community has taken in altering the racial and ethnic composition of
the United States since 1965 and credits this change with inhibiting anti-Semitism and preventing an
anti-Semitic political party or mass movement from developing.”® In another atticle, he writes:

The Census Bureau has just reported that about half of the American population will soon be
non-white or non-European. And they will all be American citizens. We have tipped beyond the
point where a Nazi-Aryan party will be able to prevail in this country.

We [Jews] have been nourishing the American climate of opposition to ethnic bigotry for
about half a century. That climate has not yet been perfected, but the heterogeneous nature of our
population tends to make it irreversible — and makes our constitutional constraints against bigotry
more practical than ever.””’

More recently, Leonard S. Glickman, president and CEO of the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society
(HIAS), stated, “The more diverse American society is, the safer [Jews] are.”’® In 2002, HIAS
opened an office in Kenya that has been involved with resettling refugees from the Democratic
Republic of the Congo, Ethiopia, Rwanda, Somalia, Sudan, and Uganda.”

As these two examples reveal, some Jewish activists are secure enough in their dominant
positions to publicly recognize “the advantage to be gained by Jews from an America where white
political and demographic hegemony has declined and whites are unable to control their own
political destiny.””

“Jewish activism on immigration is merely one strand of a multi-pronged movement directed at
preventing the development of a mass movement of anti-Semitism in Western societies,””"
continues MacDonald. In addition to legislative and lobbying activities related to immigration policy,
Jewish efforts toward transforming the United States into a pluralistic society include activism in the
atea of church-state relationships.” As more fully discussed in the next chapter, Jewish
organizations “led the legal and legislative effort to remove Christianity from public places.” ™ “Jews
were unique as an American immigrant group in their hostility toward American Christian culture
and in their energetic efforts to change that culture.”™*
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Consistent with their interest in cultural pluralism, Jews have an interest that the United States
not be a homogeneous Christian society. The main Jewish effort to separate church and state began
after the Second World War and “was well funded and was the focus of well-organized, highly
dedicated Jewish civil service organizations, including the AJCommittee, the AJCongress, and the
ADL. . . . It also involved a highly charismatic and effective leadership, particularly Leo Pfeffer of
the AJCongress,” who litigated many cases in support of the complete separation of church and
state.”

In addition, because “traditional Western supports for high-investment parenting were
embedded in religious ideology,” it is in the Jewish interest to weaken that ideology. According to
New York Intellectual and neoconservative Norman Podhoretz, “it is in fact the case that Jewish
intellectuals, Jewish organizations like the AJCongtress, and Jewish-dominated organizations such as
the ACLU [American Civil Liberties Union] have ridiculed Christian religious beliefs, attempted to
undermine the public strength of Christianity, or have led the fight for lifting restrictions on
pornography.”’*

Another Jewish effort toward transforming the United States into a pluralistic society includes
organizing blacks “as a political force that served Jewish interests in diluting the political and cultural
hegemony of non-Jewish European Americans.””" Along with Jewish promotion of mass non-white
immigration and cultural pluralism, the Jewish-black alliance must be understood “as resulting from
Jewish perceptions of their own self-interest, aimed at displacing the previously dominant white
Protestant elite.”™®

“Jewish organizations as well as a great number of individual Jews contributed enormously to
the success of the movement to increase the power of blacks and alter the racial hierarchy of the
United States,””’ argues MacDonald. “Jewish activities in support of blacks have involved litigation,
legislation, fund-raising, political organizing, and academic movements opposed to the concept of
biologically based racial differences.”’

Jews have played a very prominent role in organizing, funding, and promoting black causes
beginning with the founding of the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
(NAACP) in 1909 and continuing into the present. Henry Moskowitz and Lillian Wald were co-
founders of NAACP. Joel Spingarn was chairman of the board from 1913 to 1919, treasurer from
1919 to 1930, and then president from 1930 until his death in 1939. While chairman, he recruited for
its board such Jewish leaders as Jacob Schiff, Jacob Billikopf, and Rabbi Stephen Wise. Spingarn’s
brother, Arthur Spingarn, was head of the legal committee until he served as president from 1940 to
1965.™

In addition to funding and organizational talent, Jews provided legal talent to the black cause.
Louis Marshall, “the most prominent Jewish activist of the 1920s and leader of the AJCommittee,”
was a principal NAACP attorney and a member of its board of directors. Other prominent Jewish
attorneys who participated in NAACP lawsuits included U.S. Supreme Court Justices Louis Brandeis
and Felix Frankfurter as well as Nathan Margold. Jack Greenberg served as the chairman of the
NAACP Legal Defense Fund in the 1960s.”*

Another historic black “civil rights” organization is the National Urban League, founded in
1910 in New York City.”” This organization was also the beneficiary of wealthy Jews, most notably
Jacob Schiff, head of Kuhn, Loeb and Company and “the premier Jewish activist of the first two
decades of the twentieth century, and Julius Rosenwald, whose wealth derived from the Sears,
Roebuck Company.”™

After the Second World War, “the entire gamut of Jewish civil service organizations was
involved in black issues,” including the AJCommittee, the AJCongress, and the ADL. “Jews

contributed from two thirds to three quarters of the money for civil rights groups during the
1960s.”™
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Martin Luther King, Jr., and his Southern Christian Leadership Conference were major
beneficiaries of Jewish contributions of money and manpower. One of King’s principal advisors was
Stanley David Levison, a Jewish communist, who controlled King to the point of ordering him to
say nothing without his prior approval, according to a Federal Bureau of Investigation report.”

In MacDonald’s view, “Jewish activism played an essential and critical role in the revolution in
ethnic relations that has occurred in the last fifty years in the United States.”” This “revolution in
ethnic relations” is one consequence of the radical cultural transformations of Western culture and
society resulting from the countercultural revolution that began in the 1960s.

Not only have ethnic relations been subverted, but the fundamental European moral, political,
and economic foundations of American culture and society have been subverted by the
countercultural revolution, a watershed event in American cultural and political history.”*® The
subversive Jewish intellectual and political movements just described were a necessary condition for
this countercultural revolution.”” The radical cultural transformations of this countercultural
revolution will be discussed in the next chapter.

The countercultural revolution of the 1960s represents the triumph of the intellectual Left. In
this triumph, as we have just seen, “Jewish involvement was a critical factor.””™ The subversive
Jewish intellectual and political movements discussed above were collectively “a critical factor
(necessary condition) for the triumph of the intellectual left in late twentieth-century Western
societies.”™"

Linked to the triumph of the intellectual Left was the rise of Jewish power and influence in the
United States.”” In their book Roots of Radicalism, Stanley Rothman and S. Robert Lichter declare that
Jews “have become an elite group in American society, with a cultural and intellectual influence far
beyond their numbers.”” As a result, MacDonald agrees, a new Jewish-dominated hostile elite has
displaced the previously dominant White Protestant elite.”* “Since the 1960s a hostile, adversary
elite has emerged to dominate intellectual and political debate. It is an elite that almost instinctively
loathes the traditional institutions of European-American culture: its religion, its customs, its
manners, and its sexual attitudes.”’

In addition to the Jewish intellectual and political movements discussed above, the rise to
predominance of a Jewish-dominated hostile elite was facilitated by Jewish influence and control in
the academic world and the mass media. In turn, this influence and control were critical for the
success of the countercultural revolution. The continuity of this influence and control has also been
critical for the maintenance of the cultural hegemony of the intellectual Left and the entrenchment
of the Jewish-dominated hostile elite for over a half century.

Starting first in the elite academic institutions and especially the Ivy League universities, the
ethnic transformation of American academic life by Jews occurred in the period from the 1930s to
the 1960s. “As eatly as the early 1940s, this transformation resulted in a secular, increasingly Jewish,
decidedly left-of-center intelligentsia based largely but not exclusively in the disciplinary
communities of philosophy and the social sciences.” Recognizing that academic social sciences
departments are an important source of social influence, the Jews’ “transformation of the faculty in
the social sciences and humanities was well underway in the 1950s, and by the early 1960s it was
largely complete.”™

“In 1968, for example, Jews constituted 9 percent of the faculty at American colleges and
universities,” writes Rothman and Lichter. “Among social scientists, ethnic Jews constituted 12
percent of all faculty members and 35 percent of liberals who published heavily.” “The pattern was
even more pronounced at elite colleges and universities.”””

By 1968, Jews constituted 20 percent of the faculty of elite American colleges and universities and
constituted 30 percent of the “most liberal” faculty. At this time, Jews, representing less than 3
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percent of the population, constituted 25 petrcent of the social science faculty at elite universities
and 40 percent of liberal faculty who published most. Jewish academics were also far more likely to
support “progressive’” or communist parties from the 1930s to the 1950s.7*

“By the mid-1960s one in five lawyers in the United States was of Jewish ancestry. Jews also
constituted 12 percent of the faculty of law schools in the United States and, more importantly,
about 38 percent of the faculty at elite law schools,”™ continues Rothman and Lichter. “Thus Jews
were not only disproportionately represented in the academy; they were most heavily represented in
its most prestigious and socially influential sectors.””

According to MacDonald, “Jewish representation in academia . . . may well have increased in
recent times. . . . [A]s of 1993 the percentages of Jewish representation at elite academic institutions
were undoubtedly higher than in the late 1960s.”"'

Starting earlier than in academia, Jewish influence and control in the mass media were already
significant during the 1930s.

A short list of Jewish ownership or management of the major media during this period would
include the New York Times (the most influential newspaper, owned by the Sulzberger family), the
New York Post (George Backer), the Washington Post (Eugene Meyer), Philadelphia Inguirer (M. L.
Annenberg), Philadelphia Record and Camden Courier-Post (J. David Stern), Newark Star-Ledger (S. 1.
Newhouse), Pittsburgh Post-Gazgette (Paul Block), CBS (the dominant radio network, owned by
William Paley), NBC (headed by David Sarnoff), all of the major Hollywood movie studios,
Random House (the most important book publisher, owned by Bennett Cerf), and a dominant
position in popular music.”

By the 1930s, all but one of the major companies in the motion-picture industry were managed
and owned by Jews: Jesse Lasky, Adolph Zukor, and Barney Balaban (Paramount), Carl Laemmle
(Universal), Samuel Goldfish (Goldwyn), Louis B. Mayer and Marcus Loew (Metro-Goldwyn-
Mayer), Jack and Harry Cohn (Columbia), Sol Brill and William Fox (Twentieth-Century-Fox), Al
Lichtman (United Artist), and Sam, Jack, Albert, and Harry Warner (Warner Brothers).”” The
American film industry was “founded and for more than thirty years operated by Eastern European
Jews.”7%*

By all accounts, Jews have been disproportionately involved in the American mass media since
the 1930s and still have powerful influence and control today — far larger than any other identifiable
group. As of 2002, Jewish ownership of major mass media included the following: the largest media
company in the world, AOL-Time (Gerald M. Levin); the second largest media company, Walt
Disney Company (Michael Eisner); the third largest media company, Viacom, Inc. (Sumner
Redstone); Newhouse media company; U.S. News and World Report (Mortimer B. Zuckerman); the
Wall Street Journal (Peter R. Kann); and the New York Times Company (Sulzberger family). Although
Rupert Murdoch (his News Corporation owns Fox Television Network and the New York Post) is
not Jewish, he is deeply philosemitic and Jews play a major role in his corporation. Another
exception is NBC. Although owned by General Electric, the presidents of both NBC and NBC
News are Jewish.”®

Apart from ownership and management, Jewish influence on the mass media also stems from
their disproportionate involvement. Various studies from the 1960s and 1970s indicated that Jews
constituted almost 50 percent of the Hollywood producers of prime time television shows, 58
percent of television news producers and editors at ABC television, 25 percent of the Washington
press corps, 32 percent of the “influential” (i.e., those with major national reputations) media critics
of film, literature, television, and radio, and 27 percent of those working for the most influential
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media outlets (the New York Times, the Washington Post, the Wall Street Journal, U.S. News and World
Report, Time, Newsweek, the three television networks, and PBS).”

Considering that Jews constitute less than 3 percent of the U.S. population, this “phenomenal
concentration of media power in Jewish hands becomes all the more extraordinary.” Although
probably an underestimate today, the Jewish proportion of the American media elite was estimated
at 59 percent in 1983. In that case, the degree of disproportionate representation is calculated at
greater than 2000 percent. “The likelihood that such an extraordinary disparity could arise by chance
is virtually nil.”"%’

Noting that about 60 percent of the top positions in Hollywood are held by Jews, Jewish writer
Ben Stein said, “Do Jews run Hollywood? You bet they do — and what of it?”’® It matters because
the media have become more and more important in creating culture during the twentieth and
twenty-first centuries and the media attempt to shape the attitudes and opinions of the audience.
Whoever controls the media controls the culture.

For many decades, “the attitudes and opinions favored by the media are those generally held by
the wider Jewish community, and . . . the media tends to provide positive images of Jews and
negative images of traditional American and Christian culture.””

Part of the continuing culture of critique is that the media elite tend to be very critical of Western
culture. Western civilization is portrayed as a failing, dying culture, but at worst it is presented as
sick and evil compared to other cultures. These views were common in Hollywood long before the
cultural revolution of the 1960s, but they were not often expressed in the media because of the
influence of non-Jewish cultural conservatives.””

Because of the countercultural revolution, these “non-Jewish cultural conservatives” have lost
the power to influence moral standards in Hollywood movies and television programs. Since the
1960s, therefore, “the Hollywood creative community has disseminated views on issues such as sex,
marriage, and family very different from those held by the majority of Americans and traditional
American elites.””"!

Today, Jewish influence and control in the academic world and the mass media facilitate Jewish
activism on several political fronts that are important to Jewish interests.”” The issues where there is
a substantial consensus among Jews include “support for Israel and the welfare of other foreign
Jewries, immigration and refugee policy, church-state separation, abortion rights, and civil
liberties.””” “It is noteworthy that Jewish attitudes in these areas are markedly different from other
Americans and that since the great increase in Jewish political power in the 1960s all of these areas
have shown massive public policy shifts that are congruent with Jewish attitudes.””™

These issues are important to Jewish interests because the consensual Jewish position on these
issues either subverts Western culture and society by attacking White interests or ensures Jewish
continuity, especially in Israel. With the exception of support for Israel, all the issues are related to
the Jewish interest in ethnic and cultural pluralism (i.e., diversity) in Western societies. Jewish
support for liberal immigration policies, church-state separation, and civil liberties in the context of
black “civil rights” were discussed above and will be again, some in more detail, in the next chapter.

Undoubtedly, the most important issue where there is a substantial consensus among Jews is
support for Israel and the welfare of foreign Jewries. Rather than any set of traditional religious
beliefs, support for Israel — “an expansionist apartheid state””” — has “become the litmus test of
being a Jew.””"

Zionism openly adopted an ethnic conceptualization of Judaism that was independent of
religious faith. In terms of group strategy, Zionism is “an attempt to continue Judaism as a fairly
closed group evolutionary strategy.” “The example of Zionism shows that Jewish cultural separatism
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can be maintained independent of religious organization.””” In Zionism, therefore, “the attempt to
portray Judaism as a religion must be seen as a rationalization for a movement that has remained at
its core an [s] national/ethnic group strategy.””® As a result, Zionism is “the most important
example of Jewish ethnocentrism and extremism” in the contemporary world.””

Zionists, both Jews and gentiles,” have subverted and continue to subvert the U.S. government
and the interests of the American people in favor of Israel and the interests of the Jewish people. In
their book The Israel Lobby and U.S. Foreign Policy (2007), John J. Mearsheimer and Stephen M. Walt
make a very convincing argument that the United States “provides Israel with extraordinary material
aid and diplomatic support, the [Isracl] lobby is the principal reason for that support, and this
uncritical and unconditional relationship is not in the American national interest.””'

The United States has been Israel’s “great benefactor.”

The most obvious indicator of Israel’s favored position is the total amount of foreign aid it has
received from America’s taxpayers. As of 2005, direct U.S. economic and military assistance to
Israel amounted to nearly $154 billion (in 2005 dollars), the bulk of it comprising direct grants
rather than loans. . . . [T]he actual total is significantly higher, because direct U.S. aid is given under
unusually favorable terms and the United States provides Israel with other forms of material
assistance that are not included in the foreign assistance budget.”

According to Mearsheimer and Walt, “Isracl now receives on average about $3 billion in direct
foreign assistance each year, an amount that is roughly one-sixth of America’s direct foreign
assistance budget and equal to about 2 percent of Israel’s GDP.”™

The Israel lobby is the principal reason for this extraordinary support. Rather than on strategic
or moral grounds, the remarkable level of material and diplomatic support that the United States
provides Israel is “due largely to the political power of the Israel lobby, a loose coalition of
individuals and groups that seeks to influence American foreign policy in ways that will benefit
Israel.”® The Israel lobby is “a powerful interest group, made up of both Jews and gentiles, whose
acknowledged purpose is to press Israel’s case within the United States and influence American
foreign policy in ways that its members believe will benefit the Jewish state.”™ Although the “bulk
of the lobby is comprised of American Jews,” it is “the specific political agenda that defines the
lobby, not the religious or ethnic identity of those pushing it.”*

Key organizations of the Israel lobby include the American Israel Public Affairs Committee
(AIPAC), the AJCongress, the Zionist Organization of America (ZOA), the Israel Policy Forum
(IPF), the AJCommittee, the ADL, the Religious Action Center of Reform Judaism, Americans for a
Safe Israel, American Friends of Likud, Mercaz-USA, Hadassah, and many others. The American
Jewish Yearbook for 1992 listed more than 80 national Jewish organizations specifically devoted to
Zionist and pro-Israel activities. “Fifty-one of the largest and most important organizations come
together in the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations, whose self-
described mission includes ‘forging diverse groups into a unified force for Israel’s well-being’ and
working to ‘strengthen and foster the special U.S.-Israel relationship.”””’

The lobby also includes think tanks such as the Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs
(JINSA), the Middle East Forum (MEF), and the Washington Institute for Near East Policy
(WINEP). There are also dozens of pro-Isracl PACs [Political Action Committees] ready to funnel
money to pro-Israel political candidates or to candidates whose opponents are deemed either
insufficiently supportive of or hostile to Israel.”
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AIPAC is clearly the most important and best known of the various Jewish organizations that
include foreign policy as a central part of their agenda.”™ AIPAC is a large, mass-based organization
with a staff of more than 150 employees and an annual budget of an estimated $40-60 million. 790
AIPAC “ranked second out [of] the 120 most powerful lobbies as rated by members of Congress
and professional lobbyists, with no other ethnic organization rated in the top 25.”""

Neoconservatism is a “Jewish intellectual and political movement”™” that can be considered a
part of the Israel lobby because “[v]irtually all neoconservatives are strongly committed to Israel, a
point they emphasize openly and unapologetically.”””

Prominent neoconservatives include former and present policy makers like Elliott Abrams,
Kenneth Adelman, William Bennett, John Bolton, Douglas Feith, the late Jeane Kirkpatrick, I.
Lewis “Scooter” Libby, Richard Perle, Paul Wolfowitz, James Woolsey, and David Wurmser;
journalists like the late Robert Bartley, David Brooks, Chatles Krauthammer, William Kristol, Bret
Stephens, and Norman Podhoretz; academics like Fouad Ajami, Eliot Cohen, Aaron Friedberg,
Bernard Lewis, and Ruth Wedgwood; and think-tank pundits like Max Boot, David Frum, Reuel
Marc Gerecht, Robert Kagan, Michael Ledeen, Joshua Muravchik, Daniel Pipes, Danielle Pletka,
Michael Rubin, and Meyrav Wurmser. The leading neoconservative magazines and newspapers are
Commentary, the New York Sun, the Wall Street Journal op-ed page, and the Weekly Standard. The think
tanks and advocacy groups most closely associated with these neoconservatives are the American
Enterprise Institute (AEI), the Center for Security Policy (CSP), the Hudson Institute, the
Foundation for Defense of Democracies (FDD), the Jewish Institute for National Security Affairs
(JINSA), the Middle East Forum (MEF), the Project for a New American Century (PNAC), and
the Washington Institute for Near East Policy (WINEP).™

Although there are some prominent gentiles among the neoconservatives, such as the Wa//
Street Journal editor Robert Bartley, former Secretary of Education William Bennett, former UN
Ambassadors John Bolton and Jeane Kirkpatrick, and former Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
director James Woolsey, Jews “comprise the core of the neoconservative movement.”” To this list
of gentiles may be added former Vice President Dick Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald
Rumsfeld.”

The Israel lobby also includes an “important group of gentiles — the Christian Zionists, a subset
of the broader politically oriented Christian Right.”” “Christian Zionists are best seen as a
significant adjunct to the Jewish elements of the lobby, but not its most important part.”™

Prominent Christian Zionists “include religious figures such as the late Jerry Falwell, Gary
Bauer, Pat Robertson, and John Hagee, as well as politicians like House Majority Leaders Tom
Delay (R-TX) and Richard Armey (R-TX), and Senator James Inhofe (R-OK).”™”

Christian Zionists have formed a number of organizations whose avowed purpose is to encourage
support for Israel. These groups include Christians United for Israel (CUFL, described by founder
John Hagee as “a Christian version of the American Israel Public Affairs Committee”), the
National Christian Leadership Conference for Israel, the Unity Coalition for Israel, Christian
Friends of Isracli Communities (CFIC), the Christians’ Israel Public Action Committee, the
International Christian Embassy Jerusalem (ICEJ), and a host of smaller groups. Christian Zionists
are also key players in the International Fellowship of Christians and Jews (IFC]J), a Chicago-based
organization run by Rabbi Yechiel Eckstein . . . *"

The goal of the Israel lobby is
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to convince the public that America’s and Israel’s interests are one and the same. At the same time,
groups in the lobby try to marginalize anyone who criticizes Israeli policy or challenges the “special

relationship,” and try to prevent that person’s views from getting a fair hearing in the public

arena.’

“Efforts [by the lobby] to shape public perceptions often include charging critics of Israel with anti-
Semitism, a tactic designed to discredit and marginalize anyone who challenges the current
relationship,”®” adds Mearsheimer and Walt.

They assert that “AIPAC’s success is due in large part to its ability to reward legislators and
congtressional candidates who support its agenda and to punish those who do not, based mainly on
its capacity to influence campaign contributions.”®” For example, AIPAC helped defeat U.S.
Representative Paul Findley (R-IL) in 1982. Other elections influenced by AIPAC include the defeat
of U.S. Senator Charles Percy (R-IL) in 1984 and the defeats of U.S. Representatives Earl Hilliard
(D-AL) and Cynthia McKinney (D-GA) in 2002.%*

In February 2007, former President Jimmy Carter said, “It’s almost politically suicidal . . . for a
member of the Congress who wants to seek reelection to take any stand that might be interpreted as
anti-policy of the conservative Isracli government.”®” “The bottom line is that AIPAC, which bills
itself as ‘America’s Pro-Israel Lobby,” has an almost unchallenged hold on Congress.”*"

“The Israel lobby has successfully convinced many Americans that American and Israeli
interests are essentially identical. In fact, they are not,”®” argues Mearsheimer and Walt. “[T]he
activities of the groups and individuals who make up the lobby are the main reason why the United
States pursues policies in the Middle East that make little sense on either strategic or moral
grounds.”*"®

The uncritical and unconditional relationship between Israel and the United States is not in the
American national interest. The extensive economic, military, and diplomatic support that the
United States provides Israel does not advance America’s overall strategic interests. The United
States does not receive substantial benefits in return nor does the value of these benefits exceed the
economic and political costs of U.S. support. Aid to Israel does not make Americans more secure or
more prosperous. Backing Israel does not win the United States additional friends around the world,;
rather, it undermines U.S. relations with other strategically important countries.™”

Individuals and groups of the Israel lobby have not only encouraged more or less unconditional
U.S. support of Israel, but played key roles in shaping U.S. policy toward the Israeli-Palestinian
conflict, the invasion of Iraq, and the confrontations with Syria and Iran. These policies were not
always in the American national interest.”’

Moreover, Israel is a dubious “ally.” It “looks first and foremost to its own interests, and it has
been willing to do things contrary to American interests when it is believed (rightly or wrongly) that
doing so would advance its own national goals.”®"" “In the notorious ‘Lavon affait’ in 1954, for
example, Israeli agents tried to bomb several U.S. government offices in Egypt, in a bungled attempt
to sow discord between Washington and Cairo.”*"?

On June 8, 1967, during the Six-Day War, Israeli aircraft and torpedo boats deliberately
attacked the U.S. Navy intelligence ship USS Liberty, which was in international waters off the Sinai
Peninsula, killing 34 sailors and injuring 171 others and nearly sinking the ship. The Johnson
administration betrayed the crew and hid the facts of the case from the American people.®”
“Survivors of the attack, other U.S. naval officers, and a number of U.S. officials (including CIA
Director Richard Helms and Secretary of State Dean Rusk) believed the attack was deliberate, and
proponents of this view also claim that the subsequent investigations were cursory and
incomplete.”'*
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Despite the deliberate attack on the USS Liberty, “a salient feature — and arguably the central
focus — of America’s Middle East policy has been its relationship with Israel” since the Six-Day War
of 1967.%" Support for Israel during the 1973 October War imposed additional costs on the United
States, such as the Arab oil embargo. “The decision to use the ‘oil weapon’ was a direct response to
Nixon’s decision to provide Israel with $2.2 billion of emergency military assistance during the war,
and it ultimately did significant damage to the U.S. economy.”®'®

Less than a decade later, Israel’s

invasion of Lebanon in 1982 made the region less stable and led directly to the formation of
Hezbollah, the militant group that many believe is responsible for the devastating attacks on the
U.S. embassy and marine barracks that cost more than 250 American lives. The suicide bombers
are to blame for these deaths, but the loss of life was part of the price the United States had to pay
in order to clean up the situation that Israel had created.®”’

There is abundant evidence that unquestioned U.S. support for Israel “encourages anti-
Americanism throughout the Arab and Islamic world and has fueled the rage of anti-American
terrorists [and] has fueled anger and resentment against the United States.”®® One of the central
grievances of Osama bin Laden and al Qaeda was U.S. support for Israel at the expense of the
Palestinians. “The 9/11 Commission confirmed that bin Laden and other key al Qaeda members
were motivated both by Israel’s behavior toward the Palestinians and by U.S. support for Israel.”*"

The Israel lobby was “a necessary but not sufficient condition” for the disastrous invasion of
Iraq in March 2003. The “lobby did not cause the war by itself . . . [bJut absent the lobby’s influence,
there almost certainly would not have been a war.”** President George W. Bush’s administration
included staunchly pro-Israel neoconservatives like Elliott Abrams, John Bolton, Douglas Feith,
Aaron Friedberg, John Hannah, I. Lewis Libby, William Luti, Richard Perle, Paul Wolfowitz, and
David Wurmser. These “officials consistently pushed for policies favored by Israel and backed by
key organizations in the lobby.”**!

The driving force behind the Iraq war was a small band of neoconservatives who had long favored
the energetic use of American power to reshape critical areas of the world. . . . This group included
prominent officials in the Bush administration such as Paul Wolfowitz and Douglas Feith, the
number two and three civilians in the Pentagon; Richard Perle, Kenneth Adelman, and James
Woolsey, members of the influential Defense Policy Board; Scooter Libby, the vice president’s
chief of staff; John Bolton, undersecretary of state for arms control and international security, and
his special assistant, David Wurmser; and Elliott Abrams, who is in charge of Middle East policy at
the National Security Council. It also included a handful of well-known journalists like Robert
Kagan, Chatles Krauthammer, William Kristol, and William Safire.**

Feith, Perle, and Wurmser wrote the report “Clean Break: A New Strategy for Securing the
Realm” in June 1996 under the auspices of a right-wing Israeli think tank in which they recommend
to the incoming Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu that he “focus on removing Saddam
Hussein from power in Iraq — an important Israeli strategic objective in its own right.”**

Although the Iraq “war would probably not have occurred absent the September 11 attacks,”
neoconservatives like Deputy Defense Secretary Wolfowitz, however, “who had been urging regime
change in Iraq since eatly 1998, were quick to link Saddam Hussein with 9/11 — even though there
was no evidence that Saddam was involved — and to portray his overthrow as critical to winning the
war on terror.”%*

Additionally, Israel engages in extensive espionage against the United States, stealing both
economic and military secrets.*” According to the Government Accountability Office, the Jewish
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state “conducts the most aggressive espionage operations against the United States of any ally.”
Most infamously is the case of Jonathan Pollard, “an American intelligence analyst who gave Israel
large quantities of highly classified material between 1984 and 1985.”%* Over the years, several
prominent neoconservatives have been investigated on credible charges of spying for Israel: Paul
Wolfowitz,”” Douglas Feith,*® Richard Perle,”” Stephen Bryen,*” and Michael Ledeen.”' In 2002,
an Israeli spy ring was uncovered in the United States that used Israel’s extensive U.S. telephone
network ownership.*”* In 2005, Larry Franklin, a key Pentagon official, was indicted on charges of
passing classified information regarding U.S. policy toward Iran to two senior AIPAC officials,
Steven Rosen and Keith Weissman. Franklin accepted a plea bargain and was sentenced to 12 years
and seven months in prison, but it was reduced to 10 months house arrest in 2009 after the charges
against Rosen and Weissman were dropped.®” Israel continues to engage in espionage against the
United States.®

Finally, the power and influence of the Israel lobby (and by extension Israel) has been aided by
the Holocaust cult. A critical element of the new Judaized culture (i.e., “that Jewish attitudes and
interests, Jewish likes and dislikes, now constitute the culture of the West, internalized by Jews and
non-Jews alike””) that emerged from the countercultural revolution was “the elevation of Jewish
experiences of suffering during World War 11, collectively referred to as ‘the Holocaust,” to the level
of the pivotal historico-cultural icon in Western societies” and “the status of a moral
touchstone.”®’

The Holocaust “has become institutionalized as an American cultural icon.”**

Annual Days of Remembrance of the Holocaust are a national event. All 50 states sponsor
commemorations, often in state legislative chambers. The Association of Holocaust Organizations
lists over 100 Holocaust institutions in the United States. Seven major Holocaust museums dot the
American landscape. The centerpiece of this memorialization is the United States Holocaust
Memotial Museum in Washington, D.C.*”

The lattet’s annual budget is $50 million, of which $30 million is federally subsidized.**

According to Norman G. Finkelstein’s The Holocaust Industry, “Apart from Holocaust memorials,
fully seventeen states mandate or recommend Holocaust programs in their schools, and many
colleges and universities have endowed chairs in Holocaust studies. Hardly a week passes without a
major Holocaust-related stoty in the New York Times.”*"!

The Holocaust allows Jews to claim victory in the victimhood Olympics. MacDonald notes that
“Holocaust consciousness was the ultimate expression of a victim mentality.”** Not surprisingly,
Zionists have sought to establish a link between a collective worldwide guilt for the Holocaust and
support for Israel.

The Holocaust cult serves Jewish interests in three ways. First, the Holocaust is promoted to
rally support for Israel and to excuse or justify Israeli conduct. In fact, “the Holocaust was not
emphasized as a cultural icon until the late 1960s and early 1970s, when images of the Holocaust
were deployed on a large scale in popular culture by Jewish activists specifically to rally support for
Israel in the context of the wars of 1967 and 1973.”% Because the Holocaust allows Israel to cast
itself as a “victim” state, the Holocaust is invoked to immunize Israel from criticism and to
delegitimize criticism of Israel when it does occur, no matter how justified.

The second way in which the Holocaust serves Jewish interests is as a weapon to attack White
racial interests by promoting mass non-white immigration into White homelands and ethnic and
cultural pluralism. The Holocaust “is a prime weapon in the push for massive non-European
immigration, multiculturalism, and advancing other Jewish causes.”** “Recently, the main thrust of
the Holocaust as cultural icon is the ratification of multiculturalism.”

99



The Holocaust is

also promoted among gentiles as an antidote to anti-Semitism. In recent years this has involved a
large scale educational effort (including mandated courses in the public schools of several states)
spearheaded by Jewish organizations and staffed by thousands of Holocaust professionals aimed at
conveying the lesson that “tolerance and diversity [are] good; hate [is] bad, the overall rubric [being]
‘man’s inhumanity to man.”” The Holocaust has thus become an instrument of Jewish ethnic
interests not only as a symbol intended to create moral revulsion at violence directed at minority
ethnic groups — prototypically the Jews, but also as an instrument to silence opponents of high
levels of multi-ethnic immigration into Western societies.*

In this regard, two of the main lessons of the Holocaust that are taught are the need to protect the
rights of minorities®*® and that mass murder is the ultimate consequence of racial consciousness.*’

The third way in which the Holocaust serves Jewish interests is as an extortion racket called the
“Holocaust Industry.”* The Holocaust is exploited to raise funds and extort money from non-Jews.
Jews have turned the suffering of the Jewish people during the Second World War into an extortion
racket.®”

The Holocaust Industry “serves as a vehicle for obtaining money for Jewish organizations from
European governments and corporations, and for justifying the policies of Israel and U.S. support
for Israeli policy. . . . [E]mbracing the Holocaust allows the wealthiest and most powerful group in
the U.S. to claim victim status.”® For example, the World Jewish Congtress (W]JC) extorted $1.25
billion from Switzetland in 1996.%" In August 2000, the WJC said “that it stood to amass fully $9
billion in Holocaust compensation monies.”**

In conclusion, the Jewish subversion that resulted in the countercultural revolution, the triumph
of the intellectual Left, and the predominance of the Jewish-dominated hostile elite in the United
States has inflicted severe detrimental effects on White Americans. The most detrimental of these
effects are the continued weakening of ethnic nationalism and the loss of racial consciousness
among White Americans that make the other effects more severe or even possible. In addition to
the loss of influence and control in the academic world and the mass media that contributes to
White cultural, political, and economic dispossession, and the loss of control over U.S. foreign
policy in the Middle East that harms the American national interest and results in unnecessary loss
of White lives and waste of resources, the other severe detrimental effects include the five radical
cultural transformations of the countercultural revolution that will be examined in the next chapter.
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Chapter 9
THE AMERICAN PROBLEM

The American problem is the subversion of the United States of America, historically a White
Christian nation-state, and its conversion into its antithesis — an anti-White, anti-Christian anti-
nation. As a result, the regime of this anti-nation (i.e., a universal state) no longer serves the interests
of real Americans — the White Christian ethno-cultural core® — and has detrimentally impacted
them.** Critically, real Americans have lost their essence (i.e., identity) as White Christian Americans
as a consequence of this subversion and conversion of the United States.

The root of the American problem is the entry of about 2.3 million Eastern European Jews into
the United States between 1882 and 1924. After several decades of subversive activity while
continuing to increase their collective wealth, political influence, and social status, Jews were largely
responsible for the countercultural revolution that began in the 1960s.*° This watershed event in
American cultural and political history* was joined and supported by White traitors and dupes (i.e.,
“useful idiots”) who served the interests of the Jews to the detriment of their own people.

As discussed in the previous chapter, the goals of Jewish subversion are to neutralize or end
anti-Semitism and to enhance the prospects for Jewish group continuity. To achieve these goals, it
was necessary that the radical cultural transformations of the countercultural revolution resulted in
the current anti-White, anti-Christian anti-nation ruled by a Jewish-dominated hostile elite.

The radical cultural transformations of the countercultural revolution can be divided into five
categories: (1) the secularization of American public life, which resulted in the advent of post-
Christian America; (2) the “sexual revolution,” which resulted in the decline of the traditional family
structure and the normalization of homosexuality and transgenderism; (3) the so-called black “civil
rights” movement, which resulted in legalized racial discrimination against Whites; (4) the triumph
of cultural pluralism, which resulted in the enshrinement of the anti-White doctrine of “diversity” in
American culture and the entrenchment of “identity politics” in American politics; and (5) the
changes in U.S. immigration law that shifted immigration from Europe to Latin America, Asia, and
Africa, which is changing the United States into a majority non-white country. These are the five
fronts in the culture war that is the countercultural revolution. Real Americans have lost the battles
on all five fronts.

* * *

The first of the radical cultural transformations of the countercultural revolution is the
seculatization of American public life. As we have seen,”’ secularization has been one of the goals
of the Jewish effort toward transforming the United States into a pluralistic society in furtherance of
Jewish interests. To promote cultural pluralism, the Jewish-dominated hostile elite attacks the idea of
the United States as a homogeneous Christian society and strives to remove Christianity from public
places. The result has been the advent of post-Christian America, which is hostile to centuries-old
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Christian doctrines on marriage, homosexuality, and the family that have been traditional Western
supports for high-investment parenting.

According to Harvard political scientist Samuel P. Huntington, “Americans have been
extremely religious and overwhelmingly Christian throughout their history.”®* As noted above,*”
White Americans in 1790 were 98 percent Protestant and 1 percent Catholic. In 1892, the U.S.
Supreme Court declared that, from the discovery of this continent to the present hour, the historical
evidence affirms that “this is a Christian nation.”*" Citing the 1892 case, the Supreme Court in 1931
reaffirmed that “We are a Christian people.”*"

Christian religiosity was and still is, to some extent, reflected in American public life and to a
much greater extent in private life.*” Since the mid-twentieth centutry, however, the reflection of
Christianity in American public life has largely been diminished through judicial litigation. In many
of these cases, the dissenting opinions provide better legal arguments for upholding the traditional
Christian role in American public life and so shall be mentioned.

Shortly after the Second World War, the main Jewish effort to separate church and state began,
led by the American Jewish Congress (AJCongress), the American Jewish Committee
(AJCommittee), and the Anti-Defamation League (ADL) of B’nai B’rith. Leo Pfeffer, the legal
advisor of the AJCongress from 1945 to 1964, was the lead counsel or amicus curiae (“friend of the
court”)*” in nearly every establishment clause case from the late 1940s through the eatly 1980s.**
According to the Freedom From Religion Foundation, Pfeffer was “the 20th century’s leading legal
proponent of the separation of church and state.”*”

The doctrine of the “separation of church and state,” a phrase not found in the U.S.
Constitution, is purportedly based on the First Amendment. That amendment provides that
“Congtress shall make no law respecting an establishment of religion, or prohibiting the free exercise
thereof.”®® The first patt is known as the “establishment clause” and the second part as the “free
exercise clause.” By its very language, the restriction only applied to Congress and not to state or
local governments. In order to separate church and state throughout the country, therefore, that
restriction had to change.

Although the U.S. Supreme Court held in Baron v. Baltimore (1833)%7 that the first eight
amendments of the Bill of Rights only protected against actions by the federal government, not
actions by state and local governments, beginning in 1897 the Coutt interpreted the due process
clause of the Fourteenth Amendment to “incorporate” most portions of the Bill of Rights, making
these portions, for the first time, applicable to state and local governments.®” This legal invention is
known as the doctrine of “selective incorporation.”*”

In Everson v. Board of Education (1947),"" the establishment clause of the First Amendment was
incorporated and thus made applicable to state and local governments. Invoking the words of
Thomas Jefferson, the Supreme Court declared that “the clause against establishment of religion by
law was intended to erect ‘a wall of separation between church and State.””*”

In a 1985 dissent in another case, Justice William Rehnquist criticized this use of Jefferson’s
words in Everson because it “is impossible to build sound constitutional doctrine upon a mistaken
understanding of constitutional history.” Jefferson is “a less than ideal source of contemporary
history as to the meaning of the Religion Clauses of the First Amendment” because he was in
France at the time the Bill of Rights was passed by Congress and ratified by the states, and his letter,
quoted in Everson, was only “a short note of courtesy,” written 14 years after the passage of the Bill
of Rights by Congress.””

Rehnquist also noted that “State establishments [of religion] were prevalent throughout the late
18th and early 19th centuries.”®” He concluded from his review of the constitutional history of the
establishment clause that

102



It would seem from this evidence that the Establishment Clause of the First Amendment had
acquired a well-accepted meaning: it forbade establishment of a national religion, and forbade
preference among religious sects or denominations. . . . The Establishment Clause did not require
government neutrality between religion and irreligion nor did it prohibit the Federal Government
from providing nondiscriminatory aid to religion. There is simply no historical foundation for the
proposition that the Framers intended to build the “wall of separation” that was constitutionalized
in Everson.*”

In conclusion, Rehnquist called for the abandonment of the “wall-of-separation” metaphor because
it is “based on bad history” and “has proved useless as a guide to judging.”®®

Once the establishment clause became applicable to the states in 1947, there was a flood of
lawsuits to remove Christianity from public places. In addition to the AJCongress, the AJCommittee,
and the ADL, the primary opponents of laws allegedly violating the establishment clause were the
Americans United for Separation of Church and State and the Jewish-dominated American Civil
Liberties Union (ACLU).*” The ACLU had proposed the phrase “a wall of separation between
church and State” in an amicus brief in the Everson case.”

In McCollum v. Board of Education (1948),*” the Supreme Court found unconstitutional a school
district’s practice of “released time,” whereby public schools set aside class time for religious
instruction, because the state’s public school buildings were used for the religious instruction and the
state assisted religious groups by providing students through the “use of the State’s compulsory
public school machinery.”® Started in 1914, “released time” programs involved almost two million
students in some 2,200 communities nationwide in 1947.%"' Briefs of amici curiae urging a holding of
unconstitutionality were filed, among others, by the ACLU and the Synagogue Council of America
etal.

Leo Pfeffer was on both the amicus brief for the Synagogue Council in McCollum and four years
later on the brief for the attorney arguing the case for the unconstitutionality of a “released time”
program in New York City. In Zorach v. Clanson (1952),* the Supreme Court concluded that New
York City’s “released time” program was constitutional because it “involves neither religious
instruction in public school classrooms not the expenditure of public funds.”*’

The next issue to be attacked through litigation was prayer and Bible reading in primary and
secondary schools. In 1960, 42 percent of American school districts included Bible reading and 50
percent reported some form of daily devotional exercise.”™ In 1962, the ACLU published a policy
statement condemning in-school prayers, observation of religious holidays, and Bible reading.® The
Supreme Court agreed with the ACLU’s position® in Enge/ v. VVitale (1962).%"

In Engel, the Supreme Court held that it is unconstitutional for state officials to compose an
official school prayer and require its recitation in public schools, even when the prayer is
denominationally neutral and students may remain silent or be excused from the classroom during
its recitation.” While the governments of 22 states submitted briefs of awici curiae urging the Court
to uphold the constitutionality of the prayer, the AJCommittee et al. and the Synagogue Council of
America et al., among others, each submitted briefs urging the Court to rule that the prayer is
unconstitutional.

One year later, the Supreme Court decided another case involving school prayer. In Abington
School District v. Schempp (1963),% the Court held that it is unconstitutional for any state law or school
board to require the reading of Bible passages or the recitation of the Lord’s Prayer in public
schools, even when students may be excused from attending or participating. Again, while the
governments of 18 states joined Maryland on its brief of amicus curiae urging the Court to uphold the
constitutionality of the school district’s practice, the AJCommittee et al. and the Synagogue Council
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of America et al, among others, each submitted briefs urging the Court to rule that it is
unconstitutional.

In reaction to the Enge/ and Schempp decisions, over 150 constitutional amendments were
proposed to reverse the holdings.*”” The ACLU was one of several organizations that lobbied to
prevent any of these proposals from passing Congtess."

After the failure of the constitutional amendments, many states and school districts attempted
to re-establish school-sponsored prayer in other ways. One attempt involved a moment of silence
tor prayer. In Wallace v. Jaffree (1985), the Supreme Court held unconstitutional a state law that
authorized a one-minute period of silence in all public schools “for meditation or voluntary prayer”
because its purpose was to endorse religion and was not motivated by any cleatly secular purpose.*”
The Court suggested that a “moment of silence” during which students may pray or not would be
constitutional.*” Brtiefs of amici curiae urging a holding of unconstitutionality were filed, among
others, by the ACLU and the AJCongtess et al.

Some of these attempts to return voluntary prayer to public schools involved school-sponsored
extracurricular activities. In the first major school prayer case decided by the Rehnquist Court, Lee .
Weisman (1992), the Supreme Court held by a 5-4 vote that it is unconstitutional to include a clergy-
led prayer, even nonsectarian, as part of an official public school graduation ceremony.** The
AJCongress et al. was one of two organizations that filed an amicus brief urging a holding of
unconstitutionality.

In his dissent, Justice Antonin Scalia reiterated that the meaning of the establishment clause is
“to be determined by reference to historical practices and understandings.”

In holding that the Establishment Clause prohibits invocations and benedictions at public school
graduation ceremonies, the Court — with nary a mention that it is doing so — lays waste a tradition
that is as old as public school graduation ceremonies themselves, and that is a component of an
even more longstanding American tradition of nonsectarian prayer to God at public celebrations
generally.*”

In Santa Fe Independent School District v. Doe (2000), the Supreme Court again ruled against school
prayer. In this case, the Court held that a school district’s policy of permitting student-led, student-
initiated prayer at public high school football games is unconstitutional.*® Again, the AJCongress et
al. was one of two organizations that filed an amicus brief urging a holding of unconstitutionality. In
his dissent, Chief Justice Rehnquist asserted that the tone of the majority opinion “bristles with
hostility to all things religious in public life.”*”

Although a majority of the Supreme Court justices continued to maintain a strict ban on most
forms of state-sponsored religious exercises in primary and secondary schools, the Court has upheld
the practice of opening sessions of legislative and other deliberative political bodies with prayer by a
government-funded clergyman.’”® Not to do so would have exposed the Court to accusations of
hypocrisy because the practice of opening sessions of Congress with prayer by a paid chaplain has
continued without interruption since 1789.*”” Also, the proceedings of every federal coutt, including
the Supreme Court, open with an announcement that concludes: “God save the United States and
this Honorable Court.””"

In the area of religious displays like the Ten Commandments, the Supreme Court has generally
found the display unconstitutional except where the facts prevent such an unreasonable ruling. In
Stone v. Graham (1980), the Court held that a state statute requiring the posting of a copy of the Ten
Commandments, purchased with private contributions, on the wall of each public classroom in the
state is unconstitutional because it lacks a secular legislative purpose.”" In his dissent, Justice
Rehnquist argued that there was a legitimate secular purpose to the posting of the Ten
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Commandments. As the state legislature had determined, “the Ten Commandments have had a
significant impact on the development of secular legal codes of the Western World.”*”

The next time the Supreme Court directly dealt with a display of the Ten Commandments were
in two cases decided in 2005. In McCreary County v. ACLU of Kentucky (2005), the Court ruled in a 5—
4 decision that displays of the Ten Commandments in two county courthouses were
unconstitutional because the Ten Commandments were not integrated in a display with a secular
message and thus were considered to lack a secular legislative purpose.”” On the same day in 2005,
the Court handed down another 5—4 decision with the opposite outcome. The “swing vote” in both
cases was Jewish Justice Stephen Breyer.

In VVan Orden v. Perry (2005), the Court held that the display of a monument (6-feet high and
3'>-teet wide) inscribed with the Ten Commandments on the Texas State Capitol grounds along
with 17 other monuments and 21 historical markers did not violate the establishment clause despite
the religious significance of the monument.”™ In his concurrence, Breyer listed several factors that,
taken together, provide a strong indication that the Commandments’ text on the monument conveys
a predominantly secular message. More importantly, the fact that the presence of the monument
went legally unchallenged for the previous 40 years indicates that few individuals viewed the
monument as a government effort to establish a religion.””

While briefs of amici curiae urging a holding of unconstitutionality were filed, among others, by
the ADL et al. in McCreary, the AJCongress et al. and the ADL et al. filed briefs in [Van Orden urging
a holding of unconstitutionality.

Like the Ten Commandments, religious displays at Christmas time have regularly been
challenged as violating the Constitution. In Lynch v. Donnelly (1984), the Court upheld a city’s display
of a creche or nativity scene as part of a Christmas display. Every year, the city erects a Christmas
display on a privately-owned park in the heart of the city’s shopping district. The display includes, in
addition to such objects as a Santa Claus house, a Christmas tree, and a banner that reads
“SEASONS GREETINGS,” a créche, which has been part of this annual display for 40 years or
more. Notwithstanding the religious significance of the créche, the Court was “satisfied that the city
has a secular purpose for including the créche, that the city has not impermissibly advanced religion,
and that including the creche does not create excessive entanglement between religion and
government.”" Briefs of amici curiae urging a holding of unconstitutionality were filed by the
AJCommittee et al. and the ADL et al.

In County of Allegheny v. American Civil Liberties Union (1989),” the Supreme Court considered the
constitutionality of two recurring Christmas and Hanukkah holiday displays located on public
property in downtown Pittsburgh. The first, a créche depicting the Christian nativity scene, was
placed on the Grand Staircase of the Allegheny County Courthouse. The second was an 18-foot
Chanukah menorah or candelabrum, which was placed just outside the City-County Building next to
the city’s 45-foot decorated Christmas tree and a sign bearing the mayor’s name and containing text
declaring the city’s “salute to liberty.” In a complex and fragmented decision, the Court held that the
display of the menorah was constitutional, while the Christian nativity scene was unconstitutional.
Supporting the ACLU (a litigant in the case) were amicus briefs filed by the AJCommittee et al. and
the AJCongress et al. urging a holding that both religious displays are unconstitutional.

There are other reflections of Christian religiosity in American society that have been
challenged, albeit so far unsuccessfully, by those striving to remove Christianity from American
public life. These include “blue laws” restricting certain commercial activities on Sunday,” tax
exemptions to religious organizations,”” “In God We Trust” on U.S. currency,”’ “under God” in
the Pledge of Allegiance,”"" and cross-shaped war memortials on public lands.”"* There has also been
the largely Jewish-instigated cultural “war on Christmas.”’"
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Despite the other cultural transformations since the 1960s and the diminishment of Christianity
in American public life through judicial litigation, a majority of Americans still have a strong
Christian identity that is combined with a civil religion that can be summarized as “Christianity
without Christ.””'* “In three surveys between 1989 and 1996, between 84 percent and 88 percent of
Americans said they were Christians. The proportion of Christians in America rivals or exceeds the
proportion of Jews in Israel, of Muslims in Egypt, of Hindus in India, and of Orthodox believers in
Russia.”’"?

Although the percentage of Americans who said they were Christian has decreased since the
late 1990s from 80 percent to 71 percent in the late 2010s, this decline is largely due to the increase
of those who said they have no religion, according to the General Social Survey. The percentage of
Americans who said they have no religion increased from 13 percent in the late 1990s to 22 percent
in the late 2010s, while the number of Americans who said that they followed a non-Christian
religion remained at 5 or 6 percent during this period. A study by the Pew Research Center found a
similar trend.”'

While the number of self-identified Christians may have fallen, support for elements of religious
life in public schools is still strong. According to a 2014 Gallup poll, 61 percent of Americans are in
favor of allowing daily prayer to be spoken in the classroom, while 37 percent oppose; 75 percent
favor allowing students to say prayers at graduation ceremonies as part of the official program, while
24 percent oppose; and 77 percent favor making public school facilities available after school hours
for use by student religious groups, while 21 percent oppose.”’

Despite the continued Christian religiosity of American society, the Jewish-dominated hostile
elite has attacked Christianity and promoted cultural pluralism for so long and so strongly that by the
time of the election of President Barack Obama, the country had become post-Christian.”®
According to political commentator Patrick Buchanan, “The age of Obama marks the advent of
post-Christian America.” In his first inaugural address on January 20, 2009, Obama repudiated the
notion that America is a Christian nation when he said, “We are a nation of Christians and Muslims,
Jews and Hindus, and non-believers.” For the first time, a president had denied the primacy of
Christianity in the United States. Even the Christian clergy taking part in the inaugural events failed
to acknowledge the divine nature of Jesus Christ.”’

A prevalent aspect of post-Christian America is hostility towards the religious freedom of
traditional Christians, particularly towards Christians who still believe the centuries-old Christian
doctrines that marriage is between a man and a woman and that homosexuality is a sin and who
reject transgenderism as heretical to Christian doctrine.

The best known case is Masterpiece Cakeshop v. Colorado Civil Rights Commission (2018),”* which
involved the issue whether owners of public accommodations can refuse certain services based on
their First Amendment rights of free speech and free exercise of religion and thus be granted an
exemption from anti-discrimination laws. In this case, a baker, owner of Masterpiece Cakeshop,
refused to create a custom wedding cake for a same-sex couple because of his religious opposition to
same-sex marriages — marriages that Colorado did not then recognize. The couple filed a charge with
the Colorado Civil Rights Commission pursuant to a state law that prohibits discrimination based on
sexual orientation in public accommodations.

Because the Civil Rights Commission showed “impermissible hostility””*" toward the baker’s
sincere religious beliefs, the Supreme Court held in favor of the baker but did not rule on whether
applying an anti-discrimination law to compel the baker to use his “artistic skills to make an
expressive statement” (e.g., a wedding cake), which offends his sincerely held religious beliefs about
marriage, violates the First Amendment rights of free speech and free exercise of religion. The Court
did state, however, that while

95921

106



the religious and philosophical objections to gay marriage are protected views and in some
instances protected forms of expression, . . . it is a general rule that such objections do not allow
business owners and other actors in the economy and in society to deny protected persons equal
access to goods and services under a neutral and generally applicable public accommodations law.”?

In effect, the Court’s ruling was a victory for the baker but not for religious liberty.””

Another religious free exercise case was being litigated simultaneously in Washington State. A
florist, owner of Arlene’s Flowers, refused to provide floral services for a same-sex wedding because
of her religious beliefs. She was sued by the same-sex couple and by the state attorney general. In
February 2017, the Supreme Court of Washington unanimously ruled against the florist. The florist
appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court and three weeks after deciding Masterpiece Cakeshop, the Court
remanded the florist’s case to the Supreme Court of Washington for further consideration in light of
the Masterpiece Cakeshop decision.”* In June 2019, the Supreme Court of Washington unanimously
ruled against the florist again, finding no evidence of religious animus and holding that her refusal to
provide floral services for a same-sex wedding constitutes sexual orientation discrimination under
the state’s anti-discrimination law, which, assuming that it substantially burdens the florist’s religious
free exercise, “does not violate her right to religious free exercise . . . because it is a neutral, generally
applicable law that serves our state government’s compelling interest in eradicating discrimination in
public accommodations.””” The florist once again appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court but the
Court refused to review the case, leaving in place the Washington Supreme Court decision against
her.”

In the past, the ACLU would have likely represented the baker and florist in their fight for
religious liberty because it has often represented individuals and organizations with unpopular,
sometimes extreme, viewpoints, such as the Jehovah’s Witnesses, communists, the Ku Klux Klan,
and American Nazis, under its policy of content-neutral defense of free speech.””’ That changed
after the Unite the Right rally in Charlottesville, Virginia, in August 2017 when conflicts between the
ACLU’s values and priorities came to the fore — in particular, the conflict between advocacy for free
speech and advocacy for equal justice in the fight against “white supremacy.”

In new guidelines governing case selection entitled “Conflicts Between Competing Values or
Priorities,” the ACLU reaffirmed its commitment “to the fundamental rights to equality and justice
embodied in the Fourteenth Amendment and civil rights laws” and its determination to fight
“racism in all its forms” as well as “bigotry and oppression against other marginalized groups,
including women, immigrants, religious groups, LGBT [i.e., lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender]
individuals, Native Americans, and people with disabilities. . . . And the ACLU understands that
speech that denigrates such groups can inflict serious harms and is intended to and often will impede
progress toward equality.”

These guidelines mean that the ACLU will now place the rights of “marginalized groups” ahead
of the free speech rights of those who threaten to impinge upon the former’s rights, especially if the
latter’s views are contrary to the ACLU’s values.”” Although the guidelines were issued after the
start of these cases, the new priority can already be seen in Masterpiece Cakeshop, where the ACLU
represented the same-sex couple during the appellate process, alongside the Colorado Civil Rights
Commission,” and in Arlene’s Flowers, where the ACLU represented the same-sex couple.”

With the new guidelines, the ACLU has declared that it will no longer pretend to be neutral in
the culture war and henceforth will only support the “secular-progressive” side. Culture warrior Bill
O’Reilly has long viewed the ACLU as the secular-progressive “vanguard” in the culture war,
“waging a war of legal maneuvers designed to ensure secular policies without having to go to the
ballot box.””" In their book The ACLU vs America, Alan Sears and Craig Osten make a convincing
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case that the ACLU has been “America’s leading religious censor” for eight decades, waging “war
against America’s core values . . . cloaking its war in the name of liberty.””

Not surprisingly, the secular-progressive movement in general and the ACLU in particular have
been heavily funded by Jews. According to O’Reilly, Jewish billionaire George Soros is “the
moneyman of the secular-progressive movement,” “a man whose vast fortune is directed toward
undermining traditional America and replacing it with a so-called Open Society.””” Soros and
another Jewish billionaire, Peter B. Lewis, former chairman of Progressive Insurance, are “the S-P
moneymen.””* In 2003, Lewis gave an $8-million gift to the ACLU, the largest individual donation
ever received by the ACLU.”

Not only has the ACLU prioritized LGBT rights over religious liberty, so has a majority of U.S.
corporations and business leaders. A couple years earlier, on March 26, 2015, Indiana Governor
Mike Pence signed Indiana Senate Bill 101, entitled the Religious Freedom Restoration Act (RFRA),
which allows individuals and companies to assert as a legal defense that their free exercise of religion
has been, or is likely to be, substantially burdened.”® “And then the wotld came crashing down, with
much of the American Establishment — business, entertainment, news media, Democratic politicians
— coming down hysterically hard on the state,” according to Christian conservative Rod Dreher.””’
Exactly one week later — after business, civic, and sports leaders demanded a fix to the law, Pence
sighed an amendment to make it clear that the Indiana RFRA cannot be used to discriminate based
on sexual orientation and gender identity.”® Something similar occurred in Arkansas at about the
same time.””

In Dreher’s opinion,

This was a watershed event. It showed that if big business objected, even Republican
politicians in red states would not take a stand, even a mild one, for religious freedom. Professing
orthodox biblical Christianity on sexual matters was now thought to be evidence of intolerable
bigotry. Conservative Christians had been routed. We were living in a new country.”*

What surprised Pence and the Republican Party was not the opposition by LGBT rights
activists, but the opposition by major business leaders like Tim Cook (CEO of Apple, Inc.), Max
Levchin (co-founder of Pay Pal), Jeremy Stoppelman (CEO of Yelp), Warren Buffett, and the CEOs
of Angie’s List, Salesforce Marketing Cloud, Anthem, Inc., Eli Lilly and Company, Cummins,
Emmis Communications, Roche Diagnostics, Indiana University Health, and Dow AgroSciences,
and organizations like the National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA), some announcing
boycotts of Indiana.”"'

But it should not have been a surprise considering what happened in Arizona in February 2014
after the Republican-controlled state legislature passed Arizona SB 1062, amending the existing
Arizona RFRA to include protection for closely held for-profit corporations, which was allowed by
the U.S. Supreme Court’s decision in Burwell v. Hobby L.obby (2014).”* Yielding to “establishment
outrage,” Republican Governor Jan Brewer vetoed the bill.”*

The opposition to these state religious freedom laws is in sharp contrast to the bipartisan
support that the federal act received over two decades earlier. Passed by a unanimous U.S. House of
Representatives and nearly unanimous (all but three) U.S. Senate, the federal Religious Freedom
Restoration Act (RFRA) was signed into law by President Bill Clinton in November 1993. The
RFRA was passed in response to the decisions in two U.S. Supreme Court cases, which burdened
certain American Indian religious practices.”* The Act states that the “Government shall not
substantially burden a person’s exercise of religion even if the burden results from a rule of general
applicability” except if the government demonstrates that application of the burden to the person “is
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in furtherance of a compelling governmental interest” and “is the least restrictive means of
furthering that compelling governmental interest.””*

In City of Boerne v. Flores (1997),”* the U.S. Supreme Court held that the RFRA is
unconstitutional as applied to the states. Thereafter, 21 states passed religious freedom restoration
acts that apply to state governments and local municipalities.”” Following the Burwell v. Hobby 1obby
decision in 2014, many states attempted, few successfully, to expand their existing state RFRA laws
to include protection for closely held for-profit corporations. The vetoed Arizona SB 1062 was one
such law.”*

Another impetus to amending existing state religious liberty laws or passing new ones was the
June 2015 U.S. Supreme Court decision in Obergefell v. Hodges that ruled that same-sex marriage is a
fundamental constitutional right throughout the United States,”* which will be discussed below.

One state response to Obergefell was Mississippi House Bill 1523, also called the Religious
Liberty Accommodations Act or Protecting Freedom of Conscience from Government
Discrimination Act, signed into law in April 2016. The law provides protections for persons,
religious organizations, and private associations who choose to provide or withhold services in
accordance to these three “sincerely held religious beliefs or moral convictions™: (1) “Marriage is or
should be recognized as the union of one man and one woman”; (2) “Sexual relations are propetly
reserved to such a marriage”; and (3) “Male (man) and female (woman) refer to an individual’s
immutable biological sex as objectively determined by anatomy and genetics at time of birth.”*"

After the passage of Mississippi House Bill 1523, six states, the District of Columbia, and
several local governments banned publicly-funded travel by government employees to Mississippi in
protest of the law.”" This response is similar to what North Carolina experienced after its governor
signed the Public Facilities Privacy & Security Act into law in March 2016.

The North Carolina statute amended state law to preempt any non-discrimination ordinances
passed by local governments. Since state-level protections do not prohibit discrimination based on
sexual orientation or gender identity, the statute forbids local governments from adopting such
protections. The statute also required public schools and facilities containing single-sex multiple
occupancy restrooms, locker rooms, changing rooms, or shower rooms to designate them for and
allow them to be used only by persons based on their biological sex, i.e., the sex stated on the
person’s birth certificate.”

The response to the North Carolina statute included condemnation by the White House, U.S.
Commission on Civil Rights, foreign governments, politicians, churches, the press, and celebrities.
There were public demonstrations, public opposition from hundreds of companies and firms, some
announcing plans to halt or reconsider plans to expand to North Carolina, and cancellations of
sporting events (including the 2017 National Basketball Association All-Star Game), music
performances, conferences, and filming projects. Six states, the District of Columbia, and several
local governments banned publicly-funded, non-essential travel by government employees to North
Carolina. Finally, the NCAA threatened not to schedule any championship games in the state
through 2022 unless the statute was repealed. On March 30, 2017, a bill to repeal the bathroom
regulations but retain other parts of the law was signed into law by the governor.”

There have been other attacks on religious liberty that reveal the power of the LGBT lobby,
such as the campaigns against the restaurant chain Chick-fil-A”* and Christian adoption agencies,””
but the above examples should suffice to prove that we are now living in a post-Christian America
that is hostile to the free exercise of traditional Christianity.”® As we just saw, most of the current
opposition to religious liberty stems from activists in the “sexual revolution” and their allies.

* * *

The second of the radical cultural transformations is the “sexual revolution,” which is the name

commonly given a social movement from the 1960s to the 1980s that challenged traditional sexual
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morality, increasing the acceptance of sexual relationships outside of heterosexual, monogamous
marriage and leading to the normalization of premarital sex, pornography, homosexuality, and
alternative forms of sexuality (e.g., “free love,” open marriage, mate swapping, swinging, communal
sex, and polyamory), the widespread use of contraception (especially “the pill”), and the legalization
of abortion.””” But, as used here, the “sexual revolution” is broader than this list and did not end in
the 1980s. It includes second-wave feminism and has continued into the twenty-first century with
same-sex marriage and transgenderism. The underlying theme of the “sexual revolution” is liberation
from any and all limitations and constraints on sexual behavior.

The results of the “sexual revolution” have been the decline of the traditional family structure —
a nuclear family with heterosexual parents in a monogamous marriage and traditional gender roles —
and the normalization of homosexuality (e.g., same-sex marriage) and transgenderism. In religious
terms, “Gay marriage and gender ideology signify the final triumph of the Sexual Revolution and the
dethroning of Christianity because they deny Christian anthropology at its core and shatter the
authority of the Bible.””®

The “sexual revolution” has its intellectual origins in psychoanalysis, the subversive Jewish
intellectual movement founded by Sigmund Freud. As we have seen,” he viewed psychoanalysis as
subverting gentile culture and thus serving Jewish interests by attacking the alleged cause of anti-
Semitism — sexual repression in gentile society.

The view that sexual repression is harmful to the individual and society was expanded upon by
Wilhelm Reich, a Jewish student of Freud. His Die Sexualitit im Kulturkampf (“Sexuality in the Culture
War”) (1930), later published in English as The Sexual Revolution, was an influential book in the 1950s
and 1960s and gave its name to the movement.””

Reich influenced another Jewish intellectual, Herbert Marcuse, a member of the Frankfurt
School and “a countercultural guru to the New Left.””" Like Reich, Marcuse attempted to
synthesize psychoanalysis and Marxism. In Eros and Civilization: A Philosophical Inguiry into Frend
(1955), he develops the idea of a utopian society free from sexual repression.”

Other books undermining traditional sexual morality and contributing to the intellectual
background of the “sexual revolution” include Margaret Mead’s Coming of Age in Samoa (1928), in
which she argues that sexual promiscuity among Samoan adolescents facilitated an easy transition
from childhood to adulthood,” and Alfred C. Kinsey’s Sexwual Behavior in the Human Male (1948) and
Sexcual Bebavior in the Human Female (1953), in which he discusses subjects that had previously been
taboo and challenges conventional beliefs about sexuality.”*

In popular culture, the violation of sexual taboos accelerated in the 1950s and climaxed in the
late 1960s and eatly 1970s. Hollywood’s self-imposed Motion Picture Production Code or “Hays
Code,” the set of moral guidelines for film content, already started to weaken in the late 1940s. The
formerly taboo subjects of rape was allowed in Johnny Belinda (1948) and miscegenation in Pinky
(1949).” In the 1950s, Hollywood dealt with adultery in From Here to Efernity (1953), various sexual
themes in Baby Doll (1956), miscegenation again in Island in the Sun (1957), homosexuality in
Compulsion (1959), and abortion in Blue Denim (1959).7%

As we have already seen,” Jews influenced or controlled most of the motion pictures produced
by Hollywood from the 1930s until well into the 1960s. One Jewish director in particular, Otto
Preminger, was at the forefront of challenging the Production Code with such films as The Moon is
Blue (1953) for sexual themes, The Man with the Gold Arm (1955) for its depiction of drug abuse, and
Anatomy of a Murder (1959) for discussions of rape and sexual intercourse.”® Another Jewish director,
Sidney Lumet, directed the Holocaust film The Pawnbroker (1964), which was the first film showing
bare female breasts to receive approval by the Production Code Administration. By the late 1960s,
the Production Code could no longer be enforced and was abandoned.””
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With the end of the Motion Picture Production Code came the emergence out of the
underground of the pornographic motion picture. Blue Movie (1969) and Mona (1970) were the first
pornographic films depicting explicit sex to receive wide theatrical release in the United States.
These films started the “Golden Age of Porn,” the period between 1969 and 1984 when sexually
explicit films experienced positive attention from mainstream cinemas, movie critics, and the general
public. Other films during this “porno chic” period include Deep Throat (1972), Behind the Green Door
(1972), The Devil in Miss Jones (1973), and The Opening of Misty Beethoven (1976).”™

The development of pornography in print paralleled that in film. In 1953, Hugh Hefner
tounded Playboy, a soft-porn lifestyle and entertainment magazine targeting males between the ages
of 21 and 45. The front cover and nude centerfold of Playboy’s first issue featured photos of Marilyn
Monroe. In 1960, Hefner opened the first Playboy Club in Chicago, which grew to a chain of
nightclubs and resorts. After peaking in the 1970s, circulation of Playboy steadily declined as a result
of competition from other pornographic magazines like Penthouse, Oui, Gallery, and Hustler and the
availability of pornography on videotape for home viewing.””" Later, the internet became the primary
source of pornography.

There has always been an overwhelming overrepresentation of Jews within the pornography
industry.””” One reason for this is that the porn industry is viewed by many Jews as a continuation of
the subversion of Western culture started by the psychoanalytic movement (e.g., Freud and Reich)
and the Frankfurt School of Social Research (e.g., T. W. Adorno, Max Horkheimer, and Marcuse).””
The subversion of traditional Western institutions surrounding sex and marriage, especially Christian
sexual ethics, through pornography serves Jewish interests by attacking the supposed cause of anti-
Semitism — sexual repression in gentile society.”™

Another aspect of the “sexual revolution” is second-wave feminism, also called the “women’s
liberation” movement, which campaigned for legal and social equality from the eatly 1960s to the
1980s. In its origins and leadership, second-wave feminism was heavily Jewish. With the misandrous
(i.e., man-hating) nature of feminist theory and the homosexuality of many feminists, the movement
contributed to the decline of marriage, motherhood, and the nuclear family.

The book The Second Sex (1949; translated and published in the United States in 1953), a work of
feminist theory by French existentialist Simone de Beauvoir, is often regarded as the starting point
of second-wave feminism. Detailing the oppression of women throughout history, The Second Sex
inspired Betty Friedan’s book The Feminine Mystigue (1963), which is widely credited with sparking the
beginning of second-wave feminism in the United States.”” Born Bettye Naomi Goldstein, Friedan
had Jewish parents from Russia and Hungary and was active in Marxist groups in her youth.””

Friedan’s book challenged “the feminist mystique” — the idea that women were naturally
fulfilled by devoting their lives to being housewives and mothers. She compares the house of an
American suburban housewife to a “comfortable concentration camp” where the dehumanized
occupants are “suffering a slow death of mind and spirit.” To escape this “trap,” Friedan writes that
housewives “must refuse to be nameless, depersonalized, manipulated and live their own lives again
according to a self-chosen purpose.”””’

Besides Friedan, the other American feminist most commonly associated with “liberal
feminism” is Gloria Steinem, whose father was Jewish. She was one of the leading feminists in the
late 1960s and early 1970s. Although she did not coin the feminist slogan “A woman needs a man
like a fish needs a bicycle,” she did help popularize it. In 1972, she co-founded the feminist
magazine Ms.”™

There are three major liberal feminist organizations. The largest, the National Organization for
Women (NOW), was founded in 1966 by Friedan, Pauli Murray, and 47 others. Friedan served as
NOW?s first president from 1966 to 1970”” and spearheaded the nation-wide Women’s Strike for
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Equality in August 1970.”*" Founded in 1968, the Women’s Equity Action League (WEAL) was a
“spin-off” of NOW by more consetrvative women.”

The third organization, the National Women’s Political Caucus (NWPC), was founded in 1971
by over 300 women to increase the number of women in all aspects of political life. Most notable
among its founders were Friedan, Steinem, Bella Abzug, and black politician Shitley Chisholm.
Abzug initially co-chaired the NWPC’s national policy council.” Born Bella Savitzky, Abzug was a
Zionist whose Jewish parents came from Russia. From 1971 to 1977, she was a member of the U.S.
House of Representative from New York.”

At NWPC’s founding meeting, Steinem delivered an “Address to the Women of America,” in
which she described feminism as follows: “This is no simple reform. It really is a revolution.”*** This
well-received and now famous speech shows the considerable influence that “radical feminism” had
on the entire women’s liberation movement. It was considered a “revolution” by the radicals, not a
reform movement.

Viewing society as fundamentally a patriarchy in which men dominate and oppress women,
radical feminists seek to abolish this patriarchy by eliminating male supremacy in all social and
economic contexts. They believe that abolishing patriarchy will liberate everyone from an unjust
society. For radical lesbians, heterosexuality perpetuates the patriarchal systems that they are seeking
to abolish and, therefore, homosexuality is seen as an act of resistance and heterosexual feminists are
considered to be “sleeping with the enemy” — a traitorous act.

The major radical feminist organizations include New York Radical Women (1967-69), The
Feminists (1968-73), Redstockings (founded 1969), and New York Radical Feminists (founded
1969).”® Shulamith Firestone was a co-founder of all these organizations except The Feminists.

Firestone was known as “the firebrand” and “the fireball” for her fervor and passion for the
feminist cause. Born Shulamith bath Shmuel ben Ari Feuerstein, Firestone was the child of
Orthodox Jewish patrents.” In The Dialectic of Sex: The Case for Feminist Revolution (1970), she writes
that “the end goal of feminist revolution must be, unlike that of the first feminist movement, not
just the elimination of male privilege but of the sex distinction itself: genital differences between human
beings would no longer matter culturally.””’

Firestone co-founded the New York Radical Women in 1967 with Robin Morgan, Pam Allen,
and Carol Hanisch.”® The Feminists, also known as Feminists — A Political Organization to
Annihilate Sex Roles, was a split-off from NOW who thought NOW was not radical enough. The
group characterized men as the enemy and wanted to destroy marriage, even excluding married
women from the group in 1971.%%

After the breakup of the New York Radical Women, Firestone and Ellen Willis co-founded
Redstockings in early 1969.” Willis was Jewish and also an eatly member of the New York Radical
Women.”" Firestone split with the Redstockings later in the year to found the New York Radical
Feminists along with Anne Koedt, who was formerly a member of The Feminists.”

Whether liberal or radical, feminism has seriously damaged the traditional family structure and
especially motherhood.”” As observed by political commentator Douglas Murray in The Madness of
Crowds (2019), feminists have been unable to fully address the role of motherhood in feminism.
Quoting feminist author Camille Paglia, Murray notes, “Second-wave feminist rhetoric placed blame
for the female condition entirely on men, or specifically on ‘patriarchy’ . . . The exclusive focus of
feminism was on an external social mechanism that had to be smashed or reformed. It failed to take
into account women’s intricate connection with nature — that is, with procreation.”””* Writing in
1980, agrarian writer Wendell Berry observes that because of feminism, the whole concept of
motherhood had come to be viewed as a “kind of biological drudgery.”*”

Second-wave feminism coincided with women’s sexual liberation. The invention that made that
liberation possible was the combined oral contraceptive pill, known simply as “the pill.” Approved
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for contraceptive use by the Food and Drug Administration in 1960, the pill was the first easy and
reliable contraception. It was an instant success. In two years, 1.2 million American women were on
the pill and a year later, the number almost doubled, to 2.3 million. In 1965, 6.5 million women were
on the pill, making it the most popular form of birth control in the country.” One limitation on
wider availability and use of the pill, as well as any other contraceptive, was their illegality in some
states.

“Comstock Laws” is the name given to a set of federal laws and related state laws that were
intended to suppress the trade in, and circulation of, obscene literature and articles of immoral use.
Passed in 1873, the first federal act criminalized the use of the U.S. Postal Service to send obscenity,
contraceptives, abortifacients (substances that induce abortion), sex toys, personal letters with any
sexual content or information, or any information regarding these items. Many states passed similar
laws and with their police powers could go further and outright prohibit the possession and use of
some of these items.””’

In 1961, Connecticut’s “Comstock” law made it a crime for any person to use any drug,
medicinal article, or instrument to prevent conception. Two employees of a birth control clinic
violated the Connecticut law and then appealed their convictions to the U.S. Supreme Court. In
Griswold v. Connecticut (1965),” the Court held that the Connecticut law is unconstitutional because it
violates the “right of marital privacy,” which the Court found within the “penumbras, formed by
emanations,” from the specific guarantees in the Bill of Rights.”” This is the first case recognizing a
constitutionally-protected “right of privacy” — a legal invention that would expand to encompass
more and more activity that was previously considered immoral or illegal.

In the 1970s, the Supreme Court overturned a Massachusetts law that prohibited the
distribution of contraceptives to unmarried people'™ and a New York law that prohibited the
distribution of nonprescription contraceptives to minors under the age of 16 years.'™" In the latter
case, the Court held that the prohibition violated “the right to privacy in connection with decisions
affecting procreation.”'"”

In addition to laws on the use and distribution of contraceptives, the constitutional “right of
privacy” was applied to state laws on abortion. In Roe ». Wade (1973),""” the Supreme Court held
that state laws criminalizing abortion, except to save the mother’s life, are unconstitutional because
they violate the due process clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, which protects against state
action the right to privacy, including a woman’s qualified right to terminate her pregnancy. The
opinion then set forth the rules the Court considered appropriate for abortions by balancing the
interests of the woman and those of the state during the trimesters of a pregnancy.

In his dissent, Justice William Rehnquist asserted that the Court’s historical analysis is flawed.

b

As early as 1821, the first state law dealing directly with abortion was enacted by the Connecticut
Legislature. By the time of the adoption of the Fourteenth Amendment in 1868, there were at least
36 laws enacted by state or territorial legislatures limiting abortion. While many States have
amended or updated their laws, 21 of the laws on the books in 1868 remain in effect today.'™

From this historical record, Rehnquist concluded that there was no question concerning the validity
of state criminal abortion laws when the Fourteenth Amendment was adopted and therefore “the
drafters did not intend to have the Fourteenth Amendment withdraw from the States the power to
legislate with respect to this matter.”'"”

Justice Byron White, in his dissent issued with Roe’s companion case, argued that the “upshot”
of the Court’s decision is that “the people and the legislatures of the 50 States are constitutionally
disentitled to weigh the relative importance of the continued existence and development of the
fetus, on the one hand, against a spectrum of possible impacts on the mother, on the other hand.”
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He concluded, “This issue, for the most part, should be left with the people and to the political
processes the people have devised to govern their affairs.”'"

In the years since 1973, Justice Harry Blackmun, who wrote the majority opinion in Roe ». Wade,
has justified the decision on moral, not legal, grounds as a milestone on women’s march to equality.
In the words of Judge Robert H. Bork, however, the decision was “the assumption of illegitimate
judicial power and a usurpation of the democratic authority of the American people.” Not only that,
it is “the greatest example and symbol of the judicial usurpation of democratic prerogatives” in the
twentieth century.'"”

In Planned Parenthood v. Casey (1992),'""® the Supreme Court considered a challenge to
Pennsylvania’s abortion law. In a 5-4 decision, the Court retained and reaffirmed the “essential
holding” of Roe (i.e., women have the right to an abortion prior to viability but the state can restrict
the abortion procedure after viability under certain conditions), but a plurality overturned the Roe
trimester framework in favor of a viability analysis and adopted the “undue burden” standard for
evaluating abortion restrictions.

This case is important because it contains a passage that expresses the radical individualism and
ethical egoism that permeates the countercultural revolution and that has penetrated constitutional
jurisprudence through the ever-expanding concept of “liberty” in the due process clause of the Fifth
and Fourteenth Amendments, which is oxymoronically called “substantive due process.”

Our law affords constitutional protection to personal decisions relating to marriage,
procreation, contraception, family relationships, child rearing, and education. . . . These matters,
involving the most intimate and personal choices a person may make in a lifetime, choices central
to personal dignity and autonomy, are central to the liberty protected by the Fourteenth
Amendment. Az the heart of liberty is the right to define one’s own concept of excistence, of meaning, of the universe,
and of the mystery of human life. Beliefs about these matters could not define the attributes of
personhood were they formed under compulsion of the State.'”

The emphasized passage was later called the “sweet-mystery-of-life passage”'*"
Scalia.

Another “liberation” movement of the “sexual revolution” is the “gay liberation” movement.
For the first time in human history, a person’s sexual orientation became a defining personal
characteristic (i.e., the most important thing about one’s self) and the basis for a social identity.

Although there were several homosexual rights demonstrations and riots by individuals and
organized groups in the 1950s and 1960s,'""! the Stonewall riots from June 28 to July 3, 1969, are
generally considered the prime catalyst of the “gay liberation” movement. The riots began after a
police raid on the Stonewall Inn, a bar popular with homosexuals located on Christopher Street in
the Greenwich Village neighborhood of Manhattan, New York City.

The significance of the Stonewall riots lies in the number involved (thousands), its length (six
days), major media coverage for the first-time, and the number of new groups and newspapers that
formed in its aftermath. Within six months, two homosexual rights organizations were formed in
New York, the Gay Liberation Front (the first organization to use “gay” in its name) and the Gay
Activists Alliance, and three newspapers, Gay, Come Out!, and Gay Power, were established to promote
homosexual rights. Within two years, there were homosexual rights groups in every major American
city, as well as in Western Europe, Canada, and Australia.

Whereas before the Stonewall riots the strategy of homosexual groups was to assimilate into
general society and to convince heterosexuals that homosexuals are no different than they are, after
Stonewall the strategy was more confrontational and militant.'""* The new strategy was to transform
or abolish existing social institutions that inhibit sexual freedom, such as the nuclear family and

by Justice Antonin

114



traditional gender roles, and to counter societal shame and social stigma with “gay pride.” The most
basic form of activism was an emphasis on “coming out” to family, friends, and colleagues, and
living life as an open homosexual.'”’

An important part of this new strategy is the annual “Gay Pride” march. In June 1970, to mark
the first anniversary of the Stonewall riots, there was a demonstration in Greenwich Village called
Christopher Street Liberation Day as well as marches in L.os Angeles and Chicago. The next year,
marches took place in Boston, Dallas, and Milwaukee, as well as in London, Paris, Stockholm, and
West Berlin. By 1972, the participating cities included Atlanta, Buffalo, Detroit, Miami, Minneapolis,
Philadelphia, San Francisco, and Washington, D.C."""* There has been a growing number of annual
“Gay Pride” marches around the world ever since.'’"”

Despite the “gay pride” and the greater visibility of homosexuals in society, as well as the
removal of homosexuality as a mental disorder from the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental
Disorders in 1973, the 1980s saw two major setbacks to the homosexual community. The first was
the AIDS (a deadly sexually-transmitted disease) epidemic, which took many homosexual lives and
the time and energy of many more. The second was the legal status of homosexual sodomy, which
was still illegal in almost half the states in the mid-1980s and continued to be after the U.S. Supreme
Court addressed the issue in 1980.

In Bowers v. Hardwick (1986),"'° the Supreme Court in a 5-4 decision upheld a Georgia law
criminalizing consensual homosexual sodomy (i.e., oral and anal sex between consenting adults of
the same sex) because there is no constitutionally protected right to engage in homosexual sex. The
Court refused to expand the concept of “liberty” in the due process clause because none of the
fundamental rights in the Court’s prior cases involving family relationships, marriage, or procreation
bears any resemblance to the right asserted in this case. Because all 50 States outlawed sodomy until
1961 and 24 states and the District of Columbia still did in 1986, to claim that a right to engage in
such conduct is “deeply rooted in this Nation’s history and tradition” or “implicit in the concept of
ordered liberty” is, according to the Court, “at best, facetious.”'""" In his concurrence, Chief Justice
Warren Burger emphasized historical negative attitudes toward homosexual sex and concluded, “To
hold that the act of homosexual sodomy is somehow protected as a fundamental right would be to
cast aside millennia of moral teaching.”'"*®

Ten years later, with six new justices, the Supreme Court began to support the homosexual
agenda by switching sides in the culture war between traditional moral values and the “sexual
revolution.”

In 1992, Colorado voters approved by a vote of 53 percent to 47 percent an initiative to amend
the state constitution to prevent any town, city, or county in the state from taking any legislative,
executive, or judicial action to recognize homosexuals or bisexuals as a protected class. Public
opinion polls showed that the initiative passed because of opposition to preferential treatment based
on sexual orientation even though Coloradans also opposed discrimination based on sexual
orientation.'""”

In the first case since Bowers to address homosexuality, the Supreme Court, in Romer v. Evans
(1996)," held that the Colorado initiative violated the equal protection clause of the Fourteenth
Amendment because the legislative classification was not rationally related to a legitimate state
interest. In his dissent, Justice Scalia wrote that the initiative is not the manifestation of a “bare . . .
desire to harm” homosexuals, as alleged by the majority, but is rather “a modest attempt by
seemingly tolerant Coloradans to preserve traditional sexual mores against the efforts of a politically
powerful minority to revise those mores through use of the laws.”!"!

Noting that the majority opinion neither mentioned nor overruled the Court’s prior opinion in
Bowers, Scalia wrote:
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If it is constitutionally permissible for a State to make homosexual conduct criminal, surely it is
constitutionally permissible for a State to enact other laws merely disfavoring homosexual conduct. . .
. And a fortiori it is constitutionally permissible for a State to adopt a provision #of even disfavoring
homosexual conduct, but merely prohibiting all levels of state government from bestowing special
protections upon homosexual conduct.'”

The Court, Scalia said, was engaged in judicial activism. As the Constitution says nothing on the
topic, it should be decided by democratic processes. He thought

it no business of the courts (as opposed to the political branches) to take sides in this culture war.
But the Court today has done so, not only by inventing a novel and extravagant constitutional
doctrine to take the victory away from traditional forces, but even by verbally disparaging as bigotry
adherence to traditional attitudes.'"

The Romer decision set the stage for the next three Supreme Court cases giving homosexuals
three more judicial victories. Romer and the next three opinions were all authored by Justice Anthony
Kennedy.

In Lawrence v. Texas (2003),""** the Supreme Court overruled Bowers v. Hardwick and held that the
Texas law criminalizing “deviate sexual intercourse [i.e., oral and anal sex| with another individual of
the same sex” violated the due process clause. By extension, the decision also invalidated the
sodomy laws in the 12 other states that still had them.

The Court spent most of its opinion reconsidering its Bowers holding, explaining why Bowers was
not correct when it was decided and is not correct now. After rejecting the historical grounds relied
upon in Bowers, the Court stated that it thinks that the country’s “laws and traditions in the past half
century are of most relevance here.” They “show an emerging awareness that liberty gives
substantial protection to adult persons in deciding how to conduct their private lives in matters
pertaining to sex.”'”® The Court concluded that the right to liberty under the due process clause
gives two consenting adults the full right to engage in their private sexual conduct without
intervention of the government.'”

Not surprisingly, the Court quoted the “sweet-mystery-of-life passage” from the Casey decision
in support of its overruling of Bowers.""”’ In another passage that is obviously intended to be used in
future cases to expand the meaning of “liberty,” the Court ended its opinion with this paragraph.

Had those who drew and ratified the Due Process Clauses of the Fifth Amendment or the
Fourteenth Amendment known the components of liberty in its manifold possibilities, they might
have been more specific. They did not presume to have this insight. They knew times can blind us
to certain truths and later generations can see that laws once thought necessary and proper in fact
serve only to oppress. As the Constitution endures, persons in every generation can invoke its
principles in their own search for greater freedom.'"”

In his dissent, Justice Scalia rejected the Court’s adoption of the view that the promotion of
majoritarian sexual morality is not a legitimate state interest. ““This effectively decrees the end of all
morals legislation,” such as criminal laws against fornication, bigamy, adultery, adult incest, bestiality,
and obscenity.'"”

Like in his Romer dissent, Scalia accused the Lawrence Court of judicial activism and of taking
sides in the culture war.

Today’s opinion is the product of a Court, which is the product of a law-profession culture, that
has largely signed on to the so-called homosexual agenda, by which I mean the agenda promoted
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by some homosexual activists directed at eliminating the moral opprobrium that has traditionally
attached to homosexual conduct. . . . [T]he Court has taken sides in the culture war, departing from
its role of assuring, as neutral observer, that the democratic rules of engagement are observed.'"

He continued, “Let me be clear that I have nothing against homosexuals, or any other group,
promoting their agenda through normal democratic means.” However, “What Texas has chosen to
do is well within the range of traditional democratic action, and its hand should not be stayed
through the invention of a brand-new ‘constitutional right’ by a Court that is impatient of
democratic change.”'”!

Scalia also noted that the Supreme Court laid the legal basis for recognizing the constitutional
right to same-sex marriage.'” Ten years later, the Court came one step closer to that end. In the
meantime, there was much political activity at the state level.

Only five months after the 2003 Lawrence decision, the Massachusetts Supreme Judicial Court
ruled in Goodridge v. Department of Public Health'™ that the state constitution requires the state to
legally recognize same-sex marriage. Thus Massachusetts became the first state to legalize same-sex
marriage and, in so doing, transformed the homosexual “from outlaw to martied citizen.”'"**

Negative reactions in other states were swift. In November 2004, voters in 11 states — Arkansas,
Georgia, Kentucky, Michigan, Mississippi, Montana, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma, Oregon, and
Utah — approved state constitutional amendments defining marriage as the union of one man and
one woman. Voters in Kansas and Texas did the same in 2005. In 2006, voters in Alabama,
Colorado, Idaho, South Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Virginia, and Wisconsin approved
similar amendments. The only exception in 2006 was Arizona, where the voters rejected an initiative
banning the recognition of same-sex marriages but two years later approved a constitutional
amendment defining marriage as the union of one man and one woman, as did Florida. In 2008,
voters in California passed Proposition 8, which amended the state constitution to provide that only
marriage between a man and a woman is valid.

As of January 2010, 29 states had constitutional provisions and 12 states had statutes that
restricted marriage to one man and one woman. Voters had approved 28 out of 30 popular
referenda adopting a constitutional amendment or initiative defining marriage as the union of a man
and a woman.

In 2009, however, the political momentum shifted. In April 2009, Vermont became the first
state to legalize same-sex marriage through legislation rather than litigation. New Hampshire and the
District of Columbia followed Vermont’s example later in the same year. In 2011, same-sex marriage
was legalized in New York. In November 2012, Maine, Maryland, and Washington became the first
states to legalize same-sex marriage through popular vote. In 2013, same-sex marriage was legalized
in Delaware, Hawaii, Illinois, Minnesota, and Rhode Island.'"”

In United States v. Windsor (2013)," the Supreme Court in a 5-4 decision held that Section 3 of
the federal Defense of Marriage Act (DOMA), which defined marriage as a union between one man
and one woman as husband and wife, is unconstitutional as a deprivation of the liberty of the person
protected by the Fifth Amendment. Therefore, the federal government must recognize same-sex
marriages that have been approved by the states.

Passed by large, veto-proof majorities in both chambers of Congress, DOMA was signed into
law by President Clinton in September 1996. It defined marriage for federal purposes as the union of
one man and one woman as husband and wife and allowed states to refuse to recognize same-sex
marriages granted under the laws of other states. The catalyst for DOMA was a 1993 decision by the
Supreme Court of Hawaii that raised the possibility of same-sex marriage becoming legal in

Hawaii.'™’
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In his Windsor dissent, Justice Scalia declared that the Supreme Court has “no power to decide
this case” because there is no case or controversy as required by the Constitution. The Department
of Justice not only declined to defend the federal law, but filed a brief urging a holding of
unconstitutionality. And even if the Court did have the power to decide the case, Scalia continued,
the Court has “no power under the Constitution to invalidate this democratically adopted
legislation.” He concluded, “The Court’s errors on both points spring forth from the same diseased
root: an exalted conception of the role of this institution in America.”'"

President Barack Obama hailed the Windsor ruling as a “victory for American democracy.
Following the decision, his administration began to extend federal rights, benefits, and
responsibilities to married same-sex couples by changing federal regulations in order to conform to
the ruling.'"*

Just as Justice Scalia predicted in his Windsor dissent,”™" the Supreme Court struck down all state
bans on same-sex matriage exactly two years later. In Obergefell v. Hodges (2015),'"* the Court in
another 5-4 decision declared that both the due process clause and the equal protection clause in the
Fourteenth Amendment requires states to license same-sex marriages and to recognize out-of-state
same-sex marriages because, as the first sentence of the opinion proclaimed, “The Constitution
promises liberty to all within its reach, a liberty that includes certain specific rights that allow
persons, within a lawful realm, to define and express their identity.”'*

Chief Justice John Roberts dissented, not because he thought the institution of marriage should
not be changed to include same-sex couples, but because the Constitution requires that, “in our
democratic republic, that decision should rest with the people acting through their elected

representatives” and not “with five lawyers who happen to hold commissions authorizing them to
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resolve legal disputes according to law.
(194

Calling the decision a “judicial Putsch,”'™ Justice Scalia joined Roberts” opinion in full but
wrote a separate dissent “to call attention to this Court’s threat to American democracy.”'"*

Today’s decree says that my Ruler, and the Ruler of 320 million Americans coast-to-coast, is a
majority of the nine lawyers on the Supreme Court. The opinion in these cases is the furthest
extension in fact — and the furthest extension one can even imagine — of the Court’s claimed power
to create “liberties” that the Constitution and its Amendments neglect to mention. This practice of
constitutional revision by an unelected committee of nine, always accompanied (as it is today) by
extravagant praise of liberty, robs the People of the most important liberty they asserted in the
Declaration of Independence and won in the Revolution of 1776: the freedom to govern
themselves.'""’

He added, “A system of government that makes the People subordinate to a committee of nine
unelected lawyers does not desetve to be called a democracy.”'™ Furthermore, “And to allow the
policy question of same-sex marriage to be considered and resolved by a select, patrician, highly
unrepresentative panel of nine is to violate a principle even more fundamental than no taxation
without representation: no social transformation without representation.”'"

The social transformation of American society has taken an even more radical direction with
transgenderism and the transgender rights movement. In the 1950s and 1960s, transvestites (cross-
dressers), drag queens, and other gender nonconforming people generally did not distinguish
themselves from the homosexual community. For many, gender nonconformity was a sign of
homosexual identity. The distinction between sexual orientation and gender identity became more
common in the 1970s when both “trans-gender” and “trans people” were in use as umbrella terms.
By the mid-1980s, the concept of a “transgender community” had developed and by the 1990s a
transgender movement had been launched.'™
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An important figure in this new movement was Leslie Feinberg. Her pamphlet, “Transgender
Liberation: A Movement Whose Time has Come,” was circulated in 1992. In addition to fiction, she
also wrote Transgender Warriors: Making History from Joan of Arc to Dennis Rodman (1996) in which she
defined transgender in very broad terms and brought the term more fully into use. Feinberg
described herself as “an anti-racist white, working-class, secular Jewish, transgender, lesbian, female,
revolutionary communist.”'"!

Influencing the transgender movement was a new field of critical theory called queer theory that
emerged in academia in the eatly 1990s. Founded by three Jews'"* — Gayle Rubin, Judith Butler, and
Eve Kosofsky Sedgwick, queer theory is a “political project” with the aim of disrupting “any
expectations that people should fit into a binary position with regard to sex or gender, and to
undermine any assumptions that sex or gender ate related to or dictate sexuality.”'">

Transgenderism is the most radical form of individualism yet produced by the “sexual
revolution.”'"™* Tt offers a categorical redefinition of what it means to be a man or a2 woman. In its
view, when a child is born, the biological or sex differences between males and females are used as
the basis for the assignment of gender and the social construction of gender identities. Since gender
identity is a social construct, that identity is mutable or “fluid.” The determining factor in gender
identity is subjective state. If a biological male believes he is a woman, then he actually is a woman,
and if a biological woman believes she is a man, then she actually is a man. Biological facts are
irrelevant. If gender is determined entirely by “self-identification,” needs no further support or
evidence, and always trumps genital biology, then a penis can be a female organ and a vagina can be
a male one. That means some “women” have penises and some “men” can give birth. To deny that
trans women are women and trans men are men and to refuse to use the preferred names and
pronouns of trans people is to deny the subjective reality of trans people and to deny them
“recognition,” which is equivalent to denying their right to exist.'”

Since the nation-wide legalization of same-sex marriage, transgender rights have become the
next “civil rights” issue of our time. The movement has benefited from a largely Jewish
“transgender-industtial complex,”'” LGBT nonprofit organizations and their billionaire patrons,'”’
a sympathetic media, and a couple of trans activist celebrities, such as black actor Laverne Cox, who
in June 2014, with the headline “The Transgender Tipping Point: America’s Next Civil Rights
Frontier,” was the first openly transgender person to appear on the cover of Time magazine,'™® and
former Olympic athlete and reality television star Caitlyn Jenner, who publicly came out as a trans
woman in April 2015 and completed sex reassignhment surgery in January 2017."” Also in 2015, the
New York Times ran a full-page editorial declaring the oppression of trans people as one of the most
pressing civil rights struggles.'"”

The transgender movement also benefited from the Obama administration and the Democratic
Party. In 2014, President Obama signed an executive order prohibiting discrimination based on
gender identity in the competitive service of the federal civilian workforce and based on sexual
otientation and gender identity in hiring by federal contractors and sub-contractors.'"

In May 2019 and again in February 2021, the Democratic-controlled U.S. House of
Representatives passed the Equality Act, which adopts transgenderism. If it becomes law, the Act
would add “sexual orientation” and “gender identity” as protected classes under U.S. civil rights law.
The changes would apply in a wide variety of areas including public accommodations and facilities,
education, federal funding, employment, housing, credit, and the jury system. In the Act, the term
“gender identity” means “the gender-related identity, appearance, mannerisms, or other gender-
related characteristics of an individual, regardless of the individual’s designated sex at birth.” > That
means a biological male who “identifies” as a female is a female even in the absence of any sex
reassignment surgery and the same for a biological female who “identifies” as a male. At the core of
the Act is the notion that a person should be treated according to the gender he or she claims to be,
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even if he or she is still physically intact, has never had surgery, and maybe never even intends to.
The impact of the law on American society would be radical.

The whole Democratic Party has embraced transgenderism and the LGBTQ (lesbian, gay,
bisexual, transgender, queer) agenda. During the 2020 Democratic presidential primary, every
candidate supported the Equality Act. The future president, Joe Biden, tweeted in January 2020:
“Let’s be clear: Transgender equality is the civil rights issue of our time. There is no room for
compromise when it comes to basic human rights.”!’®

By calling it “the civil rights issue of our time,” LGBTQ activists and supporters are invoking
the black “civil rights” movement of the 1950s and eatly 1960s in order to take the moral high
ground and place the power of the civil rights coalition behind the cause of sexual liberation again,
just like the feminists and homosexuals had done earlier. According to political commentator
Christopher Caldwell, “The civil rights movement was a template. The new system for overthrowing
the traditions that hindered black people became the model for overthrowing every tradition in
American life, starting with the roles of men and women.”'" And just like the “civil rights”
movement, LGBTQ activists are successfully pursuing its goals through the judicial system.

In a June 2020 decision, the U.S. Supreme Court supported the LGBTQ agenda again. In a 6-3
decision, the Court in Bostock v. Clayton County'™ held that an employer who fires an individual
merely for being homosexual or transgender violates Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. Title
VII makes it “unlawful . . . for an employer to fail or refuse to hire or to discharge any individual, or
otherwise to discriminate against any individual . . . because of such individual’s race, color, religion,
sex, or national origin.”'" Pretending to interpret Title VII “in accord with the ordinary public
meaning of its terms at the time of its enactment,”'"” the Court concluded, “For an employer to
discriminate against employees for being homosexual or transgender, the employer must
intentionally discriminate against individual men and women in part because of sex. That has always
been prohibited by Title VII’s plain terms . . "% In effect, the Court redefined “sex” in Title VII to
include “sexual orientation” and “gender identity,” which is exactly what the Equality Act would do,
if it becomes law.""”

In his dissent, Justice Samuel Alito declared, “There is only one word for what the Court has
done today: legislation.” In judicially rewriting Title VII, the Court usurps the constitutional
authority of the other branches by taking the Equality Act’s provision on employment
discrimination and issuing it “under the guise of statutory interpretation.”""

Alito predicted that the Court’s decision is “virtually certain to have far-reaching consequences.
Over 100 federal statutes prohibit discrimination because of sex.”'””! He also warned that the
Court’s decision “will threaten freedom of religion, freedom of speech, and personal privacy and
safety”'’”? and predicted that the “entire Federal Judiciary will be mired for years in disputes about
the reach of the Court’s reasoning” concerning such issues as bathrooms and locker rooms,
women’s sports, housing, employment by religious organizations, healthcare, freedom of speech,
and constitutional claims.'"”

On January 20, 2021, his first day in office, President Biden signed an executive order “on
preventing and combating discrimination on the basis of gender identity or sexual orientation” that
greatly expands the reach of the Bostock ruling by interpreting it broadly just as Justice Alito
predicted.”"™

The LGBTQ movement is also imitating the black “civil rights” movement by demanding at
first only equal treatment but, once that is obtained, then shifting its demands to more radical
cultural transformations, such as “smashing heteronormativity.”'’” In the case of black “civil rights,”
the demand shifted from equal treatment to preferential treatment for blacks and other non-white

groups.

* * *
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The third of the radical cultural transformations is the so-called black “civil rights” movement.
Initially, the movement demanded individual rights, such as equality under the law (i.e., end of legal
racial segregation) and equality of opportunity (i.e., end of racial discrimination), secured by a “color-
blind” Constitution. Such demands were grounded in the liberal theory and constitutional doctrine
of equal individual rights. Once legal equality was achieved in the 1960s,'"® however, there was a
shift without public debate from individual rights to group rights, from racial equality for individuals
to racial preferences for groups, and from equal opportunity for individuals to equal outcomes for
groups.'””” The result has been policies that grant preferential treatment to blacks and other non-
white racial and ethnic groups at the expense of Whites. Racial discrimination against Whites,
especially White males, became the law of the land.

As we have seen,'” Jews were actively involved from the beginning of the twentieth century in
organizing, funding, and promoting black causes as part of the Jewish self-interested effort toward
transforming the United States into a pluralistic society in order to dilute White political and cultural
hegemony and displace the dominant White Protestant elite. This involvement peaked in the 1950s
and 1960s.

Jews were also often involved in behind-the-scenes legal maneuvering, most notably in the U.S.
Supreme Court decisions of Shelley v. Kramer (1948),"” which outlawed racially restrictive covenants,
and Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka (1954),'"™ which is the most hamful Supreme Court decision
of the twentieth century.

The Brown decision overturned the “separate but equal” doctrine — a 58-year-old precedent
established by the Supreme Court in Plessy v. Ferguson (1896)'"™ — in order to forbid racial segregation
in public schools. Both in the way it was decided and in its consequences, the Brown decision is
deeply flawed and extremely harmful to White Americans.

First, the decision involved collusion between two Jews — Supreme Court Justice Felix
Frankfurter and his former clerk, Philip Elman, who drafted the U.S. government’s brief in the case.
In a breach of judicial ethics, Frankfurter and Elman talked at length over the phone and in person
in order to achieve the result that both wanted — the end of school segregation.'"

Second, the decision was based on then-fashionable social science theories instead of the law
because the Court, as it noted in its decision, could not find any constitutional justification for
overturning the “separate but equal” doctrine based on the original intent or history of the equal
protection clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.'™ As mentioned eatlier,'"™ the same Congtess
that approved the Fourteenth Amendment in 1866 had also established and segregated the public
schools in the District of Columbia. At the time the amendment was proposed, 24 of the 37 existing
states segregated their schools."

Because of the lack of a solid legal argument, the Court relied on social science theories in its
decision. The Court believed that segregated schools deprive black children of “equal educational
opportunities” because racial segregation “generates a feeling of inferiority as to their status in the
community that may affect their hearts and minds in a way unlikely ever to be undone.”'”™ The
Court, therefore, concluded that racial segregation in public education is unconstitutional.'” In
support of its holding, the Court cited several social science studies, including black psychologist
Kenneth Clark’s doll studies and Gunnar Mytdal’s An American Dilemma.""™

In his book Race and Reality (1967), Carleton Putnam notes that the Court’s footnote “referred
to various sociological tracts and at the end of the note added, ‘see generally Myrdal, A American
Dilemma. This reference, however oblique, was an effective way of saying ‘see generally Boas and his
disciples’ for Mytdal’s Awmerican Dilemma was Boas [i.e., racial egalitarianism] from beginning to
end.”'™ This view is affirmed by historian Catl Degler who remarks that Myrdal’s “book can stand
as the epitome of the transformation through which the social sciences had passed since Franz
BOB.S.”M%
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Whether segregation makes blacks feel inferior, however, is irrelevant to the issue of the
constitutionality of segregation. Even liberals recognized that the Court was practicing sociology and
not the law. The headline on James Reston’s story in the New York Times on May 13, 1954, read: “A
Sociological Decision: Court Founded Its Segregation Ruling on Hearts and Minds Rather than
Laws.”'"!

Third, the “scientific” evidence presented in court was fraudulent. Arguing the case before the
Supreme Court, Thurgood Marshall, chief counsel of the National Association for the Advancement
of Colored People (NAACP), relied heavily on the work of Kenneth Clark, a black psychologist
known for doll studies and one of the key expert witnesses for desegregation. Clark testified that
when he showed a white doll and a black doll to black children attending a segregated school and
asked them which doll they preferred, a substantial number chose the white doll. He argued that this
preference proved that segregation causes feelings of inferiority. Clark failed to mention, however,
that he had also shown his dolls to black children attending integrated schools and that even more
of these children preferred the white doll. He deliberately suppressed research results that
undermined his position.'"”

Fourth, with the Brown decision, the Supreme Court embarked on a new era of “judicial
activism” — judicial decisions based on judges’ personal views about public policy instead of the
Constitution or the law. We still live in this era of “government by judiciary”'™ or “judicial
dictatorship.”'"*

A major impetus to judicial activism was Gunnar Myrdal’s influential study of American race
relations, An American Dilemma: The Negro Problemr and Modern Democracy (1944), in which he argues
that the democratic process cannot solve the “negro problem” because American society is too
deeply racist and, therefore, the Supreme Court should act where democracy has failed. In Brown, the
justices were conscious of their activism. During oral arguments, Justice Robert Jackson
commented, “I suppose that realistically the reason this case is here is that action couldn’t be
obtained by Congress.”'"

Not only did the Supreme Court assume the legislative powers of Congress in Brown, but a year
later it assumed the enforcement powers of the executive branch by issuing a decision, known as
Brown I1,'" that provided guidelines for desegregating schools and vested federal courts with
authority to supervise the process. As late as 1994, over 450 school districts were still under federal
court supetvision.'"”’

The last and most damaging flaw of the Brown decision is that it triggered a series of political
and judicial decisions that ruined the U.S. public education system, especially urban schools.
Although the Brown decision should have been interpreted to stand only for the rule that legal
segregation — 1.e., laws requiring school assignment on the basis of race to keep the races separate —
is unconstitutional, the underlying psychological rationale for the decision implied that states have an
affirmative duty to provide racially-integrated schools. This inference was adopted by the new civil
rights enforcement agencies after the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and eventually also by
the U.S. Supreme Court. The prohibition of state-sanctioned school segregation in Brown thus
morphed into a requirement of compulsory integration or “racial balance” in order to increase racial
mixing in schools beyond that resulting from the prohibition of segregation. In other words, the
meaning of desegregation changed from a prohibition of racial discrimination to separate the races
to a requirement of racial disctimination to mix them.""”

The political and judicial decisions triggered by the Brown decision also caused untold harm to
millions of Whites across the country. In addition to the White victims of black crime in integrated
schools, there has been massive demographic harm. School integration is social integration, which
leads to an ever-increasing rate of racial interbreeding, and miscegenation is genocidal for the White
race.
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Not surprisingly, there was resistance to school integration. In response to the “massive
resistance”'” to the desegregation of public schools in some areas, there was federal coercion to
enforce the Court’s decision. The first such event was the desegregation of Central High School in
Little Rock, Arkansas, in 1957, when President Dwight Eisenhower ordered the federalization of the
entire 10,000-member Arkansas National Guard and the deployment of units from the U.S. Army’s
101st Airborne Division to forcibly integrate the school."” Other forms of resistance to
desegregation, some more successful, included the closure of public schools, attendance at private or
parochial schools, and “white flight” (migration of Whites from racially or ethnically diverse areas to
more racially homogeneous White areas).

Because the Brown decision addressed de jure school segregation and not de facto school
segregation that reflected residential segregation, the next step in the anti-White agenda was the shift
from individual rights to group rights, from desegregation (the right of an individual not to suffer
discrimination) to compulsory integration (the obligatory mixing of White and black students to
ensure “equal educational opportunities” for blacks as a group). The underlying rationale for
compulsory integration is the absurd notion that a black child cannot learn unless seated next to a
White child in school."""

The shift from desegregation to compulsory integration occurred in Green v. County School Board
of New Kent County (1968), in which the Supreme Court unanimously declared unconstitutional a
voluntary “freedom-of-choice” plan for school desegregation because it did not sufficiently
“effectuate conversion of a state-imposed dual system to a unitary, nonracial system.”"”* In other
words, racially neutral methods of assigning students do not constitute “desegregation” unless they
result in racially balanced schools.

Because school authorities are, according to the Green Court, “clearly charged with the
affirmative duty to take whatever steps might be necessary to convert to a unitary system in which
racial discrimination would be eliminated root and branch,”!'”® the Brown decision became an order
to integrate rather than an order not to segregate. One way to integrate schools involved court-
ordered or forced busing — the practice of assigning and transporting students to schools within or
outside their local school districts in an effort to achieve “racial balance” within schools.

In order “to eliminate from the public schools all vestiges of state-imposed segregation,”''" the
Supreme Court in Swann v. Charlotte-Mecklenburg Board of Education (1971) unanimously ruled that
federal courts could use forced busing (as well as racial quotas and gerrymandered school districts
and attendance zones) as a desegregation tool to achieve “racial balance” in schools'” despite
language in Title IV (Desegregation of Public Education) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 that clearly
prohibits forced busing to overcome racial imbalance.

According to Section 401(b) of Title IV, desegregation “means the assignment of students to
public schools and within such schools without regard to their race, color, religion, or national
origin, but ‘desegregation’ shall not mean the assignment of students to public schools in order to
overcome racial imbalance.”!!"

Section 407(a)(2), which authorizes the U.S. Attorney General to institute federal lawsuits,
contains the following restriction:

. nothing herein shall empower any official or court of the United States to issue any order
seeking to achieve a racial balance in any school by requiring the transportation of pupils or
students from one school to another or one school district to another in order to achieve such
racial balance, or otherwise enlarge the existing power of the court to insure compliance with
constitutional standards.""”
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Nevertheless, the Court decided that these unambiguous provisions do not restrict the existing
powers of the federal courts or “withdraw from courts their historic equitable remedial powers.”"'”

Not only did the Swann Court disregard the plain language of Title IV, it ignored its legislative
history. Title IV, like every other title of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, was defended by its
proponents on the ground that it did no more than prohibit racial discrimination. The strongest
argument of its opponents was that Title IV may result in a requirement of racial discrimination to
achieve integration or racial balance in schools. The proponents of the act repeatedly and
emphatically denied this possibility. Because convincing opponents of the impossibility of such a
result was crucial to the act’s passage, every attempt was made to allay the opponents’ fear.'”

Jewish Representative Emanuel Celler (D-NY), the bill’s floor manager in the U.S. House of
Representatives, insisted, “There is no authorization for either the Attorney General or the
Commissioner of Education to work toward achieving racial balance in given schools.”'""

In the U.S. Senate, Senator Robert Byrd (D-WV), an opponent of the act, requested assurance
that the Office of Education in the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare cannot
promulgate a regulation that prohibits racial imbalances in schools. Senator Jacob Javits (R-NY), the
liberal Jewish Republican senator who led the fight for the act on the minority side of the aisle,
assured Byrd that “any Government official” who sought to require racial balance pursuant to the
act would be “making a fool of himself.”"""!

Senator Hubert Humphrey (D-MN), the floor co-manager of the entire civil rights bill in the
Senate, followed with further assurance that a requirement of racial balance would be
unconstitutional.

“The busing of children to achieve racial balance would be an act to effect the integration of
schools. In fact, if the bill were to compel it, it would be a violation, because it would be handling
the matter on the basis of race and we would be transporting children because of race. The bill
does not attempt to integrate the schools, but it does attempt to eliminate segregation in the school
systems.”'"?

Despite this legislative history and the provisions in the act that prohibit both racial
discrimination and the requirement that students be assigned to schools to overcome racial
imbalance, just such a requirement was imposed by the Office of Education and upheld by the
Supreme Court."'” “Every assurance written into the act and reiterated by its sponsors and
supporters that it could not be made the basis of a requirement of integration proved worthless,”''"*
according to Lino Graglia, author of Disaster by Decree.

The forced busing requirement of the Swann decision applied even when the racial imbalance
resulted from de facto school segregation rather than de jure school segregation.''”” The many places
that court-ordered busing occurred include Boston and Springfield, Massachusetts; Cleveland and
Columbus, Ohio; Detroit, Michigan; Indianapolis, Indiana; Kansas City, Missouri; Los Angeles,
Pasadena, and San Francisco, California; Las Vegas, Nevada; Louisville, Kentucky; Nashville,
Tennessee; Prince George’s County, Maryland; Richmond, Virginia; and Wilmington, Delaware.'''

The tragedy of forced busing finally began to abate in the early 1990s when the Supreme Court
allowed federal judges to ease their judicial supervision of school districts once “the vestiges of past
discrimination had been eliminated to the extent practicable.”""” The anticipated end of forced
busing, however, has been delayed by a 2007 Supreme Court decision.

In Parents Involved in Community Schools v. Seattle School District No. 1 (2007), the U.S. Supreme
Court in a split decision overturned the voluntarily-adopted student assignment plans of the school
districts of Seattle, Washington, and Jefferson County, Kentucky, that relied on race to determine
which school certain children may attend for the purpose of racial balance. The plans failed “strict
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scrutiny”” because the school districts failed to demonstrate that their use of race in making school
assignments was “narrowly tailored” to achieve a “compelling” government interest as required
whenever the government distributes burdens or benefits based on race.''™

Although Justice Anthony Kennedy joined the plurality in overturning the school districts’ plans
because they crudely classified and assigned every student strictly on the basis of race (i.e., they were
not sufficiently “narrowly tailored”), he also joined the four dissenters'" in recognizing that a
school district has a compelling interest in avoiding “racial isolation” and in achieving “a diverse
student population,” with race being “one component of that diversity.”''* This latter consensus of
five justices led the U.S. Department of Justice and U.S. Department of Education in 2011 to jointly
issue Guidance on the Voluntary Use of Race to Achieve Diversity and Avoid Racial Isolation in Elementary and
Secondary Schools “to explain how, consistent with existing law, elementary and secondary schools can
voluntarily consider race to further compelling interests in achieving diversity and avoiding racial
isolation.”""* Thus, forced busing has been revived as a tool to achieve “diversity” (rather than
“racial balance”) in the school room.

Like compulsory school integration and forced busing, anti-White “affirmative action” arose
from the shift from individual rights to group rights but, in the case of “affirmative action,” this shift
took the form of a shift from racial equality to racial preferences and from equal opportunity to
equal outcomes. Also, like compulsory school integration and forced busing, “affirmative action”
has been extended in time and expanded in scope when it shifted from being a remedy to the effects
of past intentional discrimination to being a means to achieve a “compelling interest” in “diversity.”

The first time that the phrase “affirmative action” was used by the federal government in the
context of race was in President John Kennedy’s Executive Order No. 10925, signed March 6, 1961,
which established the President’s Committee on Equal Employment Opportunity. The order
required that all government contracting agencies include in every government contract the
following sentence: “The contractor will take affirmative action to ensure that applicants are
employed, and that employees are treated during employment, without regard to their race, creed,
colot, or national origin.”"'**

On September 24, 1965, President Lyndon Johnson issued Executive Order No. 11246, which
superseded Kennedy’s order. The language concerning “affirmative action” remained the same in
the new order but it delegated responsibility for administration and enforcement to the Secretary of
Labor and empowered said secretary to adopt rules and regulations and issue orders necessary and
appropriate to achieve the executive ordet’s purpose.''”

In emphasizing color-blind employment practices, neither of these executive orders standing
alone implemented policy preferences in distributing benefits to officially-designated “protected
classes” — what we call here “affirmative action” in quotation marks. In this new sense, the
development of “affirmative action” was encouraged by President Johnson in a commencement
address at historically black Howard University in 1965. He began by describing freedom as but the
first stage of “the revolution of the Negro American.” While the “beginning is freedom,” said
Johnson,

freedom is not enough. . . . it is not enough just to open the gates of opportunity. All our citizens
must have the ability to walk through those gates. This is the next and the more profound stage of
the battle for civil rights. We seek not just freedom but opportunity. We seek not . . . just equality as
a right and a theory but equality as a fact and equality as a result.'**

The shift from racial equality to racial preferences and from equal opportunity to equal

outcomes underlying “affirmative action” policies was developed in the late 1960s among federal
government bureaucrats in two small new government agencies — the U.S. Department of Labor’s
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Oftice of Federal Contract Compliance (OFCC) and the Equal Employment Opportunity
Commission (EEOC)."® This development of “affirmative action” programs to redistribute jobs
and income to blacks was prompted by the black ghetto tiots of 1965-1968.""*

In 1967, the OFCC developed “the Philadelphia plan,” the first government mandate for racial
preferences. To be “in compliance,” federal construction contractors in Philadelphia had to show
that they were taking immediate steps to ensure that their workforces mirrored the proportion of
minorities in the Philadelphia area, which was then about 30 percent. Opposition from businesses,
unions, members of Congtess, and the General Accounting Office forced the Labor Department to
rescind the plan.'"’

In 1969, however, President Richard Nixon resurrected a revised Philadelphia Plan and used all
his influence to fight off congressional attempts to block it. It was thus the Nixon administration
that established the Philadelphia Plan, with its prescriptive norm of racial and ethnic proportionality
in the American workplace, as the federal government’s model of “affirmative action.”''*

The Philadelphia Plan was developed by the OFCC under the authority of Johnson’s Executive
Order No. 11246 and implemented by black Assistant Secretary of Labor Arthur Fletcher who
issued an order that required bidders, prior to the award of contracts, to submit “acceptable
affirmative action” programs “which shall include specific goals of minority manpower
utilization.”"'* Not surprisingly, the legality of the Philadelphia Plan was challenged in court.

While the case was being litigated, the Nixon administration won a battle over approval of the
plan in Congress. As a result, the “Philadelphia Plan eclipsed Title VII [Equal Employment
Opportunity] and became the official policy of the U.S. Government.”'™ In 1970, the Labor
Department issued Order No. 4 requiring all federal contractors everywhere in the country to
comply with the Philadelphia Plan’s proportional hiring requirements and to submit written
“affirmative action” plans that included numerical goals and timetables for minority hiring designed
to remedy “underutilization.”'™ Minorities included “Negro, Oriental, American Indian, and
Spanish Surnamed Americans.”'” A Revised Order No. 4 was issued in 1971 that, with the
exception of the construction industry, added women as a protected class.'”

The contractors challenging the Philadelphia Plan lost their case in federal district court but
appealed to the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Third Circuit. Among other allegations, the lawsuit
claimed that the Philadelphia Plan was inconsistent with Titles VI and VII of the Civil Rights Act of
1964. We will discuss the specific provisions of these titles at issue here (Section 601, Section 703(a),
and Section 703(j)) and their legislative histories below, but suffice it to say here that the court of
appeals dismissed the relevance of these provisions by arguing that they are “a limitation only upon
[Title VI and] Title VII not upon any other remedies, state or federal.” Since the source of the
required contract provision is Executive Order No. 11246, Titles VI and VII are thus irrelevant. '
The court added, without explanation, that the “general prohibition against discrimination [in
Section 601] cannot be construed as limiting Executive authority in defining appropriate affirmative
action on the part of a contractor.”'"” The court of appeals upheld the legality of the plan against all
other allegations as well. On appeal, the U.S. Supreme Court declined to hear the case, which meant
that the decision became the law in the Third Circuit and persuasive authority in the other federal
circuits.

After this case upheld the legality of the minority preferences in the Philadelphia Plan, the
Nixon administration’s race-conscious remedies spread quickly as required standards of employment
in federal, state, and local governments and in private employment assisted by U.S. tax dollars. The
Labor Department’s “affirmative action” requirements provided a model for the federal
government’s new civil rights enforcement agencies: the Office of Civil Rights in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, the Civil Rights Division of the Department of Justice, the EEOC,
and the many contract compliance offices in the mission agencies.'

126



At the same time that the OFCC was developing the Philadelphia Plan, the EEOC — the
enforcement agency of Title VII (Equal Employment Opportunity) of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 —
was developing its own but similar “affirmative action” plan. By 1968, the EEOC had shifted its
enforcement rhetoric from classic liberalism’s procedural focus on nondiscrimination to a results-
oriented focus on ‘“underutilization.”' “Indeed, the effort to turn nondiscrimination in
employment into a results-oriented quota system was spearheaded by a heavily Jewish brain trust,
most notably Alfred W. Blumrosen, at the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission.”'"*
Instead of responding to complaints (the statutory mission of the EEOC), Blumrosen

brushed this provision aside and used the agency to take direct action by imposing quotas in
defiance of the Act. He openly boasted of what he called his “free and easy ways with statutory
construction” and praised the agency for working “in defiance of the laws governing its operation.”

This was the real beginning of Affirmative Action and it is worth remembering that it was
based on illegality . . . ."""

By 1970, the EEOC had developed a “disparate impact” theory of discrimination “that
disregarded intent and inferred discrimination from statistical underutilization of minorities in the
wortkforce.”'™ The idea of “disparate impact” comes from the theory of compensatory justice that
was developed by the civil rights coalition to defend ““affirmative action” against the arguments of
equal individual rights and constitutional color blindness. Rather than in the Constitution or statutes
or in liberal traditions of equal treatment, the theory of compensatory justice is grounded in history.
The theory claims that past discrimination and injustice continues into the present in the form of
“institutional racism” (now commonly called “systemic racism”), i.e., “generations of racist thought
and behavior had shaped institutional cultures and standards so profoundly that discriminatory
results were perpetuated even in the subsequent absence of racial prejudice or discriminatory intent
by contemporary individuals.” Evidence of discriminatory intent is not required under this results-
oriented theory. What matters is adverse or “disparate” impact, meaning proportionately unequal
results.'™*!

“By 1970, the civil rights coalition was displacing the original formula of equal treatment for
individuals with a formula of proportionately equal results for groups,”''* according to historian
Hugh Davis Graham. To put it another way, the color-blind Constitution became color-conscious.

In 1971, the Supreme Court in Griggs v. Duke Power Co. upheld the “disparate impact” theory
under the Civil Rights Act of 1964. A North Carolina power company required a high school
education or the passing of a standardized general intelligence test as a condition of employment.
Because both requirements operated to disqualify blacks at a substantially higher rate than White
applicants and because, in the Court’s opinion, these requirements did not significantly relate to
successful job performance, the Court ruled that the requirements were illegal despite no proof of
discriminatory intent by the employer.'*

The company contended that its general intelligence tests were permitted by Section 703(h) of
the Act, which authorizes the use of “any professionally developed ability test” that is not “designed,
intended or used to discriminate because of race . . .”""* Granting “great deference” to the EEOC as
the enforcing agency, the Court, however, followed EEOC guidelines that interpreted Section
703(h) to permit only the use of “job-related tests,” which is much narrower than the statutory
language. The Court treated the EEOC guidelines as “expressing the will of Congtress.”'* And in
declaring that under Title VII, “practices, procedures, or tests neutral on their face, and even neutral
in terms of intent, cannot be maintained if they operate to ‘freeze’ the status quo of prior
discriminatory employment practices,”''* the Court, in effect, approved “the EEOC’s enforcement
model of statistical proportionality for minorities in the workforce.”"'*’
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In upholding the “disparate impact” theory, the Supreme Court in Griggs adopted the shift from
the individual-rights, equal treatment standards of the Civil Rights Act to the group-rights, equal
results standard of adverse or disparate impact law that, like the Philadelphia Plan, rested on a model
of proportional minority representation.''* It was now not enough for employers to prove they did
not intend to discriminate. They had to avoid practices that had an adverse or “disparate impact” on
non-whites. Employers soon learned that to prove they were not discriminating against non-whites,
employers had to discriminate against Whites.

In Wards Cove Packing Co. v. Antonio (1989),"* the Supreme Court revised the disparate impact
test it had created in the Griggs case by changing the burden of proof in favor of employers. In the
Civil Rights Restoration Act of 1991, Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 was amended to
nullify that portion of the Wards Cove decision benefitting employers and thereby codified the Griggs
disparate impact test.'™ Additional amendments expanded other remedies available to victims of
discrimination.'”! Disparate impact is still a valid test in U.S. labor law.""

While the Griggs disparate impact test encouraged discrimination against Whites to avoid
lawsuits, the Supreme Court in a 5-2 decision, United Steelworkers of America v. Weber (1979), further
encouraged anti-White discrimination in employment by misinterpreting the plain language of
Sections 703(a) and (d) of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 to hold that its prohibition
against racial discrimination in hiring and in the selection of apprentices for training programs''
“does not condemn all private, voluntary, race-conscious affirmative action plans.”'** In dispute was
an “affirmative action” plan contained in a collective bargaining agreement between a company
(Kaiser) and a union (United Steelworkers), which was designed to eliminate racial imbalances in the
company’s craftwork forces by reserving 50 percent of the openings in a plant’s craft-training
program for black employees until the percentage of black craft workers in a plant is commensurate
with the percentage of blacks in the local labor force.

Dismissing a literal construction of the statutory provisions because it would defeat the
“purpose” of the statute, the Court stated that its “conclusion is further reinforced by examination
of the language and legislative history” of Section 703(j), which, in the words of the Court,

provides that nothing contained in Title VII “shall be intetpreted to reguire any employer . . . to
grant preferential treatment . . . to any group because of the race . . . of such . . . group on account
of” a de facto racial imbalance in the employer’s work force. The section does #of state that “nothing
in Title VII shall be interpreted to permif’ voluntary affirmative efforts to correct racial imbalances.

The natural inference is that Congress chose not to forbid all voluntary race-conscious affirmative

action.'™

In other words, the Supreme Court “ruled that since the act does not require race-based hiring, it
therefore does not forbid it. That makes it legal.”!"*

In their separate dissents, both Chief Justice Warren Burger and Justice William Rehnquist
argued that the plain language of Title VII prohibits the racially discriminatory quota that is in
dispute and that the legislative history of Title VII supports their interpretation. In so doing, they
totally refuted the majority’s nonsensical opinion.

In his dissent, Burger stated, “Under the guise of statutory ‘construction,” the Court effectively
rewrites Title VII to achieve what it regards as a desirable result. It ‘amends’ the statute to do
precisely what both its sponsors and its opponents agreed the statute was zof intended to do.”""”’

Section 703(d) provides: “It shall be an unlawful employment practice for any employer . . . to
discriminate against any individual because of his race, color, religion, sex, or national origin in
admission to, or employment in, any program established to provide apprenticeship or other
training.”'"*®
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According to Burger, the quota “unquestionably discriminates on the basis of race against
individual employees seeking admission to on-the-job training programs. And, under the plain
language of § 703 (d), that is ‘an wnlawful employment practice.”'”’

The quota was also “an unlawful employment practice” under Section 703(a)(1), which
provides: “It shall be an unlawful employment practice for an employer . . . to discriminate against
any individual . . . because of such individual’s race, colot, religion, sex, or national origin.”"'®

Burger also challenged the Court’s interpretation of Section 703(j), which provides:

Nothing contained in this title shall be interpreted to require any employer . . . to grant preferential
treatment to any individual or to any group . . . on account of an imbalance which may exist with
respect to the total number or percentage of persons of any race, color, religion, sex, or national
origin employed by any employer . . . in comparison with the total number or percentage of
persons of such race, color, religion, sex, or national origin in any community, State, section, or
other area, or in the available work force in any community, State, section, or other area.''®!

Burger concluded, “One need not even resort to the legislative history to recognize what is
apparent from the face of Title VII — that it is specious to suggest that § 703 (j) contains a negative
pregnant that permits employers to do what {§ 703 (a) and (d) unambiguously and unequivocally
forbid employers from doing.”''%

In his dissent, Rehnquist argued that “the legislative history of Title VII is as clear as the
language of {§ 703 (a) and (d), and it irrefutably demonstrates that Congress meant precisely what it
said in § § 703 (a) and (d) — that 7o racial discrimination in employment is permissible under Title
VII, not even preferential treatment of minorities to correct racial imbalance.”!'®

In Rehnquist’s twenty-three page legislative history of Title VIL,"% there are several points
worth noting. In the opening speech of the Senate debate on the civil rights bill, Senator Humphrey,
“perhaps the primary moving force behind”"'® it in the Senate, addressed

the main concern of Title VII’s opponents, advising that not only does Title VII not require use of
racial quotas, i# does not permit their use. “The truth,” stated the floor leader of the bill, “is that this
title forbids discriminating against anyone on account of race. This is the simple and complete truth
about title VIL.?''%

Humphrey continued:

“Contrary to the allegations of some opponents of this title, there is nothing in it that will give
any power to the [Equal Employment Opportunity] Commission or to any court to require hiring,
firing, or promotion of employees in order to meet a racial ‘quota’ ot to achieve a certain racial
balance.

“That bugaboo has been brought up a dozen times; but it is nonexistent. In fact, #be very
opposite is true. Title VI probibits discrimination. In effect, it says that race, religion and national origin
are not to be used as the basis for hiring and firing. Title VII is designed to encourage hiring on the
basis of ability and qualifications, not race or religion.”"'?’

According to the interpretative memorandum submitted by Senators Joseph Clark (D-PA) and
Clifford Case (R-NJ), the bipartisan “captains” selected to explain and defend Title VII,

“There is no requirement in title VII that an employer maintain a racial balance in his work force.
On the contrary, any deliberate attempt to maintain a racial balance, whatever such a balance may
be, would involve a violation of title VII because maintaining such a balance would require an
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employer to hire or to refuse to hite on the basis of race. It must be emphasized that discrimination
is prohibited as to any individual.”"'%

Despite many clear statements from the bill’s leading and most knowledgeable proponents, the
fears of the opponents were not put to rest. One senator repeated the view that “discrimination”
could be interpreted by a federal bureaucrat to require hiring quotas.!®” This comment prompted
Humphrey to make the following offer: “If the Senator can find in title VII . . . any language which
provides that an employer will have to hire on the basis of percentage or quota related to color . . . I
will start eating the pages one after another, because it is not in there.”""

Several weeks into the debate in the Senate, some amendments were added that defined and
clarified the scope of Title VII’s prohibitions. One of those amendments was Section 703(j),"""
which was specifically added to put to rest the opposition’s consistently-voiced complaint “that Title
VII, particularly the word ‘discrimination,” would be zuzerpreted by federal agencies such as the EEOC
to require the correction of racial imbalance through the granting of preferential treatment to
minorities.”!!”

Nevertheless, that is exactly what happened.

The Court’s frequent references to the “voluntary” nature of Kaiser’s racially discriminatory
admission quota bear no relationship to the facts of this case. Kaiser and the Steelworkers acted
under pressure from an agency of the Federal Government, the Office of Federal Contract
Compliance, which found that minorities were being “underutilized” at Kaiset’s plants. That is,
Kaiser’s work force was racially imbalanced. Bowing to that pressure, Kaiser instituted an
admissions quota preferring blacks over whites, thus confirming that the fears of Title VII’s
opponents were well founded. Today, § 703 (j), adopted to allay those fears, is invoked by the
Court to uphold imposition of a racial quota under the very circumstances that the section was
intended to prevent."”

One of the justices joining the majority in Weber was Justice Thurgood Marshall, the first black
to be appointed to the Supreme Court. In his reply during a conversation with Justice William
Douglas, in which Douglas explained his opposition to “affirmative action,” Marshall said, “You
guys have been practicing discrimination for years. Now it is our turn.”''"*

Marshall was also in the majotity in Jobnson v. Transportation Agency, Santa Clara Connty (1987),"'™
in which the Supreme Court reaffirmed Weber and extended it to public actors when it upheld by a
0-3 vote a sex-based “affirmative action” plan in the public employment context without any proof
of past discrimination by the employer. In his dissent, Justice Antonin Scalia declared that “Title VII
has been not merely repealed, but actually inverted.”'!”

The Court today completes the process of converting [Title VII| from a guarantee that race or sex
will 7ot be the basis for employment determinations to a guarantee that it often wi/. Ever so subtly, .
.. we effectively replace the goal of a discrimination-free society with the quite incompatible goal of
proportionate representation by race and by sex in the workplace."”

According to Judge Bork, the Johnson decision completed the “transformation” of Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 from an antidiscrimination law into a “group entitlement law.”!"”

In his book The Age of Entitlement (2020), political commentator Christopher Caldwell argues
that the Civil Rights Act of 1964 is, in effect, a “second constitution” operating alongside the first
constitution, i.e., the U.S. Constitution, but always prevailing in the event of a conflict. “Affirmative
action and political correctness were the twin pillars of the second constitution. They were what civil
rights was. They were not temporary.”""” He defines “affirmative action” as “an explicit system of
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racial preference”'™ and political correctness as self-censorship and censorship on the subjects of

race, gender, and sexuality.!™ Political correctness is “a name for the cultural effect of the basic
enforcement powers of civil rights law.”"*

Other government “affirmative action” programs that have their origins in the late 1960s and
1970s are minority contract set-asides, which award a fixed percentage of all contracts to companies
owned by minorities, and minority-only grants and subsidized business loans. In 1968, the Small
Business Administration (SBA) created the Section 8(a) program to award grants and subsidized
business loans and to channel procurement contracts to small businesses owned by “economically or
culturally disadvantaged individuals” in the black ghettos.""™ New regulations for the program
published in 1973 listed the presumptively eligible minorities as “blacks, American Indians, Spanish-
Americans, Asian-Americans, and Puerto Ricans.”'™ In 1978, the Small Business Investment Act
provided a statutory basis for the SBA’s Section 8(a) program and, unlike the temporary public
works set-asides of 1977 mentioned in the next paragraph, established minority contract set-asides as
a permanent federal agency program.''® In terms of tax dollar totals, the SBA’s Section 8(a) contract
set-aside program for designated minorities is the country’s largest single “affirmative action”
program.''*

Signed by President Jimmy Carter in May 1977, the Public Works Employment Act established
a minority contract set-aside program — the first Congressional legislation endorsing racial or ethnic
preferences. It required that at least 10 percent of the $4 billion appropriation for public works
contracts should go to “minority business enterprises.” Minorities were defined as “Negroes,
Spanish-speaking, Orientals, Indians, Eskimos, and Aleuts.”""’

In 1980, the minority contract set-aside program in the 1977 Act was upheld by the Supreme
Court in Fullilove v. Kiutznick.""™ In his dissent, Justice John Paul Stevens noted that “Congress for
the first time in the Nation’s history has created a broad legislative classification for entitlement to
benefits based solely on racial characteristics.”"'

After Fullilove, minority contract set-aside programs spread rapidly throughout the country’s
local governments.""” By 1989, more than 230 government jurisdictions below the federal level —
states, counties, cities, and special districts — had established set-aside programs.'”" And by the end
of the 1980s, federal agencies were awarding $8.7 billion in minority and, after 1987, women
business enterprise contracts.''”?

The lenient standard of review for federal racial classifications in Fullilove was overruled in
Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. Pena (1995),""” in which the Supreme Court adopted “strict scrutiny”'™*
for racial preferences in federal government contracting. This brought the standard of review in
conformity with City of Richmond v. ]J. A. Croson Co. (1989),""” in which the Court applied strict
scrutiny for racial preferences in state and local government contracting.

Despite the heightened scrutiny of set-aside programs, the Republican-controlled Congress in
1998 quietly attached to an appropriations bill a minority contract set-aside requirement of 10
percent of the entire federal procurement budget. That meant that Whites were barred by their race
from bidding on $117 billion in federal spending.'"*

A 2005 report by the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, however, found that, ten years after the
Adarand decision, federal agencies “still largely fail” to comply with the rule in Adarand. Specifically,
the Commission found that the Departments of Defense, Education, Energy, Housing and Urban
Development, State, and Transportation, and the Small Business Administration do not seriously
consider race-neutral alternatives before implementing race-conscious procutrement programs.'"”

One of the more controversial applications of “affirmative action” is in university admissions
policies. As discussed above, the Supreme Court had prohibited racial segregation in public schools
and later ordered school districts to racially integrate, but the question of the constitutionality of
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voluntary “affirmative action” admissions programs initiated by universities in the 1960s to
compensate for past discrimination and injustice remained unresolved until 1978.

In Regents of the University of California v. Bakke (1978), the Supreme Court held in a splintered
decision (six different opinions) that specific racial quotas, such as the 16 out of 100 seats set aside
for minority students by the University of California, Davis School of Medicine, in university
admissions programs were unconstitutional and that Allan Bakke should be admitted to the medical
school."” Justice Lewis Powell wrote the majority opinion but also wrote other parts not joined by
any other justice.

Four justices joined with Powell to strike down the discriminatory admissions program and
admit Bakke, while the other four justices dissented from that portion of the decision, but joined
with Powell to find that some consideration of race and ethnic origin in university admissions is
permissible."” Writing for himself and three other justices, Justice William Brennan declared that
the “central meaning” of Bakke is this: “Government may take race into account when it acts not to
demean or insult any racial group, but to remedy disadvantages cast on minorities by past racial

prejudice . . 7Y
In those parts not joined by others, Powell hypothesized that the “attainment of a diverse
student body” is “clearly . . . a constitutionally permissible goal for an institution of higher

education” and that this “diversity” can further a “compelling state interest,” thereby providing
another constitutionally acceptable rationale for racial preferences in the admissions process.'”" In
effect, he declared that racial discrimination against Whites to achieve “diversity” was constitutional.

Like Swann and Weber, the Bakke decision misinterpreted plain language in the Civil Rights Act
of 1964 that clearly prohibits racial discrimination of the kind approved in the majority opinion.
Section 601 of Title VI (Nondiscrimination in Federally Assisted Programs) provides: “No person in
the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, or national origin, be excluded from
participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or
activity receiving Federal financial assistance.”’™ Powell wrote that “Title VI must be held to
proscribe only those racial classifications that would violate the Equal Protection Clause or the Fifth
Amendment.”"™” Instead of Section 601 enacting “a purely color-blind scheme,” Title VI
incorporated “a constitutional standard” that, in Powell’s opinion, permits racial discrimination
against Whites in order to guarantee the equal rights of blacks.'"™"

In his dissent, Justice Stevens noted, however, that the plain color-blind language of Section 601
and its legislative history make “crystal clear” the meaning of this ban on exclusion: “Race cannot be
the basis of excluding anyone from participation in a federally funded program” and “nothing in the
legislative history justifies the conclusion that the broad language of § 601 should not be given its
natural meaning.”*"

As a matter of practice, however, the Bakke decision did not require changes to the large
majority of “affirmative action” programs then existing at universities because most did not use rigid
numerical quotas for minority admissions like that of the UC Davis medical school and if they did,
they could simply disguise their old racial quotas as “plus factor” systems (see Grutter v. Bollinger
below). Universities could continue (or begin if they have not done so already) to implement their
programs with an anti-White racial bias as expressed by Justice Harry Blackmun in his separate
opinion in Bakzke.

I suspect that it would be impossible to arrange an affirmative-action program in a racially
neutral way and have it successful. To ask that this be so is to demand the impossible. In order to
get beyond racism, we must first take account of race. There is no other way. And in order to treat
some persons equally, we must treat them differently. We cannot — we dare not — let the Equal
Protection Clause perpetuate racial supremacy.'*”

132



Twenty-five years later, the U.S. Supreme Court endorsed Justice Powell’s judicial dictum on
“diversity” in two cases. While the Court in Gratz v. Bollinger (2003)'*” overturned a university’s race-
conscious undergraduate admissions policy that failed to give “individualized consideration” to each
applicant, much like the racial quotas in Bakéke, the Court in Grutter v. Bollinger (2003)"*" upheld the
race-conscious admissions policy of the same university’s law school because it provided
“individualized consideration” of each applicant in the university’s quest of its compelling interest in
a “diverse student body.” The Court endorsed the view “that student body diversity is a compelling
state interest that can justify the use of race in university admissions.”'*”

In Gratz, the Supreme Court held that the University of Michigan’s undergraduate admissions
policy, “which automatically distributes 20 points, or one-fifth of the points needed to guarantee
admission, to every single ‘underrepresented minority’ [i.e., ‘African-Americans, Hispanics, and
Native Americans’] applicant solely because of race,” was unconstitutional because the policy was
“not narrowly tailored to achieve the interest in educational diversity” that the university claimed
justified its use of racial discrimination."” To pass constitutional muster, a race-conscious
admissions policy requires “individualized consideration” of each applicant. The only consideration
in the university’s policy was “a factual review of an application to determine whether an individual
is a member of one of these minotity groups.”""!

In Grutter, the Supreme Court upheld the University of Michigan Law School’s admissions
policy because the Constitution “does not prohibit the Law School’s narrowly tailored use of race in
admissions decisions to further a compelling interest in obtaining the educational benefits that flow
from a diverse student body.”"*"* The narrow-tailoring requirement in this case was satisfied by the
“individualized consideration” of each applicant in which race or ethnicity was “used in a flexible,
nonmechanical way” and only considered as a “plus” factor.””” Every race except the White race, of
course, is entitled to a “plus” factor.

The people of Michigan reacted to the Grutter decision with the passage of the Michigan Civil
Rights Initiative or Proposal 2 in November 2006 by a margin of 58 percent to 42 percent. The
initiative amended the state constitution to ban “affirmative action” by providing that the state,
including any public college or university, community college, or school district, “shall not
discriminate against, or grant preferential treatment to, any individual or group on the basis of race,
sex, color, ethnicity, or national origin in the operation of public employment, public education, or
public contracting.”'*"* In 2014, the Supreme Court upheld Michigan’s ban on racial preferences in
Schuette v. Coalition to Defend Affirmative Action."*"

Michigan is one of eight states that ban “affirmative action”: California (1996),"*'® Washington
(1998),"' Florida (1999), Michigan (2006), Nebraska (2008),'** Arizona (2010),'*" New Hampshire
(2012), and Oklahoma (2012)."*" All but Florida and New Hampshire passed bans through voter
referenda and are almost identical in language to Michigan’s Proposal 2. In Florida, the governor
signed an executive order prohibiting “racial or gender set-asides, preferences or quotas” in state
hiring, contracting, and public university admissions,'” and in New Hampshire, the legislature
passed a bill imposing the ban on preferential treatment or discrimination based on race, sex,
national origin, religion, or sexual orientation in recruiting, hiring, promotion, or admission by state
agencies.'”

The success of these state bans on “affirmative action” is a reflection of the strong public
opposition to such anti-White racial discrimination. Public opinion surveys have “consistently
shown a large majority of Americans opposing racial preferences in hiring, promotion, and college
admissions, even if these are explicitly designed to cotrect the effects of past discrimination.”'**

By the 1990s, another element contributing to the public opposition to “affirmative action” was
mass immigration from Latin America and Asia. Because of their national origins, these non-white
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immigrants automatically qualified for “affirmative action” benefits. That means the nearly 50
million non-white immigrants who came to America since 1965 and their descendants'** can claim
“affirmative action” preferences over native-born Whites on the basis of historic discrimination they
had never experienced.'” This outcome proves that today’s “affirmative action” is not about
remedying the effects of past intentional discrimination but instead is motivated by the anti-White
animosity of our hostile elite.

The opposition to the banning of racial preferences in employment, education, and contracting
has come from hostile elites in government, business, the media, and education. In the late twentieth
century, a substantial portion of these elites have rejected the idea of a color-blind Constitution and
endorsed anti-White racial discrimination. The differences between elites and the public over racial
preferences were dramatically evident in the California and Washington state referenda to ban
“affirmative action.” While the establishments in both states were almost unanimously opposed to
the referenda, California’s passed by a vote of 54 percent to 46 percent and Washington’s by 58
percent to 42 percent.'*

The differences between elites and the public were also evident in the overwhelming support of
the University of Michigan’s race-conscious admissions policies in the Grarz and Grutter cases that
elites provided. “More than 3,000 organizations filed over 60 briefs supporting the university,
including briefs from over 110 members of Congtress, 70 from Fortune 500 companies, and almost
30 from former military and civilian leaders of the armed forces.”'*” In contrast, public opinion
surveys revealed that 92 percent of the public in 2001 and 68 percent in 2003 opposed racial
preferences in college admissions or employment.'**®

Academia ignored both public opinion and the reflection of that opinion in the new state bans
on “affirmative action.” In response to the state bans on race-conscious admissions policies, nearly
all the public universities in these states implemented new methods of discriminating against White
students in order to promote racial and ethnic diversity on campus. These methods included creating
percent plans (i.e., guaranteed admission to public colleges for top graduates from each high school
in the state), adding socio-economic factors to admissions decisions, funding new financial aid
programs for low-income students, improving recruitment of and support for low-income students,
and dropping legacy preferences, which disproportionately benefit White, wealthy applicants.'” In
addition to the continued existence of anti-White racial discrimination in public university
admissions, there is also massive discrimination in grading and graduation.'™ No doubt private
universities have also adopted some of these methods to help avoid lawsuits over their race-
conscious admissions policies.

There are probably other, less obvious methods, of furthering a university’s interest in achieving
a more diverse student body while complying with a state ban on “affirmative action” or the strict
scrutiny required of a race-conscious admissions policy. In her dissent in Grazg, Jewish Justice Ruth
Bader Ginsburg suggested that universities will pursue their “affirmative action” programs regardless
of whether or not they violate the law or the Constitution.'*!

One can reasonably anticipate . . . that colleges and universities will seek to maintain their minority
enrollment . . . whether or not they can do so in full candor through adoption of affirmative action
plans of the kind here at issue. Without recourse to such plans, institutions of higher education may
resort to camouflage. . . . If honesty is the best policy, surely Michigan’s accurately described, fully
disclosed College affirmative action program is preferable to achieving similar numbers through
winks, nods, and disguises.'*”

Whether in employment, contracting, or education, “affirmative action” was originally intended
to be a temporary remedy to the effects of past intentional discrimination. With its legal
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enshrinement in Grutter v. Bollinger, “diversity” has largely supplanted “affirmative action” as the
rationale for anti-White discrimination because diversity has the advantage of permanently
privileging everyone except White people, especially White males. The clear loser of “affirmative
action” and diversity on university and college campuses is the White male,'” especially the poor
White male,'”* and not only in education, but also in the workplace."” Indeed, all White Americans
are losers. The estimated net costs of “affirmative action” and diversity programs in 2007 was $1.1
trillion (8 percent of GDP), which includes an estimated loss of over $24,000 per White family. '**
Diversity will be discussed further with the next topic.
ES ES ES

The fourth of the radical cultural transformations is the triumph of cultural pluralism. As we
have seen,'”’ one of the primary methods to achieve the Jewish goals of neutralizing or ending anti-
Semitism and enhancing the prospects for Jewish group continuity is through advocacy for cultural
pluralism — the idea that the United States ought not to be ethnically and culturally homogeneous.
The cultural pluralistic model of American identity triumphed with the countercultural revolution of
the 1960s."* The triumph of cultural pluralism has ultimately resulted in the enshrinement of the
anti-White doctrine of “diversity” in American culture and the entrenchment of “identity politics” in
American politics.

As noted earlier,’” Jewish intellectuals, beginning with Horace Kallen, have been at the
forefront in developing models of the United States as an ethnically and culturally pluralistic society.
The advocacy of cultural pluralism was also a common theme among the Jewish intellectual and
political movements that were a necessary condition for the other radical cultural transformations of
the countercultural revolution. Other examples of Jewish advocacy of cultural pluralism are the ideas
of the United States as a “proposition nation” (an idea originating with Kallen)** and “the first
universal nation.”"*"

In 1972, Kallen claimed victory for his concept of cultural pluralism after the “deconstructionist
movement” in the 1960s began to challenge the concept of America as a national community of
individuals sharing a common culture, history, and creed. The cultural pluralistic model conceives of
America as a conglomerate of different races, ethnicities, and subnational cultures, in which
individuals are defined by their group membership, not common nationality. In this view, America is
a “mosaic” or “salad” of diverse peoples rather than the “melting pot” or “tomato soup” (i.e., the
Americanization of European immigrants) concept of America that prevailed eatlier in the century.
Implemented at the same time as this intellectual challenge were programs to enhance the status and
influence of subnational racial, ethnic, and cultural groups in order to promote the ascendance of
subnational identities and the concomitant deconstruction of the original American national
identity.'**

Out of the concept of cultural pluralism emerged the doctrines of multiculturalism and
diversity. The popularity in intellectual and political circles of these two doctrines, including the
related assertion of group identities based on race, ethnicity, and gender that these doctrines
encouraged, was one of the challenges identified by Samuel Huntington to America’s core Anglo-
Protestant culture and its political Creed of liberty and democracy in the late twentieth century.'**
Recall from our discussion above'** that American national identity, originally defined in terms of
race, ethnicity, culture, and political doctrine (i.e., the White race, British ethnicity, Anglo-Protestant
culture, and the American Creed) had been reduced after 1965 to two components: Anglo-
Protestant culture and the American Creed.'** Multiculturalism and diversity then eroded these two
remaining components of American national identity.'**

The multiculturalist movement to replace America’s mainstream Anglo-Protestant culture with
other cultures linked primarily to racial groups began in the 1970s and achieved its greatest success
and prominence in the 1980s and early 1990s. Huntington describes the doctrine as follows:
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Multiculturalism is in its essence anti-European civilization. . . . It is basically an anti-Western
ideology. Multiculturalists advance several propositions. First, America is composed of many
different ethnic and racial groups. Second, each of these groups has its own distinctive culture.
Third, the white Anglo elite dominant in American society has suppressed these cultures and
compelled or induced those belonging to other ethnic or racial groups to accept the elite’s Anglo-
Protestant culture. Fourth, justice, equality, and the rights of minorities demand that these
suppressed cultures be liberated and that government and private institutions encourage and
support their revitalization. America is not and should not be a society with a single pervasive
national culture.™’

Multiculturalism represented the culmination of a long erosion, beginning in the 1960s, of the
traditional emphasis on national identity (as opposed to racial, ethnic, gender, and other subnational
identities) in American education from primary school to higher education.'**

Contributing to the erosion of Anglo-Protestant culture and the growth of multiculturalism was

an antiwar movement that was more than a protest of Vietnam. At its heart lay the rejection of an
anticommunist foreign policy and of the idea that America was a good country and beneficent
force in the world. Many of the militants in the antiwar movement accepted the Third World’s
indictment of the West for five hundred years of slavery, colonialism, capitalist exploitation, and
imperialism."**

According to Patrick Buchanan, this antiwar movement also “involved the repudiation of America’s
past as racist, sexist, imperialist, and genocidal in its treatment of women, Indians, Africans, and all
peoples of color.”'*"

In the 1970s, multiculturalism gained an institutional foothold in academia with the
establishment of ethnic and women’s studies programs and centers. In 1969, the first ethnic studies
programs were established at University of California, Berkeley, and San Francisco State University.
Both programs included studies centered on blacks, Hispanics (“Chicanos”), American Indians, and
Asian Americans. There are now hundreds of such programs in the country.'®' In 1970, the first
women’s studies program was established at San Diego State College and like ethnic studies have
proliferated across the country.'™ In many places, women’s studies has become part of gender
studies,'® which also includes queer studies.'*

Multiculturalism won a major nation-wide victory in the famous curricular battle that took place
at Stanford University in 1986-1988. At one point, race hustler Jesse Jackson led hundreds of
students in a protest march against the core requirement in Western culture, chanting, “Hey, hey, ho,
ho, Western culture’s got to go!” The university subsequently abandoned the required course in
Western culture. The idea that American culture was a part of Western civilization and thus learning
the history of Western civilization was essential to the education of every American was rejected. '
By 2010, Western Civilization survey courses had virtually disappeared from general education
requirements in America’s top colleges and universities.'**

While the doctrine is multiculturalism, the political expression of this doctrine is called identity
politics, which is “a term used to describe the act of forming political alliances around a group that
shares a particular characteristic — race, ethnicity, sex, religion, and so forth — and advocating
exclusively for that political tribe’s interests, to the exclusion of others.”'*’

Examples of racial or ethnic groups that practiced identity politics beginning in the 1960s
include the Black Power movement, exemplified by the Black Panther Party,'*" the black nationalist
Nation of Islam,'™ the Chicano Movement,™ the Raza Unida Party,'™ the American Indian
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Movement (AIM) and other Indian groups,'* and the Asian-American movement.”” As we have

seen, feminist, homosexual, and transgender groups also practice identity politics.

The practice of identity politics entered the U.S. Congress with the founding of the racially-
exclusive Congressional Black Caucus in 1971, the Congressional Hispanic Caucus in 19706, and the
Congressional Caucus for Women’s Issues in 1977. By 2020, there were at least 87 caucuses in
Congress pursuing the special legislative goals of racial, ethnic, religious, gender, and other
subnational identity groups.'**

In the 1990s, liberal historian Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. warned that the “cult of ethnicity” (Le.,
multiculturalism) and identity politics threaten the unity of the country. He noted that “after
testimony from ethnic spokesmen denouncing the melting pot as a conspiracy to homogenize
America, Congress passed the Ethnic Heritage Studies Program Act [in 1974] — a statute that, by
applying the ethnic ideology to all Americans, compromised the historic right of Americans to
decide their ethnic identities for themselves.” He then warned that the “ethnic upsurge . . . began as
a gesture of protest against the Anglocentric culture. It became a cult, and today it threatens to
become a counter-revolution against the original theory of America as ‘one people,” a common
culture, a single nation.”'*”

A sign that this “common culture” — Anglo-Protestant culture — has been fatally eroding is the
fate of Columbus Day. In 1992, there were no celebrations for the 500" anniversary of Columbus’s
journey. Since then, Columbus Day has been steadily replaced by “Indigenous People’s Day” or
something similar in cities and states across the country.™ During the tiots of summer 2020, at least
36 monuments or memorials to Christopher Columbus were torn down (along with many others) '’
and two Republican U.S. senators proposed replacing Columbus Day with “Juneteenth” as a
national holiday.'**®

With the dominance of multiculturalism and the beginning of identity politics came the
enshrinement of the doctrine of diversity or what Patrick Buchanan calls the “Diversity Cult.”*® As
noted earlier, “diversity” was introduced into constitutional jurisprudence by Justice Lewis Powell in
his opinion in the U.S. Supreme Court’s 1978 decision, Regents of the University of California v. Bakske,
and then recognized as a constitutional principle in Grutter v. Bollinger (2003), where “diversity”
became a “compelling state interest” in higher education, an interest so compelling that it overrides
the Fourteenth Amendment’s guarantee of equal protection under the law in order to justify racial
discrimination against Whites in the admissions process. The doctrine of diversity quickly spread
outside academia in the 1980s because “diversity” was easier to convince Whites to support than
“affirmative action” based on the lie that “diversity” benefits Whites as well.

According to Peter Wood, former professor and president of the National Association of
Scholars, diversity is “a political doctrine asserting that soe social categories deserve compensatory
privileges in light of the prejudicial ways in which members of these categories have been treated in
the past and the disadvantages they continue to face.” It is “a tool for knocking down the door to

exclusive enclaves — colleges, workplaces, churches, organizations of all sorts — of the favored
931270

groups.
In Daversity: The Invention of a Concept (2003), Wood aims to show that “in one area of American

life after another, the principle of diversity represents an attempt to alter the root cultural assumptions
on which American society is based.”'””" These areas of American life include religion, the arts,
business, education, and personal consumption. “By the late 1980s, advocates of diversity dominated
virtually all the key cultural institutions: colleges and universities, churches, arts organizations,
museums, large foundations, the press, book publication and popular entertainment.”'*”

The two leading anti-White nonprofit organizations (one entirely Jewish and the other heavily
Jewish)'?” were pioneers in developing and providing diversity education. In 1985, the Anti-
Defamation League (ADL) initiated its “A World of Difference” campaign (now called “A World of
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Difference Institute”) to provide diversity education in the classroom and community. According to
its website, the program is used by schools, universities, corporations, law enforcement agencies, and
community organizations throughout the United States and abroad and has “impacted” over 60
million adults and youth.” In 1991, the Southern Poverty Law Center founded its “Teaching
Tolerance” program. The name was changed to “Learning for Justice” in 2021. According to its
website, “the Learning for Justice community includes more than 500,000 educators who read our
magazine, screen our films, visit our website, listen to our podcasts, attend our trainings and
webinats, use our frameworks or patticipate in our social media community.”'*”

“Diversity” became a key idea in U.S. business about a decade after the Bakke decision. “In the
1990s, diversity became far and away the dominant ideology in corporate personnel and human
resources across the country, and it was an ideology loudly echoed in the executive suites.”'*”® By
2003, the basic doctrines of diversity had been institutionalized in U.S. business and no longer faced
setious opposition. According to Wood, “Diversity has simply won the day in American business.”"*”’

In The Diversity Delusion (2018), Heather Mac Donald explores how corporate human resources
departments function as social justice advocates. Nearly 90 percent of Fortune 500 companies have
some sort of diversity infrastructure, and the corporate mania for “diversity” informs corporate
culture at many levels, including hiring, promotion, bonuses, and governing the norms of interaction
in the workplace."*”

Not only does “diversity” justify preferential treatment in hiring, promotions, contracts, and
admissions for the previously disfavored groups, but diversiphiles (i.e., “those who elevate the ideal
of diversity above the ideal of national unity”'*”) claim that diversity is morally and socially beneficial
for formerly favored groups. “The ideal of diversity is that once individuals of diverse backgrounds
are brought together, a transformation will take place in people’s attitudes — primarily within the
members of the formerly exclusive group, who will discover the richness of the newcomers’ cultural
backgrounds.”"* In the words of Steven Farron, author of The Affirmative Action Hoax, “Diversity
not only justified discrimination in favor of all less successful groups, it did it with the argument that
anti-white discrimination has no victims, since whites benefit from the enlightening experience that
diversity provides.”"*!

The false notion'* that diversity benefits everybody, including Whites, is reflected in the
slogans: “diversity is our strength” and “diversity is our greatest strength.” These slogans were
already popular among our political elite in the early 1990s. When Republican Vice President Dan
Quayle was in Japan during the 1992 Los Angeles riots, he was asked if the United States was
perhaps suffering from too much diversity. As he later related the incident, he responded, “I begged
to differ with my host. I explained that our diversity is our strength.”'*%

Democratic President Bill Clinton was the first U.S. president to publically embrace the coming
end of White America in the name of diversity. In his 1997 State of the Union address, Clinton
declared, “My fellow Americans, we must never, ever believe that our diversity is a weakness — it is
our greatest strength.”'” In an interview with black journalists in 1997, Clinton remarked that the
coming racial transformation of the country “will arguably be the third great revolution [in addition
to the American Revolution and the black ‘civil rights’ revolution] in America,” proving that we can
live “without in effect having a dominant European culture. We want to become a multiracial,
multiethnic society. We’re not going to disintegrate in the face of it.”'**

In his commencement address at Portland State University in Oregon in June 1998, Clinton
talked about how “to light our way to America’s greatest days” as the country grows more racially
and ethnically diverse by a new, large wave of immigration that is “changing the face of America.”
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Today, nearly one in ten people in America was born in another country; one in five schoolchildren
are from immigrant families. Today, largely because of immigration, there is no majority race in
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Hawaii or Houston or New York City. Within 5 years, there will be no majority race in our largest
State, California. In a little more than 50 years, there will be no majority race in the United States.
No other nation in history has gone through demographic change of this magnitude in so short a
: 1286

time.

In his 2000 State of the Union address, Clinton repeated the same demographic projections and
said that the increased diversity should be celebrated.

Within 10 years — just 10 years — there will be no majority race in our largest State of California. In
a little more than 50 years, there will be no majority race in America. In a more interconnected
world, this diversity can be our greatest strength. . . . we should do more than just tolerate our
diversity; we should honor it and celebrate it.'*

Clinton’s Republican successor, President George W. Bush, was little better. He “famously
made his 2000 nominating convention into a display and celebration of ethnic diversity and followed
up by appointing a conspicuously diverse cabinet.”'**® His cabinet nominees included only six White
men out of 14 positions. The rest of the positions went to blacks, Hispanics, and five women,
including the first black secretary of state and the first black female national security adviser.'*

Bush repeated the diversity-is-our-strength slogan many times during his two terms in office. In
his official response to the Grarz and Grutter “affirmative action” decisions, Bush applauded “the
Supreme Court for recognizing the value of diversity on our Nation’s campuses. Diversity is one of
America’s greatest strengths.”'*”

In addition to the business elite, as mentioned, the “value of diversity” has also been recognized
by the country’s military elite. In defense of its holding in Grutter that the law school has a
compelling interest in attaining a diverse student body, the Supreme Court quoted several amicus
briefs that

point to the educational benefits that flow from student body diversity. In addition to the expert
studies and reports entered into evidence at trial, numerous studies show that student body
diversity promotes learning outcomes, and “better prepares students for an increasingly diverse
workforce and society, and better prepares them as professionals.”

These benefits are not theoretical but real, as major American businesses have made clear that
the skills needed in today’s increasingly global marketplace can only be developed through exposure
to widely diverse people, cultures, ideas, and viewpoints. What is more, high-ranking retired officers
and civilian leaders of the United States military assert that, “|bJased on [their] decades of
experience,” a “highly qualified, racially diverse officer corps . .. is essential to the military’s ability
to fulfill its principle mission to provide national security.”'*”!

When the Gratz and Grutter cases started in 1999, former President Gerald Ford, an alumnus of
the University of Michigan, wrote an opinion piece in the New York Times warning that the lawsuits
pose a threat to diversity. To end “affirmative action,” he warned, would turn back the clock to
discrimination of non-whites and the “cultural and social impoverishment” of Whites.'** Ford’s op-
ed led to the development of what became known as “the military brief,” an awzicus brief in support
of “affirmative action” signed by some of the nation’s most distinguished former military leaders.
They included Norman Schwartzkopf, hero of the first Iraq war (1991), Wesley Clark, former
supreme allied commander in Europe, William Cohen, former U.S. Senator and former Secretary of
Defense, and two former superintendents of West Point.'*”

It is clear that the diversity virus has infected the U.S. military. The Office for Diversity, Equity,
and Inclusion promotes diversity in the Department of Defense. According to the Department’s
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Diversity and Inclusion Strategic Plan, “Diversity is a strategic imperative, critical to mission
readiness and accomplishment, and a leadership requirement.”'** The Plan implements (for military
as well as civilian personnel) President Obama’s executive order on establishing a coordinated
government-wide initiative to promote diversity and inclusion in the federal workforce'™ — one of
many of Obama’s executive actions promoting diversity.

At the Department of the Army’s first senior leadership diversity breakfast in December 2007,
Army Chief of Staff General George W. Casey Jr. announced the creation of the Diversity Task
Force to review the Army’s diversity policies, practices, and progress. He said, “I firmly believe the
strength of our Army comes from our diversity.”'** Not technology, not weapons, not training, not
the character of soldiers, not the unity of a common purpose. But diversity.

According to Patrick Buchanan, “Our diversity cult may have been responsible for the worst
massacre on a U.S. military base in memory.”™” On November 5, 2009, Army Major Nidal Malik
Hasan shot and killed 13 and wounded 29 U.S. soldiers at Fort Hood, Texas, while shouting “Allahu
Akbar!” Although the Army was aware of his extreme Muslim views, Hasan was not discharged
because he was one of only two Muslim psychiatrists recruited by the Army since 2001. Diversity
was more important than national security. When asked three days later on a television news
program about a possible backlash against Muslim soldiers for Hasan’s actions, General Casey said,
“I think those concerns are real . . . I think we have to be very careful with that. Our diversity not
only in our Army, but in our country, is a strength. And as horrific as this tragedy was, if our
diversity becomes a casualty, I think that’s worse.”'*® For Casey, to be accused of racism was literally
a fate worse than death.

The U.S. Navy is no different. It is “dumbing down” its officer corps by running a two-tiered
admissions system for the Naval Academy — one for White applicants and another, far less stringent,
one for non-white applicants. The result was that the incoming class of freshman in 2009 was 35
percent minority. This discriminatory outcome was deliberate. Chief of Naval Operations Admiral
Gary Roughead said that “diversity is the number one priority” at the Academy and the Academy
website calls diversity “our highest personnel priority.”'*”

It is no exaggeration to say that praising diversity is the civil religion of our time.™" Diversity
has been enshrined in American culture as a sacred principle. Disagreement is treated as heresy.

Everyone benefits from diversity but White people. The White heterosexual Christian male is
specifically targeted for abuse and discrimination. In practice, “diversity” simply means less White
people. Under the slogans “celebrate diversity,” “diversity is our greatest strength,” and most
recently “diversity, equity, and inclusion,” governments, businesses, and universities have been
discriminating against Whites in hiring, promotions, contracting, and university admissions for over
four decades.

Diversity has also been turned into an anti-White weapon in other ways, such as the concept of
“white privilege.”

<
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The most striking innovation in the world of diversity in recent years has been the labeling of
mainstream American culture as the domain of “white privilege.” . . . It is meant to suggest that
merely being categorized as white, individuals enjoy freedoms that are denied to non-whites. . . .
The purpose [of the accusation of white privilege] is to shame the white portion of society in an
effort to make whites more willing to accept the forms of social reorganization called for by
diversity. White privilege is above all wnfair, and a simple demand for justice requires that it be
abolished. To abolish it, white people must renounce their privilege.""!

The call to “abolish” white privilege is also a call “to abolish the white race” because, according
to diversiphiles, white privilege is based on a social construct called the White race. White privilege
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requires “whiteness.” But the call to abolish the White race is a thinly disguised call for White
genocide because the abolition of the White race as a social construct is a step toward the extinction
of the White race as a biological entity. When the idea of a White race is abolished, it is easier for our
racial enemies to extinguish the biological existence of the White race because Whites will by then
have totally lost their racial identity and pride and thus their instinct for racial self-defense. Some of
our racial enemies know this.

For example, the Jewish Marxist Noel Ignatiev (1940-2019)"" co-founded the New Abolitionist
Society, which claimed that the “key to solving the social problems of our age is to abolish the white
race — in other words, to abolish the privileges of the white skin” and the

way to abolish the white race is to challenge, disrupt and eventually overturn the institutions and
behavior patterns that reproduce the privileges of whiteness, including the schools, job and housing
markets, and the criminal justice system. The abolitionists do not limit themselves to socially
acceptable means of protest, but reject in advance no means of attaining their goal."*”

This overturning of “institutions and behavior patterns” is an attack on the ability of Whites to
defend themselves. And if the abolition of an intangible — the social construct called the White race
—is the goal, then why leave open the option of using violence to accomplish it?

Ignatiev was also a co-founder and co-editor of the quarterly magazine Race Traitor: A Journal of
the New Abolitionism founded in 1993. Its slogan is “treason to whiteness is loyalty to humanity.” The
lead article of the first issue of Race Traitor is called “Abolish the White Race — by Any Means
Necessary.””™ The phrase “by any means necessary” was made famous by black Muslim Malcolm X
and is generally considered to mean that all options are left open, including violence, to achieve the
desired ends. It is revealing that the May 2000 issue of The New Abolitionist newsletter announced a
gathering at Harpers Ferry to honor mass murderers Nat Turner and John Brown on the two
hundredth anniversary of their births.””

Another Jewish anti-White activist is Tim Wise who has been a very active speaker and media
interviewee on the topic of white privilege since 1995."" He identifies as a non-practicing, anti-
Zionist Jew." In White Like Me, Wise examines white privilege in American society through his
experiences with his family and community in an attempt to pathologize White identity in a
normatively White society. He wants all White people to challenge their own “unjust” white
privilege as the first step to White moral disarmament.”

In an open letter to White American conservatives after their victory in the 2010 mid-term
elections, the spiteful Wise consoled himself by rejoicing in the eventual demographic demise of
American Whites.

We just have to be patient. And wait for your hearts to stop beating. And stop they will. And for
some of you, real damned soon truth be told. Do you hear it? The sound of your empire dying?
Your nation, as you knew it, ending permanently? Because I do, and the sound of your demise is
beautiful.”"”

Two years later, Wise expanded the letter format into a book. In Dear White America: Letter to a
New Minority, Wise writes that White normativity in the United States is being challenged politically,
economically, culturally, and demographically. He ridicules the White anxiety and racial resentment
caused by these challenges because the United States, he claims, is still a country in which racism and
“institutionalized white advantage” are pervasive. His solution to this perceived problem is that
Whites must change by becoming antiracist allies of “people of color” and thereby extinguishing any
last vestiges of White racial pride.”"”
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The jubilation in which anti-White activists welcome the prospect of White demographic
demise was on open display in an online article posted in May 2015. Although the article’s author is
listed as the Jewish-sounding Emily Goldstein, there is a photograph under the byline of a person
who appears to be Bahar Mustafa with dyed pinkish-blonde hair and a photo of a group of
demonstrators who appear to be female students at Goldsmiths, University of London. Across the
photos are the words “Bahar Mustafa for welfare & diversity.” At the time, the anti-White activist
Bahar Mustafa, a Londoner of Turkish-Cypriot ancestry, was the cause of several racial controversies
on the campus of Goldsmiths, where she worked as the welfare and diversity officer of the college’s
students’ union.""!

The title of the article — “Yes, Diversity Is About Getting Rid Of White People (And That’s A
Good Thing)” — summarizes very well the gist of the article’s message but here are some selections
to drive home the point.

One of the more common memes that I’ve seen white supremacists spread around recently has
been “diversity is a code word for white genocide.” . . . That’s exactly right. Diversity IS about
getting rid of white people, and that’s a good thing.

First off, I am a white person myself, so allow me to get that out of the way. I'm extremely glad
that the white race is dying, and you should be too. White people do not have a right to exist.
Period. . ..

... Whiteness is racism, sexism, homophobia, transphobia, ableism, anti-Semitism, Islamophobia,
and heteropatriarchal capitalism. Eliminate whiteness and you eliminate every single form of
oppression that the world currently faces. . . .

As white people, we all need to recognize that we no longer have a place in the world. This world
now belongs to the minorities that us whites have spent centuries oppressing, and there is
absolutely nothing that any pathetic white supremacists can do about it. In order for a better world
to be created, white people need to be exterminated. Period. . . . Only when white people have
ceased to exist will a peaceful and progressive society — free of racism and hatred — be possible. The
only way to eliminate white privilege, white oppression, white racism, and the oppressive white
power structure is to eliminate white people altogether.

So, yes, white supremacists: diversity is indeed white genocide. And white genocide is exactly what
the world needs more than anything else.”'

It is likely that Mustafa is Goldstein and that one of the reasons she published under the name of
Goldstein was so she could claim to be White in her anti-White genocidal rant.

Another anti-White weapon is the concept of “white complicity.” Like white privilege, “white
complicity” is a concept that attempts to morally disarm Whites. Introduced in Barbara
Applebaum’s Being White, Being Good: White Complicity, White Moral Responsibility, and Social Justice
Pedagogy (2010),”" “white complicity” is the idea that all “white people, through the practices of
whiteness and by benefiting from white privilege, contribute to the maintenance of systemic racial
injustice.” This includes those White people who believe themselves to be antiracist. According to
Applebaum, recognizing that one is complicit in systemic racial injustice is “a necessary condition”
of challenging unjust racial systems and carries with it the responsibility to do so continually. This
never-ending responsibility is the foundation of “antiracism.”

Yet another anti-White weapon arising out of the diversity cult is the concept of “white
fragility.” Coined by Robin DiAngelo in a 2011 article and then expanded upon in her best-selling
book, White Fragility: Why 1t’s So Hard for White Pegple to Talk About Racism (2018),”"* white fragility is
another method of morally disarming White people by pathologizing any form of positive White
identity. She asserts that all White people, even progressives, are inherently racist due to their white
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privilege in a systemically racist society. Since all Whites are racist, the only distinction between
White people is those who virtuously admit their guilt and those who deny it, typically with
“defensive moves” like displaying emotions such as anger, fear, or guilt, or behaviors such as
arguing, remaining silent, or leaving. These defensive moves are demonstrations of “white fragility,”
which prove the deniers’ racism. Because racism is a permanent condition for all Whites, DiAngelo,
like Applebaum, urges White people to deconstruct whiteness and white privilege and thus do the
necessary work of “antiracism.”

A new definition of “antiracism” has turned the concept into an anti-White weapon. In his
best-selling book How to Be an Antiracist (2019),"" black author Ibram X. Kendi argues that it is not
possible to be “not racist” (i.e., color-blind or neutral) because the claim of “not racist” neutrality is
a mask for racism. There are only two possibilities: one is striving to be either a “racist” or an
“antiracist.” A racist is “someone who is supporting a racist policy through their actions or inaction
or expressing a racist idea,” and an antiracist is “someone who is supporting an antiracist policy
through their actions or expressing an antiracist idea.” To avoid being a “racist,” someone must not
support “any measure that produces or sustains racial inequity between racial groups” (i.e., a “racist
policy”) or express “any idea that suggests one racial group is inferior or superior to another racial
group in any way’ (i.e., a “racist idea”).

He defines racial inequity as “when two or more racial groups are not standing on
approximately equal footing.” Whether or not racial discrimination (i.e., “treating, considering, or
making a distinction in favor or against an individual based on that person’s race”) is racist or
antiracist depends upon whether the discrimination is creating equity or inequity. “If discrimination
is creating equity, then it is antiracist. If discrimination is creating inequity, then it is racist.” He then
proclaims: “The only remedy to racist discrimination is antiracist discrimination. The only remedy to
past discrimination is present discrimination. The only remedy to present discrimination is future
discrimination.”

As Kendi makes clear, antiracism is to be thought of in terms of equity (i.e., equality of
outcome), not equality of opportunity. Since we are “surrounded by racial inequity” and all racial
inequities (i.e., unequal racial outcomes) are due to racism, everybody — especially Whites — must
stand on the right side of history and strive to be an antiracist by actively supporting policies and
expressing ideas that will create racial equity (i.e., equal racial outcomes) even if that requires anti-
White racial discrimination.

In addition to giving birth to such fatuous falsehoods as “white privilege,” “white fragility,”
“white complicity,” “antiracism,” and “white supremacy”"' that are weaponized to morally disarm
Whites and justify anti-White discrimination, the doctrine of diversity has reinforced the anti-White
focus of identity politics.

2 <c
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The new perspective of diversity is not just about emphasizing groups at the expense of the
whole; it is also about treating groups as having saved up a right to special privileges in proportion
to how much their purported ancestors were victimized in the past. . . .

But it is more than a matter of government mandates. The diversity principle is also a belief that
the portion of our individual identities that derives from our ancestry is the most important part,
and a feeding that group identity is somehow more substantial and powerful than either our
individuality or our common humanity.""’

Identity politics “coalesces around group grievance.””® Since every identity group has
grievances against the White race or parts thereof, the common trait among the “oppressed” groups
that practice identity politics is alleged victimization by the White “oppressor.” As it is currently
practiced, identity politics, therefore, is anti-White politics.

143



Identity politics has been embraced by the entire Left, including the Democratic Party, since the
1970s but it has only recently been more publicly acknowledged. For example, at an event held by
the Center for American Progress in Washington, D.C., on May 22, 2019, black Georgia Democrat,
and failed candidate for governor, Stacey Abrams said her party should not pretend it does not
practice identity politics, because “identity politics is exactly who we are, and it’s exactly how we
won [in the 2018 mid-term elections].”*"

Identity politics makes the particular characteristic of the group — race, ethnicity, religion,
gender, etc. — the defining characteristic of individuals within that group and every member of that
group is expected to act and think in one certain way. For example, during a panel discussion at the
Netroots Nation convention in Philadelphia on July 13, 2019, first-term black Congresswoman
Ayanna Pressley (D-MA) explained her criterion for political office seekers.

If you’re not prepared to come to that table and represent that voice, don’t come, because we don’t
need any more brown faces that don’t want to be a brown voice. We don’t need black faces that
don’t want to be a black voice. We don’t need Muslims that don’t want to be a Muslim voice. We
don’t need queers that don’t want to be a queer voice. If you’re worried about being marginalized
and stereotyped, please don’t even show up because we need you to represent that voice."™

Insisting that someone with a “brown” or “black” face must adhere to and be an advocate for a
certain viewpoint — in other words, that one’s skin color ought to determine how one thinks and
acts — signifies the entrenchment of identity politics. Presidential candidate Joe Biden expressed this
view during a May 2020 interview with a black reporter when he said, “Well, I tell you what, if you
have a problem figuring out whether you’re for me or Trump, then you ain’t black.”"**

The Republican Party is not above identity politics. During his 2020 re-election campaign, even
the supposedly “racist,” “white nationalist” President Trump practiced identity politics, but of the
anti-White variety, by arguing that the Democrats are the “real racists” (which implies that Trump as
well as the Republican Party agrees with the Left’s premise that White racism is the worst possible
moral defect)” and by groveling for black and brown voters with his $500 billion “Platinum Plan
for Black America”” and amnesty-granting “American Dream Plan” for Hispanics. These
campaign tactics express the hope that the targeted non-whites will vote for Trump because he
promises them something that primarily benefits only their identity group.

The presumed necessity for the Republican Party — the implicitly White political party o
practice anti-White identity politics by pandering to non-whites arises because of the declining White
proportion of the U.S. population. This White demographic demise is due to the changes in U.S.
immigration law since 1965 — the most detrimental of the radical cultural transformations of the
countercultural revolution because it is not only a cultural transformation, but a biological

transformation of the United States through the alteration of its racial and ethnic composition.
* * *
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The last of the radical cultural transformations to be discussed are the changes in U.S.
immigration law, which shifted immigration from Europe to Latin America, Asia, and Africa and
which continues to significantly change the racial and ethnic composition of the United States
against the wishes of most Americans™™ and to the detriment of all White Americans. The most
important change occurred in 1965. Subsequent changes to U.S. immigration law have made the
situation worse. These changes, when combined with weak enforcement against illegal entry and visa
overstays, have created a situation that has been tantamount to a non-white invasion of the United
States. The result will be a “majority-minority” America by 2045 when the non-Hispanic White
population of the United States is projected to constitute less than half of the total population.'*

144



As discussed above,"*’ the Immigration and Nationality (Hart-Celler) Act of 1965 was the first

and most consequential of Jewry’s major accomplishments in opening up immigration to the United
States to all of the peoples of the world. The Act abolished the national origins formula that had
governed immigration policy since the 1920s and began the alteration of the racial and ethnic
composition of the United States by shifting immigration from Europe to Latin America, Asia, and
Africa.

Whether from “staggering technical incompetence or from deceitful or nefarious reasons,
the sponsors of the 1965 immigration bill stated that it would not radically transform the country’s
ethnic character nor drastically increase the number of immigrants.

U.S. Senator Edward Kennedy (D-MA), chairman of the Senate subcommittee conducting the
hearings on the bill (S. 500), was passionate in his reassurances of
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What the bill will not do: First, our cities will not be flooded with a million immigrants annually.
Under the proposed bill, the present level of immigration remains substantially the same. . . .
Secondly, the ethnic mix of this country will not be upset. . . . Contrary to the charges in some
quarters, S. 500 will not inundate America with immigrants from any one country or area, or the
most populated and economically deprived nations of Africa and Asia. . . . In the final analysis, the
ethnic pattern of immigration under the proposed measure is not expected to change as sharply as
the critics seem to think."””

Instead of merely dismissing the bill’s critics in this way, Kennedy went on to discredit them as
bigots. “The charges I have mentioned are highly emotional, irrational, and with little foundation in
fact. They are out of line with the obligations of responsible citizenship. They breed hate of our
heritage.”"

“Ewvery one of Senator Kennedy’s assurances has proven false, notes Peter Brimelow, author
of Alien Nation. Likewise, President Lyndon Johnson’s statement upon signing the bill into law at the
foot of the Statue of Liberty has proven false. “This is not a revolutionary bill,” he explained at the
signing ceremony. “It does not affect the lives of millions.”"**

From 1965 to 2015, nearly 59 million immigrants arrived in the United States, 51 percent from
Latin America, 25 percent from Asia, and 8 percent from Africa and the Middle East. Only 12
percent of the immigrants came from Furope and 2 percent from Canada. The foreign-born
population in the country increased from 9.6 million, or 5 percent, in 1965 to 45 million, or 14
percent, in 2015. During the same period, new immigrants, their children, and their grandchildren
accounted for 55 percent of U.S. population growth.

As a result of its geographic shift and rapid growth, post-1965 immigration has drastically
altered the country’s racial and ethnic composition. The proportion of non-Hispanic Whites in the
U.S. population declined from 84 percent in 1965 to 62 percent in 2015, while the Hispanic
proportion rose from 4 percent in 1965 to 18 percent in 2015 and the Asian proportion rose from
less than 1 percent in 1965 to 6 percent in 2015. Without any post-1965 immigration, in contrast, the
racial and ethnic composition of the United States in 2015 would have been 75 percent White, 14
percent black, 8 percent Hispanic, and less than 1 percent Asian."”

Patrick Buchanan’s assertion that the 1965 Immigration Act was “the greatest bait-and-switch in
history,” therefore, is correct.
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Americans were promised one result, and got the opposite result that they had been promised
would not happen. They were misled. They were deceived. They were swindled. They were told
immigration levels would remain roughly the same and the ethnic composition of their country
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would not change. What they got was a Third World invasion that is converting America into
another country."”*

In a 1965 Harris poll, Americans said, by two to one, that they did not want any increase at all
in immigration. “What has happened since 1965, the diminution and displacement of the European
majority, was done against the will of the majority of Americans. For decades, Americans have told
pollsters they want immigration restricted and illegal aliens sent home. But what Americans want no
longer seems to matter.”'*

Since 1965, the interests of White Americans have continued to be ignored in the formulation
and implementation of U.S. immigration policy. Despite recognition of the demographic
consequences of the 1965 Immigration Act, public opinion polls showing strong national consensus
for immigration control, and two Republican presidential administrations from 1981 to 1992, the
major immigration laws of 1986 and 1990 increased both legal and illegal immigration.

Signed into law by President Ronald Reagan in November 19806, the Immigration Reform and
Control (Simpson-Mazzoli) Act of 1986 actually increased immigration, both legal and illegal, instead
of controlling it. The law had three major provisions: an amnesty program granting a path to
permanent residency to illegal aliens who had lived in the United States since 1982 or worked in
certain agricultural jobs; a sanctions program imposing penalties on employers who knowingly hire
illegal aliens; and a farmworker admission program creating the H-2A visa for temporary, seasonal
agricultural workers.

The amnesty program won approval with the argument that it would only happen once to
eliminate the country’s “shadow population” and that employer sanctions and the farmworker
admission program would deter future illegal immigration. But the amnesty program actually
strengthened incentives to enter the United States illegally and the employer sanctions program
turned out to be a sham."

Out of an estimated three to four million illegal aliens in 1986, about two million were thought
eligible for amnesty. Between 1987 and 1997, however, 2.7 million people received lawful permanent
residence through the amnesty program. During the same period, new illegal aliens arrived to replace
those who became legal, maintaining the illegal population at about five million. "’ Amnesty became
an incentive for further illegal entries, causing a consistent increase in the size of the illegal
population well into the twenty-first century.”

The employer sanctions program turned out to be a sham because Congress deliberately
weakened the effectiveness of employer sanctions by creating a new watchdog agency in the
Department of Justice to prosecute and fine employers who discriminated against foreign-looking
and foreign-sounding workers in the process of verifying their employment eligibility. Congress also
required employers to accept any two of 30 possible documents (all easily obtained illegally) as proof
of identity and eligibility. In this way, the government sent signals that it would look the other way if
employers hired illegal aliens. It was a nonfunctional system.'”’

Signed into law by President George H. W. Bush in November 1990, the Immigration Act of
1990 increased the annual immigration cap from 500,000 to 700,000 during fiscal years 1992-1994
and to 675,000 per year thereafter and created a new “diversity immigrant visa” category with 55,000
visas per year for immigrants from “underrepresented” countries and a new temporary worker
program, H-1B visas, for highly skilled workers for electronics and software industries. The Act also
created the “temporary protected status” (ITPS) visa, which the attorney general may issue to
nationals of countries suffering from armed conflicts, natural disasters, or other extraordinary and
temporary conditions.””* With the allocation of family-sponsored visas increased to 480,000, the Act
retained family reunification as the priority of U.S. immigration policy.
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The 1990 law was passed in direct opposition to the wishes of 75 percent of the American
people who opposed any increase in the immigration quota, as revealed by a Roper Poll conducted
in early 1990."*" Despite this popular opposition, post-1986 U.S. immigration policy “rested on a
legislative consensus that supported the major expansionist proposals — liberal family reunification
preferences, high levels of legal immigration, guest worker programs for growers and high-tech
industries, and generous provisions for asylum.”'**

After the 1986 and 1990 laws, annual legal immigration soared. From about 600,000 in 1986,
the number of persons obtaining lawful permanent residence status increased to around 641,000 in
1988, 1,090,000 in 1989, 1,536,000 in 1990, and 1,827,000 in 1991."* These numbers do not include
the hundreds of thousands who arrived each year as a long-term non-immigrant visa holder or an
illegal alien.

In 1994, in reaction to the growing number of illegal aliens in their state, Californians approved
Proposition 187, an initiated state statute to make illegal aliens ineligible for public social services,
public health care services (except emergency services required under federal law), and public
education at elementary, secondary, and post-secondary levels. Although approved by a vote of 59
percent to 41 percent, the proposition was immediately challenged in federal district court and found
unconstitutional. In 1999, California halted state appeals of this ruling."*

The Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 did not curb illegal
immigration nor did it fix the nonfunctional employer sanctions program. “Immigration levels
continued to exceed the million-a-year mark into the twenty-first century. By the late 1990s,
immigration was averaging 1.2 million a year, 800,000 legal and 400,000 illegal.”"**

Polls continued to show the public wanted less immigration, but Congress gave it more. In
1998, it raised the annual number of H-1B temporary high-skill worker visas from 65,000 to 115,000
and then again to 195,000 in 2000 for three years. Neatly half of the visas were issued to workers
from India, with the second highest number to workers from China."* These numbers are not
included in the number of persons obtaining lawful permanent residence status. From 2001 to 2018,
that annual number only dropped below 1 million three times."*

In late 2000, Congress passed an amnesty provision, buried in clause 245(i) of the massive,
eleventh-hour budget bill, creating a four-month window in early 2001 for up to 500,000 illegal
aliens from El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, and Haiti to claim lawful permanent resident status.
The law was signed by President Clinton in December 2000."**

The anti-White US immigration policies continued during the administration of President
George W. Bush. In a campaign speech in Miami, Florida, in August 2000, he welcomed the
Hispanization of America.

America has one national creed, but many accents. We are now one of the largest Spanish-speaking
nations in the world. We’re a major source of Latin music, journalism and culture.

Just go to Miami, or San Antonio, L.os Angeles, Chicago or West New York, New Jersey . . .
and close your eyes and listen. You could just as easily be in Santo Domingo or Santiago, or San
Miguel de Allende.

For years our nation has debated this change — some have praised it and others have resented
it. By nominating me, my party has made a choice to welcome the new America."*

After almost five years as president, Bush admitted to a dereliction of his constitutional duty to
“protect each state from invasion”™ in a speech in Tucson, Arizona, on November 28, 2005.
During those five years, Bush failed to prevent about 3.7 million foreigners from entering the
country illegally, 300,000 of whom were likely criminals.”'
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In addition to lax border control, Bush’s Hispanic strategy focused on amnesty for the 12 to 20
million mostly Hispanic illegal aliens already in the country, naively calculating that many would
become Republican voters out of gratitude. His big push for amnesty came after the Republican
losses in the 2006 mid-term elections. Bush supported the Comprehensive Immigration Reform Act
of 2007, an amnesty bill providing a path to citizenship for illegal aliens. A popular uproar, however,
stopped the bill cold.'**

After the election of President Barack Obama in 2008, the Development, Relief, and Education
for Alien Minors (DREAM) Act was re-introduced in Congtress after earlier failures. The bill would
provide legal residency and a path to citizenship for qualifying illegal aliens who entered the country
before the age of 16.7°% After the DREAM Act failed again to pass both chambers of Congress,
Obama enacted many of the provisions of the Act by directive on June 15, 2012, even though he
had eatrlier repeatedly admitted that he did not have the constitutional or legal authority to do so."*

The Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program created by Obama’s directive
allows young adults (ages 15 to 30) brought to the United States illegally as children (under age 16)
to apply for temporary deportation relief and a renewable two-year work permit.'” About 800,000
illegal aliens have been granted DACA protection.'

In November 2014, Obama announced his intention to expand the DACA program to make
more people (about 330,000) eligible by easing eligibility requirements. This second directive also
created a new program called Deferred Action for Parents of Americans and Lawful Permanent
Residents (DAPA), which would allow illegal alien parents who have lived in the United States at
least five years and have children who are U.S. citizens or legal permanent residents to apply for
deportation relief and a renewable three-year work permit. This directive was challenged in court
and enjoined from taking effect. The original DACA program was not affected by this injunction.
When combined with DACA, this second directive would have delayed deportation of slightly less
than half of the estimated 11 million illegal aliens in the United States."”’

In his four years in office, President Donald Trump failed to end the DACA program. On
President Joe Biden’s first day in office, he signed a memorandum directing the Secretary of
Homeland Security to “preserve and fortify” the DACA program.'”® It is possible that he will revive
the DAPA program in some form as part of a more ambitious liberalization of immigration laws.

DAPA reveals the harmful demographic impact of so-called “birthright” citizenship, which
grants automatic citizenship to any person born in and subject to the jurisdiction of the United
States. This legal principle comes from the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution, which
states: “All persons born or naturalized in the United States and subject to the jurisdiction thereof,
are citizens of the United States and of the State wherein they reside.”’™ The putrpose of this
sentence was to overrule the Dred Scott decision and to prevent the freed slaves from being denied
their newly-acquired citizenship by any future legislative action.”

Birthright citizenship, however, has resulted in the “anchor baby” phenomenon — “the fraud of
illegal aliens giving birth at U.S. hospitals, thus anchoring an entire extended family to the United
States by virtue of the child’s auto-citizenship.”™" This legal fiction comes from dictum in a
footnote in Supreme Court Justice William Brennan’s opinion in Phler v. Doe (1982), in which he
asserted that “no plausible distinction with respect to Fourteenth Amendment urisdiction’ can be
drawn between resident aliens whose entry into the United States was lawful, and resident aliens
whose entry was unlawful.””* There has been, however, no U.S. Supreme Court decision that
explicitly holds that persons born in the United States to illegal aliens are automatically afforded U.S.
citizenship and there is disagreement among legal scholars whether it requires a constitutional
amendment or merely a federal statute to end the practice.”®

According to the Pew Research Center, there were about 250,000 babies born to illegal aliens in
2016. This represents a decline from a peak of 390,000 births in 2007, just before the Great
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Recession.” A 2019 study by the Center for Immigration Studies estimates that there are nearly
300,000 births each year to illegal aliens. There are an additional 39,000 births each year to women
on long-term non-immigrant visas, primarily foreign students, guest workers, and exchange visitors,
and another 33,000 births each year to tourists. That makes an annual total of 372,000 babies who
are awarded U.S. citizenship solely because they were born in the United States and not because a
parent was a U.S. citizen or a lawful permanent resident.”®

As just noted, the “anchor baby” phenomenon has also given rise to “birth” or “maternity”
tourism, the practice of traveling to the United States for the sole purpose of giving birth to a U.S.
citizen."® Los Angeles, California, is considered the center of birth tourism, catering mostly to
wealthy Asian women. In March 2015, federal agents conducted raids on three multimillion-dollar
birth-tourism businesses in the Los Angeles area in the largest federal investigation of its kind aimed
at cracking down on “maternity tourism.”""’

The effect of granting automatic citizenship to a child born in the United States, even if the
parents were here illegally, is that it makes it more difficult to deport the parents because they are
now parents of a U.S. citizen. The U.S. citizen child is entitled to social benefits that the illegal alien
parents can collect on behalf of their child.

In addition to birthright citizenship, the United States attracts illegal entry by providing certain
social benefits to illegal aliens. The Supreme Court’s Pller decision, for example, declared
unconstitutional a Texas statute which denied state funds to local school districts for the education
of illegal aliens and authorized the districts to deny enrollment to such children.””® The Court said,
in effect, children who have no right to be in the country have a right to a free public education.

Another incentive to illegal entry is the growth of “sanctuary” jurisdictions — towns, cities,
counties, states, and other jurisdictions that restrict most forms of cooperation with federal
immigration authorities. According to the Federation for American Immigration Reform (FAIR),
there were 564 sanctuary jurisdictions as of May 2018.”" Among these many jurisdictions are 11
states: California, Colorado, Connecticut, Illinois, Massachusetts, New Jersey, New Mexico, New
York, Oregon, Vermont, and Washington."”

Based on its estimate of about 14.3 million illegal aliens living in the country in 2019, FAIR
calculated that illegal immigration is likely imposing a net fiscal burden of at least $131.9 billion
annually on the U.S. taxpayer.”””" Other problems associated with mass immigration, both legal and
illegal, include an increase in crime and the “threat of terrorist infiltration, loss of American jobs and
wage depreciation, urban sprawl and congestion, increased spending for social services and welfare
benefits, soaring health-care costs, rising costs for incarceration, [and] increased education costs with
a resultant decrease in education quality.”"””> Most critical, however, is the demographic impact that
current legal and illegal immigration has on the White population of the United States.

As mentioned earlier, nearly 59 million immigrants arrived in the United States, 84 percent from
Latin America, Asia, and Africa, in the 50 years since the 1965 Immigration Act. The United States
has more immigrants than any other country in the world. In 2017, about 45.7 million people living
in the United States were born in another country, almost a quarter of whom were illegal aliens. The
foreign-born include 20.7 million naturalized citizens (45 percent), 12.3 million lawful permanent
residents (27 percent), 2.2 million temporary lawful residents (5 percent), and 10.5 million illegal
aliens (23 percent).

In 2017, more U.S. immigrants were from Mexico (11.2 million) than any other country,
accounting for 25 percent of all immigrants. The next largest origin groups were those from China
(2.9 million or 6 percent), India (2.6 million or 6 percent), the Philippines (2 million or 5 percent),
and El Salvador (1.4 million or 3 percent).

More than one million immigrants arrive in the United States each year. In 2017, the top
countries of origin for new immigrants coming into the United States were India (126,000), Mexico
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(124,000), China (121,000), and Cuba (41,000). If current immigration trends continue, the foreign-
born population of the United States is projected to reach 78.2 million by 2065, accounting for 88
percent of U.S. population growth from 2015 to 2065."

Who supports mass migration? Who is responsible for this continuous non-white invasion of
the United States? According to political commentator Ann Coulter, everyone who supports mass
immigration policies does so for their own selfish reasons: Democrats for the votes; employers for
the cheap labor; rich people for the nannies, maids, and gardeners; Republicans for the campaign
cash; and churches for the taxpayer money. "™

In Open Borders Inc. (2019), investigative reporter Michelle Malkin also blames the bipartisan
elites — cheap-labor Republicans and open-borders/cheap-vote Democrats — for the “Make America
Disappear Agenda”"” but she focusses on Jewish billionaire George Soros as “the mastermind of
mass-migration chaos” and “the undisputed heavy-weight, central financier, and chief executive
officer of Open Borders Inc.” Through his Open Society Foundations, he funds an “elaborate
network of nonprofit grantees and sub-grantees around the world [to] serve as advocates, activists,
organizers, lawyers, and enablers for illegal alien and refugee influxes.”"?™

The significant change in the racial and ethnic composition of the United States through mass
immigration, both legal and illegal, is detrimental to the interests of White Americans. In addition to
the obvious demographic fact that White Americans are being replaced, there is the political impact:
as the number of non-whites increases and the number of Whites decreases, it becomes more
difficult for White Americans to end their political dispossession, regain control of their destiny, and
thereby secure their racial survival in a White homeland.

* * *

The five radical cultural transformations of the countercultural revolution have subverted the
White Christian American nation-state and converted it into an anti-White, anti-Christian anti-
nation. The United States is anti-White because it is legally, politically, culturally, and socially
acceptable to denigrate and discriminate against White people and to promote and permit
replacement-level non-white immigration. The United States is anti-Christian because it has become
a post-Christian country that is hostile to traditional Christianity and in which the “sexual
revolution” has dethroned Christianity. The United States is an anti-nation (i.e., a universal state)
because the original American national identity that characterized real Americans and defined the
historic American nation is no more and the country’s shrinking White Christian ethno-cultural core
is powerless.

There is no longer an American national identity. The ethnic component (i.e., British ethnicity)
disappeared by the Second World War and the racial component (i.e., the White race) by 1965. After
decades of attack, the cultural component (i.e., Anglo-Protestant culture) was gone by the end of the
twentieth century.””” The last remaining component of American national identity — the political
component (i.e., the American Creed) — was extinguished during the protests and riots in summer
2020 over the death of black ctiminal George Floyd."”™

This historic event was the consequence of certain aspects of the existential and essential crises
that we have discussed thus far and another (the sixth aspect) that will be added below. First is the
demographic threat of less Whites and more non-whites in the United States each year. This visible
change, along with the prospect of a “majority-minority” America in the near future, has been
emboldening non-whites in their political, economic, and cultural demands, while the dwindling
White Christian ethno-cultural core — the real Americans — had been slowly losing political,
economic, and cultural power since the 1950s and is now powerless as a group.

Second, real Americans have lost their essence (i.e., identity) as White Christian Americans,
especially their ethnic nationalism and racial consciousness. Their identity as White Americans is so
weak or nonexistent that they willingly submit to the will of their racial enemies. Real Americans no

150



longer have the political will to defend themselves or their collective interests. For example, during
the 2020 protests/riots, there were negligible opposition to the lies about systemic racism in law
enforcement” and little resistance to the erasure of American history through the destruction of
statues and the renaming of schools and streets, even among Republicans. Across the country,
politicians, police, and other Whites abased themselves by kneeling before protestors;™® at least
once, White police officers and other Whites washed the feet of black protestors and asked for
forgiveness;'™' and, most outrageous of all, Democratic congressional leaders wore Ghanaian kente
cloth and kneeled in the U.S. Capitol during a moment of silence as a show of solidarity with the
protesters.” Furthermore, practically every Christian believes Floyd’s death is a call for Christians
to fight racism."®

The third aspect is that the protests/tiots may be considered a continuation of the black-on-
White race war by other means. Calls to “defund the police” and to “reimagine” policing are merely
ways to make it safer for blacks to commit crimes and more dangerous for police to arrest them.
(Similar to the eatlier “Ferguson effect,” a consequence of the protests/tiots has been a record
increase in murder in 2020"* as well as an increase in ambush-style attacks on police®) During the
protests/riots, however, there were many White “allies” fighting on the black side of the race wat, a
phenomenon that will be explained below.

Also part of the African threat is the fourth aspect: the decades-long, non-stop anti-White
propaganda by the biased media and academia that we earlier called the liberal narrative for White-
black race relations, in particular that the United States is still a racist society (commonly referred to
as “systemic racism” or “white supremacy”) and that all black problems are due to past and present
White racism. This false narrative exacerbates black resentment and hatred of Whites, justifies crime,
and promotes White guilt and self-loathing — all on full display during summer 2020.

Another feature of the liberal narrative that aggravates “black rage” and White guilt is the denial
that current black problems are largely due to blacks’ own innate deficiencies, i.e., low average
intelligence and socially undesirable behavior, in particular disproportionately high crime rates. The
anger and resentment caused by the internal conflict between the belief in equal racial potential and
the reality of unequal racial outcomes due to racial genetic inequality is an aggravating factor, if not
the undetlying psychological cause, of the 2020 protests/riots and many, if not most, of the other
recent racial incidents in the country.'*

In his The War Against Whites (2020), Arthur Kemp explains the cause of the deep psychological
hatred and envy of Whites that fuels black protests/tiots in a similar fashion. He blames the blacks’
“inability to understand the biological basis of potential and achievement, or simply denial thereof”
and “endless propaganda blaming ‘white oppression’ for the failure to achieve parity.”""’

The latest iteration of this false liberal narrative is “The 1619 Project,” launched by the New
York Times, the world’s most influential newspaper, in August 2019. In a deliberate attempt to
change the narrative of American history, the Pulitzer-winning project “aims to reframe the
country’s history, understanding 1619 as our true founding, and placing the consequences of slavery
and the contributions of black Americans at the very center of the story we tell ourselves about who
we are.” Instead of 1776, 1619 (the year the first African slaves arrived in North America) is the
“true” founding; instead of a republic, a “slavocracy” was founded; and instead of liberty and
equality against monarchy, the United States was founded in defense of slavery and “white
supremacy.”>*

Fifth, as part of the advocacy of ethnic and cultural pluralism (e.g., multiculturalism and
diversity), there is the decades-long anti-American indoctrination at all levels of U.S. education,
specifically the deconstruction of the original American national identity, the promotion of the
cultural pluralistic model of American identity, and the depiction of American history as sexist,
racist, imperialist, and genocidal in its treatment of women, Africans, Indians, and all “peoples of
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color,” with the aim of inculcating hatred of the United States, its Anglo-Protestant culture, and its
White creators. This indoctrination causes many Americans to reject the idea that the United States
has been and is basically a good country and beneficent force in the world. As a result, historical
monuments and memorials to historical figures and events, as embodiments of American history,
became targets of the protestors and rioters in 2020 and the overwhelming majority of Americans
did nothing to stop them. Of the 215 or more monuments or memorials that were vandalized,
destroyed, or removed, at least 124 were to the leaders and military of the Confederate States of
America, at least 36 to Christopher Columbus, and at least 55 to others, including Jesus Christ, the
Virgin Mary, Benjamin Franklin, George Washington, Thomas Jefferson, Andrew Jackson, Abraham
Lincoln, Ulysses S. Grant, and Theodore Roosevelt."*

Monuments and memorials are physical embodiments of cultural memory. To destroy or
remove these monuments and memorials to historical figures and events is an attempt to erase them
from American cultural memory. This historical erasure can be seen as the enactment of the New
York Times 1619 Project.”™ The renaming of military bases, schools, streets, and landmarks serves
the same purpose — the erasure of American history.

Our Jewish-dominated hostile elite supported this erasure of American history. The police, and
the public officials who control the police, let this happen. Almost all of these public officials were
Democrats in the Democratic-run cities where the riots occurred. Not only did Democratic
politicians openly support the rioting, looting, and destruction of monuments and memorials, but so
did the liberal media.”™ Also, prosecutors refused to prosecute many of the rioters who were
arrested,” and politicians”” and celebrities"””* donated and raised money to bail rioters out of
prison. Almost every Republican politician also supported or sympathized with the protesters'”
and, if not, remained silent. In addition, the corporate elite fully supported the protesters, both
morally and financially.”™ Almost nobody spoke out against this historical erasure. If Anglo-
Protestant culture, as a component of American national identity, was not gone by the end of the
twentieth century, it disappeared in 2020.

The sixth aspect contributing to the historic event in 2020 has its origins in the Frankfurt
School of Social Research, the subversive Jewish intellectual movement discussed earlier, and
postmodernism."”” It is commonly known as the ideology of “wokeism” (so named due to the belief
that it alone has “awakened” to the nature of social injustice), which expanded outside academia in
the 2010s in the so-called “Great Awokening.” Wokeism pervades the words and actions of the
protestors and rioters as well as their sympathizers and supporters.

In their book Cynical Theories, Helen Pluckrose and James Lindsay identify “wokeism” with what
they call “Social Justice scholarship and activism.” They use the analogy of a tree to explain the
origins of Social Justice scholarship. The tree has deep roots in radical Leftist social theory, in
particular the Critical Theory of Max Horkheimer and the Frankfurt School. The trunk is “Theory,”
which is the approach to social philosophy that is simply referred to as postmodernism, developed
primarily by Michel Foucault, Jacques Derrida, and Jean-Francgois Lyotard from the 1960s to the
1980s. The branches are the more applicable Theories and studies — postcolonial Theory, queer
Theory, critical race Theory, gender studies, fat studies, disability studies, etc. — that developed from
the 1980s to the mid-2000s. The leaves of the tree is Social Justice scholarship, which began in the
mid-2000s and combines the previous approaches as needed.”

Common to the entire tree is Theory, which manifests in six major concepts (two postmodern
principles and four postmodern themes). In Social Justice scholarship, however, these abstract
concepts have been reified, i.e., treated as though they were real.

The reification of the two postmodern principles means that the original postmodern radical
skepticism that any knowledge can be reliable has been gradually transformed into a complete
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conviction that knowledge is constructed in the service of power, which is rooted in identity, and
that this can be uncovered through close readings of how we use language. Therefore, in Social
Justice scholarship, we continually read that patriarchy, white supremacy, imperialism,
cisnormativity, heteronormativity, ableism, and fatphobia are literally structuring society and
infecting everything. They exist in a state of immanence — present always and everywhere, just
beneath a nicer-seeming surface that can’t quite contain them. That’s the reification of the
postmodern knowledge principle. This “reality” is viewed as profoundly problematic and thus
needs to be constantly identified, condemned, and dismantled so that things might be rectified.
Consequently, we now have Social Justice texts — forming a kind of Gospel of Social Justice — that
express, with absolute certainty, that all white people are racist, all men are sexist, racism and
sexism are systems that can exist and oppress absent even a single person with racist or sexist
intentions or beliefs (in the usual sense of the terms), sex is not biological and exists on a spectrum,
language can be literal violence, denial of gender identity is killing people, the wish to remedy
disability and obesity is hateful, and everything needs to be decolonized. That is the reification of
the postmodern political principle.

This approach distrusts categories and boundaries and seeks to blur them, and is intensely
focused on language as a means of creating and perpetuating power imbalances. It exhibits a deep
cultural relativism, focuses on marginalized groups, and has little time for universal principles or
individual intellectual diversity. These are the four themes of postmodernism, and they remain
central to the means and ethics of Social Justice scholarship."”

The reification of postmodern concepts means that they have become “ideas taken for granted
as true statements about the world that people §ust know” are true.”'* The Social Justice activist,
therefore, “treats them as The Truth, tolerates no dissent, and expects everyone to agree or be
‘cancelled.”'*"!

It is therefore no exaggeration to observe that Social Justice Theorists have created a new
religion, a tradition of faith that is actively hostile to reason, falsification, disconfirmation, and
disagreement of any kind. Indeed, the whole postmodernist project now seems, in retrospect, like
an unwitting attempt to have deconstructed the old metanarratives of Western thought — science
and reason along with religion and capitalist economic systems — to make room for a wholly new
religion, a post-modern faith based on a dead God, which sees mysterious wor/dly forces in systems
of power and privilege and which sanctifies victimhood. This, increasingly, is the fundamentalist
religion of the nominally secular left."*”

Unfortunately, Social Justice scholarship has not remained confined to the academy.'*” Despite
its corruption,'*”* Social Justice scholarship has been spread with evangelical zeal by scholat-activists
and graduates and through social media and activist journalism to become part of the general
“wisdom” about how the world works. As a result, Social Justice scholarship has become “a
significant cultural force with a profound — and often negative — influence on politics.”'*” An
important part of this influence is the “Great Awokening.”

Beginning about the time of the 2014 protests in Ferguson, Missouri, over the police killing of
black criminal Michael Brown, the “Great Awokening” is a radical change in attitudes on race and
racism among White liberals — a change so radical that they are now, on key measures of racial
attitudes, to the left of the typical black or Hispanic person. This change has caused a large minority
of White Americans (about 40 percent of the Democratic Party) to regard systemic racial
discrimination as a fundamental problem in American society. They also express higher levels of
concern about racial discrimination and inequality, while showing greater enthusiasm for racial
diversity and non-white immigration.'*"
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This radical change in White attitudes corresponded with a similar change within the leading
national media outlets. Beginning in the middle of President Obama’s first term, the country’s most
influential newspapers increasingly adopted the language and concepts of “wokeism” in their
reporting and editorializing on race-related stories. This trend influenced discourse on other media
outlets and social media as well, thereby framing the general public’s understanding of these stories
from a “woke” viewpoint."”

While Donald Trump did not cause the change in White attitudes, his rhetoric and tone and
that of some of his supporters during his first presidential campaign and subsequent administration
certainly accelerated it. Starting around 2016, White liberals even rated non-white races more
positively than their own race, making White liberals the sole exception to the general rule that a
person naturally rates his own race more positively than other races.'**

The “Great Awokening” caused millions of White Americans to cross the color line and adopt
the prevailing black view that every White is implicated in a racist system that oppresses blacks and
thus Whites are exclusively and personally responsible for black failures. Not only are these views
expressed in such terms as “white privilege,” “white complicity,” “white supremacy,” and “systemic
racism,” that we discussed earlier, but also in phrases like “end white silence” and “white silence is
violence” as seen on protestors’ signs. This radical change explains the active participation of Whites
in the protests/tiots of summer 2020.

Amid the 2020 presidential campaign and the months-long social “lockdown” in response to
the coronavirus pandemic, mass protests broke out after the death of black criminal George Floyd in
police custody on May 25, 2020. Unlike the Black Lives Matter (BLM) protests in 2014 and 2015,
however, Whites were important participants and even instigators of the rioting and looting in the
2020 protests. Some of the worst and most persistent rioting was in majority-White cities, such as
Minneapolis, Seattle, Portland, and Kenosha, Wisconsin."*”

Many of the White instigators, as well as participants, of the rioting, looting, and destruction of
monuments and memorials belonged to the Antifa movement. Short for Antifascist Action, Antifa’s
origin, name, logo, and inspiration come from the German Communist Party’s Antifascist Action
paramilitary group of the 1930s. According to journalist Andy Ngo, the Antifa in the United States is
a far-left violent extremist ideology and movement of mainly militant anarchist-communists set on
undermining the United States and its institutions, culture, and history under the guise of fighting
“fascism.”*"" Despite denials of no organizational structure, Antifa is made up of organized
networks of underground revolutionary cells. As newly acquired secret documents reveal, Portland’s
Rose City Antifa, America’s oldest, most violent, and most influential Antifa organization, uses a
sophisticated process of recruitment, indoctrination, and radicalization to teach its followers violent
and nonviolent strategies to further its political agenda.'*"

Antifa’s logo of two flags representing anarchism (black) and communism (red) reflects the
primary ideology of the movement. In addition to anarchism and communism, Antifa in the United
States has adopted the ideology of wokeism. Like Antifa, BLM’s ideology includes elements of
communism (BLM’s three founders — Patrisse Cullors, Alicia Garza, and Opal Tometi — are avowed
Marxists) and wokeism. Although there are important differences, both movements “share an
ideology that seeks to upend American liberal democracy and the rule of law.”'*"* Their mutual
hatred of the United States has brought them together into an informal alliance to advance their
common agenda of abolishing law enforcement, national borders, capitalism, and free speech in the
name of anti-fascism and antiracism.""

Consistent with wokeism (i.e., Social Justice scholarship and activism), both Antifa and BLM
reject classical liberalism, especially freedom of speech. Antifa has even published a doctrinal
defense of the use of violence to suppress speech.'*!* Seeing anti-fascist violence as a legitimate form
of self-defense, Antifa takes the lead in forcibly stopping or attempting to stop “fascists” from
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publically speaking, e.g., Milo Yiannopoulos at University of California, Berkeley, in February
2017,'*" Chatles Murray at Middlebury College in March 2017,"*'® Heather Mac Donald at
Claremont McKenna College in April 2017, Ben Shapiro at UC, Berkeley, in September 2017, and
Ann Coulter at UC, Berkeley, in November 2019.

The most negative influence that Social Justice scholarship and activism has had on American
politics is its rejection of classical liberalism and thus of the American Creed because the latter is a
product of the former.""” According to Pluckrose and Lindsay, “postmodernism contains a rejection
of liberalism at its very core”™'"® and the “far-left progressive social crusaders . . . advance their cause
through revolutionary aims that openly reject liberalism as a form of oppression . . . with increasingly
authoritarian means seeking to establish a thoroughly dogmatic fundamentalist ideology regarding
how society ought to be ordered.”'*"”

The unwillingness of our elite to uphold and defend classical liberal values, such as individual
rights, private property, the rule of law, freedom of expression, respect for the value of viewpoint
diversity and honest debate, and respect for evidence and reason, when faced with “cancel
culture”™ and the violent and coetcive actions of Antifa and BLM protestors in the 2020 riots
indicate that the American Creed has been extinguished. Indeed, the riots have shown that “a sizable
portion of Democratic politicians, intellectuals, academics, and journalists find riots and looting
justifiable if committed in the name of ‘racial justice.””'*" If tiots and looting are justified, then it
logically follows that the suppression of free speech is also justified in the name of “racial justice.”'**

The events of summer 2020 have proven Samuel Huntington’s view that “A creed alone does
not a nation make.” In other words, the United States cannot be “multiracial, multiethnic, and lack
any cultural core, and yet still be a coherent nation with its identity defined solely by the Creed.”'**
The United States is clearly no longer a “coherent nation.” It is no exaggeration then to proclaim
that, along with the last component of American national identity, the historic American nation is
dead"* and that the country is now disintegrating into identity groups due to the entrenchment of
identity politics. The issue now is whether we, White Americans, will also organize as an identity
group to defend ourselves and our collective interests.
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Chapter 10
THE CHRISTIAN QUESTION

The Christian question is whether it is possible for Christians to change their beliefs and
practices enough to help bring about a White racial revival or to at least avoid being an obstacle to
such a revival. The answer is negative unless Christians can solve the following major religious-based
problems: opposition to the fact of biological evolution; support for Jews and Israel (i.e., philo-
Semitism and Christian Zionism); and support for the non-white invasion of White homelands.

The Christian question is not whether Christianity can become the ideology of a White racial
revival. That is not possible. As discussed above,'** Christianity was the ideology of the Latin
Christian tertiary culture. The transitional epoch to quaternary culture that began about 500 years
ago arose out of a crisis in both the existential and essential conditions of Latin Christian culture. By
the end of the sixteenth century, Christianity was no longer capable of securing the essence of
humans and thus could no longer perform the essential function of an ideology in a culture.

During this transitional epoch that we are still living in, modern science gradually replaced
Christianity as the dominant system of ideas for the comprehension of the world and humanity’s
situation in it. By the end of the seventeenth century, science had superseded Christian revelation
and theology as the dominant means to comprehend the material world. In the second half of the
nineteenth century, Charles Darwin’s theory of biological evolution by natural selection began to
replace the biblical creation story for the comprehension of humanity’s situation in that world.

Many Americans today, however, do not accept the biological evolution of human beings and
still believe the creationist explanation for the origin of human life. In a 2014 poll, 42 percent of
Americans believed that “God” created human beings pretty much in their present form, while an
additional 31 percent believed that human beings developed over millions of years from less
advanced forms of life, but “God” guided the process. Among those who attend church weekly, 69
percent believed the creationist view of human origins. Only 19 percent of Americans believed that
the evolution of human beings occurred without divine intervention.'*

The widespread rejection of evolutionary theory among Americans is due to Christianity. For
many Christians, evolutionary theory conflicts with both the biblical creation story and the Christian
concept of divine intervention in human events. This concern has driven the decades-long
opposition to teaching biological evolution in public schools, which continues into the twentieth-
first century.

In the eatly twentieth century, William Jennings Bryan, a devout evangelical Protestant who had
thrice run unsuccessfully for president, led a full-fledged national crusade against evolution. In 1925,
evolution opponents convinced the Tennessee legislature to make it a crime to teach “any theory
that denies the story of the Divine Creation of man as taught in the Bible.” Taking up the offer of
the American Civil Liberties Union to defend any science teacher who broke the new law, John
Scopes was prosecuted in what was popularly known as the Scopes “monkey” trial. Although his
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conviction was later overturned by the Tennessee Supreme Court on a technicality, the court upheld
the legality of the law. The anti-evolution movement achieved additional victories in Arkansas and
Mississippi, both of which passed laws similar to Tennessee’s."*”’

Only after 1947, when the U.S. Supreme Court incorporated the First Amendment’s
establishment clause,'*” did evolution proponents have available a constitutional principle to
challenge state laws that prohibited the teaching of evolutionary theory in public schools. In
Epperson v. Arkansas (1968), the Supreme Court overturned Arkansas’ 1928 “anti-evolution” statute,
which banned the teaching of evolutionary theory in public schools, as a violation of the First
Amendment’s prohibition against the establishment of religion. According to the Court, the sole
reason for the Arkansas law is that a particular religious group considers the evolutionary theory to
conflict with the account of the origin of man set forth in the Book of Genesis.'"**’

Not able to ban the teaching of evolution, some evolution opponents decided to add “creation
science” to the public school curriculum to be taught alongside evolution. In Edwards v. Aguillard
(1987), the Supreme Court overturned Louisiana’s 1981 “Creationism Act,” which prohibited the
teaching of evolutionary theory in public schools unless accompanied by instruction in the theory of
creation science. The Court held that the law violated the First Amendment’s establishment clause
because it lacked a clear secular purpose and impermissibly endorsed religion by advancing the
religious belief that a supernatural being created humankind.""

After failing to add “creation science” to the public school curriculum, evolution opponents
reformulated it as “intelligent design” and tried again. In Kizmiller v. Dover Area School District (2005),
a U.S. District Court in Pennsylvania held that a public school district policy requiring the teaching
of intelligent design as an alternative to evolutionary theory was unconstitutional because intelligent
design is a form of creationism and thus teaching it in public schools violates the First Amendment’s
establishment clause.'”! Despite the setback, the intelligent design movement, largely through the
Discovery Institute, continues its neo-creationist campaign against biological evolution with a focus
on establishing the acceptance of intelligent design at the expense of evolution in public school
science curricula.'*

The religious rejection of evolutionary theory comes primarily from evangelical or
fundamentalist Christians.'*” This rejection of science is a major problem because evolutionary
theory is necessary for the true comprehension of humanity’s situation in the world — a
comprehension that is critical for a White racial revival.

This same religious group — evangelical Christians — is most supportive of Christian Zionism.
This is another major problem with Christianity because a White racial revival is not possible until
the Jewish threat is recognized and neutralized.

We have already mentioned Christian Zionists as a part of the Israel lobby in our discussion of
the Jewish threat.'”* The problem of philo-Semitism and Zionism in Protestantism, however, goes
deeper. Since the split from the Catholic Church, many Protestants have advocated for the
restoration of the Jews in Palestine. In the nineteenth century, Jewish restoration came to be seen as
a necessary preliminary step toward the “Second Coming” of Jesus Christ.'*” These philo-Semitic
beliefs, which emerged from the biblical literalism of Martin Luther and the Judeocentric prophecy
interpretation of John Calvin, are the roots of American Christian Zionism.'**

Although there are many American Christian supporters of Israel, the most fanatical are those
who base their support on religion. In the decades since the establishment of Israel, and especially
since the 1967 Six-Day War, the most prominent American Christian supporters of Israel have come
from the evangelical wing of American Protestantism. This is the group with which the term
“Christian Zionism” is most commonly associated. Christian Zionism became a highly influential
political movement after American evangelical leaders built relationships with American and Israeli
Jews and institutional connections with Jewish organizations and the Israeli government itself. The
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movement benefited when popular interest in Christian Zionism increased in the 1970s with Hal
Lindsey’s bestselling Iate Great Planet Earth (1970) and then again in the 2000s with Tim LLaHaye and
Jerry B. Jenkins’s Left Behind series (1995-2007) of apocalyptic fiction.'*”

Because of their religious beliefs, evangelical Christians are more likely than any other Christian
group to support Israel. A 2003 poll found that 44 percent of Americans believed “God” gave the
land that is now Israel to the Jewish people and 36 percent believed that the state of Israel fulfills a
biblical prophecy about the “Second Coming” of Jesus Christ. When broken down by race and sect,
White evangelical Protestants are by far the most likely to believe that Israel was given to the Jews by
“God” (72 percent) and that it fulfills a biblical prophecy of the “Second Coming” (63 percent).

Religious belief also influences sympathies in the Israeli-Palestinian conflict. While the poll
found that 41 percent of Americans sympathized more with Israel than with Palestinians, 55 percent
of White evangelical Protestants sympathized more with Isracl. Among the 36 percent of Americans
who believed that Israel fulfills a biblical prophecy about the “Second Coming,” the vast majority
sympathized with Israel (57 percent) over the Palestinians (9 percent). The relevance of biblical
prophecy is important even among White evangelical Protestants, 64 percent of whom believed
Israel fulfills a biblical prophecy say they sympathized more with Israel, compared with 47 percent
of White evangelicals who do not hold this belief.'*

A 2017 poll of evangelical Christians in the United States found that 80 percent believed that
the creation of Israel in 1948 and the settlement of millions of Jews in the Jewish state were
tulfillments of biblical prophecy that show we are getting closer to the return of Jesus Christ and 52
percent indicated their support of Israel includes the reason that Israel is important for fulfilling
biblical prophecy. In addition to these specific Zionist views based on biblical prophecy, evangelical
Christians had a strong favorable view of Israel that is largely based on the Bible. Sixty-seven percent
had a positive perception of Israel and 45 percent (the highest of any answer) said that the Bible has
most influenced their opinions about Israel. Seventy-three percent agreed (and 53 percent strongly
agreed) that Christians should support Israel’s defense of itself from terrorist and foreign enemies.
Of the top four most important reasons for their support for Israel, three of them were based on the
Bible: 33 percent selected “The Bible says God gave the land of Israel to the Jewish people”; 14
percent selected “The Bible says Christians should support Israel”; and 12 percent selected “Israel is
important for fulfilling biblical prophecy.” In addition, 80 percent agreed that God’s promise to
Abraham and his descendants to the land of Israel was for all time, 76 percent agreed that Christians
should support the Jewish people’s right to live in the sovereign state of Israel, and 69 percent
agreed that Jewish people have a historic right to the land of Israel."*”

Moreover, a 2019 poll revealed that American Christians had a more favorable view of
President Donald Trump’s pro-Israel foreign policy than American Jews. After Trump moved the
U.S. embassy from Tel Aviv to Jerusalem and recognized Israel’s sovereignty over the occupied
Golan Heights, 42 percent of Jews thought that Trump was favoring the Israelis too much, while 47
percent thought he was striking the right balance between the Israelis and Palestinians. By
comparison, 59 percent of Christians thought that Trump struck the right balance between the
Israelis and Palestinians, while 26 percent thought Trump favored the Israelis too much. Among
evangelical Protestants, 72 percent thought Trump struck the right balance between the Israelis and
Palestinians, and just 15 percent thought Trump favored the Israelis too much."**

Although the Catholic Church does not suffer from these same two fatal flaws as much as the
Protestant churches, it has other major problems. One that it shares with Protestant churches is
support for the non-white invasion of White homelands — a major problem because of the resulting
demographic disaster for the White race.

In his study of the role of Christian churches in the development of U.S. immigration policy,
James Russell argues that “the modern simultaneous de-Europeanization and universalization of
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Western Christianity . . . is primarily the product of a deliberate effort by liberal intellectuals working
within the churches to dismantle the traditional Western socioreligious order and replace it with a
multicultural, socialist utopia, bound together by a secular religion of universal brotherhood.”'*! The
subversive work of these liberal (and communist, like Methodist minister Harry F. Ward)
intellectuals caused a paradigm shift in the Christian churches “from a traditional God-centered
focus on faith and morals and local ethnoreligious customs to a modern liberal, humanistic focus on
sociopolitical activism and a utopian universalism, often expressed as a concern for ‘human rights’ or

‘human dignity.””'*#
This paradigm shift took place between 1930 and 1965. As a result, major liberal religious
organizations — National Catholic Welfare Conference, Catholic Relief Services, Lutheran

Immigration Service, and National Council of Churches of Christ — were part of the coalition of
immigration reformers that was instrumental in the passage of the Immigration and Nationality Act
of 1965. These organizations were also part of the black “civil rights” coalition.'**

Today, there is near unanimity among Christian church leaders on support for liberal
immigration policies, including amnesty for illegal aliens and increased refugee admissions."** Not
only have the Christian churches become steadfast advocates of liberal immigration policies, they are
propagating their liberal social justice brand of Christianity throughout their school systems in the
hope that future generations of American Christians will continue to support the non-white invasion
of their country.'*

In addition to their general support for liberal immigration policies, church organizations are
heavily involved in the resettlement of non-white refugees in the United States. Of the nine primary
“voluntary agencies” contracted by the Office of Refugee Resettlement in the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services to provide reception and placement services for arriving refugees, six
are religious — five Christian and one Jewish. The five Christian agencies are Church World Service
(a cooperative ministry of 37 Christian denominations and communions), Episcopal Migration
Ministries, Lutheran Immigration and Refugee Service, United States Conference of Catholic
Bishops, and World Relief Corporation of National Association of Evangelicals.'**

The United States Conference of Catholic Bishops (USCCB) is the largest of the voluntary
agencies. It works with more than 100 local refugee resettlement programs to transport and resettle
thousands of refugees each year into the interior of the United States. It has resettled nearly one-
third of all refugees since 1980.'" In addition to the USCCB, the other three of the top four
Catholic entities colluding against the demographic interests of White Americans are the Catholic
Legal Immigration Network Inc., Catholic Relief Services, and Catholic Charities USA.'**®

Because many immigrants, both actual and prospective, legal and illegal, are from predominately
Catholic countries, the incentives for the Catholic Church to encourage immigration to the United
States is obvious: numbers and money. The more Catholics, the more influence the church has as
well as the more donations it receives. And if the Catholics are in the United States instead of in a
Third Wotld country, they earn more and, therefore, their donations are higher.'** For these
reasons, the Church considers immigration to be critical to the future of Catholicism in the United
States.'*"

Since the election of Pope Francis in 2013, the pontiff has made the plight of migrants and
refugees a cornerstone of his papacy, urging White countries to open their hearts and their lands to
those from non-white countries seeking a better life. Not to do so is not “Christian-like.” In the
words of Michelle Malkin, Pope Francis is guilty of “the social justice hijacking of theology for
promoting unfettered immigration.”'*!

In January 2019, the Vatican announced a new website that includes a document entitled Lights
on the Ways of Hope: Pope Francis Teaching on Migrants, Refugees and Human Trafficking."** The 514-page
volume collects more than 300 complete or excerpted speeches, messages, and reflections by the
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pope on the three themes in the title. The documents make crystal clear that the pope’s highest
priority is “to welcome, protect, promote, and integrate” non-white migrants and refugees,
regardless of their religion,'*” into White homelands. He calls it a central teaching of the Bible,
comparing migrants and refugees to homeless biblical characters, even with the Christ child in
Bethlehem, whose parents found “no room at the inn,” and exhorting Christians to welcome the
stranger just like Jesus commanded. Declaring migrant safety to be more important than national
security, the pope also repeatedly appeals to White Christian governments to fight the “xenophobia,
racism, and intolerance” in their countries and to adopt the Vatican’s four mileposts for action:
welcoming, protecting, promoting, and integrating of migrants and refugees.

Always urging White countries to be more welcoming toward migrants and refugees, Pope
Francis has been a powerful advocate for the United Nation’s Global Compact for Safe, Orderly and
Regular Migration (GCM). Approved in December 2018, the GCM is the first international
agreement on migration at the global level.

Another indication of the Vatican’s priorities is the installation of a 20-foot tall bronze, three
and a half-ton sculpture, depicting 140 migrants and refugees from different cultures and historical
periods, in St. Peter’s Square at the Vatican on September 29, 2019. It is the first time in 400 years
that a new sculpture has been installed in this square. The sculpture was unveiled following a Mass
for World Day of Migrants and Refugees in which the pope, of course, emphasized the Christian
moral imperative to welcome and give hospitality to migrants and refugees.'**

There are, of course, other problems with Christianity and with the Catholic Church in
particular, such as its sexual abuse scandal,'* but none have the detrimental impact on the White
race as the three major religious problems discussed above. The other problems, such as its
universalism, egalitarianism, pacifism, and slave morality,'*® can be solved with some theological
creativity. Christian churches have a long history of accommodation to secular power because
Christianity is a supernatural religion whose ultimate goal is the salvation of the soul.

There are some past and present examples of how Christian beliefs and practices can be
changed to help bring about a White racial revival or at least avoid being an obstacle to such a
revival. James Russell notes “the possibility of the emergence of a popular movement to re-
evangelize the West on the terms of its initial encounter with Christianity — a folk-affirming, heroic,
Christendom, as expressed in the Saxon adaptation of the New Testament, The Heliand,” as well as
traditionalist organizations like the Society of St. Pius X that “may be more responsive to the call for
a Buropean mission.”'*" Another possibility, similar to Russell’s suggestion, is the revitalization of
Medieval Germanic Christianity advocated by Giles Corey in The Sword of Christ: Christianity from the
Right, or, the Christian Question (2020). There are also the examples of “Positive Christianity” during
the Third Reich'*® and the current Christian Identity movement.'**

But we will not debate the merits of these options because it is not possible for Christianity, in
any form, to become the ideology of a White racial revival and thus the solution to the existential
and essential crises of the White race. We turn now to that solution.

160



Part Il
BLOOD, SoiL, AND HONOR

David Lane’s Fourteen Words summarize the gist of our goal: “We must secure the existence of
our people and a future for White children.” To achieve that goal, we need, first of all, a new
morality — a morality that will create a sense of racial identity, pride, and solidarity among White
people and that will encourage the production of White children. Without such a morality, White
racial salvation — the freedom and survival of the White race — is not possible and thus the
tulfillment of the Fourteen Words would be unattainable.

To be effective, this new morality must be a natural morality, which means that it is in accord
with our biological heritage and in harmony with the natural order. From the simple recognition of
the biological evolution of living organisms, we acquire the intellectual foundation for an
understanding of the organic world, including the human species and its situation in that world. One
of the most important biological facts derived from this understanding is that humans are a product
of evolution. To be in accord with our biological heritage and in harmony with the natural order,
therefore, a morality must conform to human nature. In doing so, the values of this morality are
natural.

As noted eatlier,'” human nature is the set of adaptive behaviors that result from the
interaction between the human condition, which is one of existential and essential insecurity, and the
mental traits, primarily instinct and reason, that have evolved in humans in adaptation to that
condition. Humans, therefore, can be defined as existentially and essentially insecure beings who
have the instinct to become existentially and essentially secure and who have reason as an
instrument of that instinct. To conform to human nature, therefore, a morality must be consistent
with the instinct to become existentially and essentially secure and employ reason in the struggle to
become existentially and essentially secure.

This new natural morality can be symbolized by the words “Blood, Soil, and Honor.” At its
simplest, “blood” represents the race to which we belong, “soil” represents the territory in which
our race inhabits, and “honor” represents the strength and courage required to defend, expand, and
advance our race and its territory and the duty and commitment to do so. An elaboration on these
three principles follows.

140
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Chapter 11
BLooOD

In addition to the race to which one belongs, “blood” represents the consciousness in an
individual of objectively belonging to and subjectively identifying with one’s race. This
consciousness can be called racial or ethnic nationalism, or simply nationalism when the “nation” is
defined in terms of race or ethnicity. When the nation is of the White race, it can also be called
White nationalism. Because it is a manifestation of the instincts of kin selection and group
consciousness, nationalism is natural.

One of the mechanisms of biological evolution is natural selection, a central concept of which is
fitness. The individual fitness of an organism is measured by that organism’s ability to survive and
reproduce. To maximize the number of surviving offspring, the altruistic instinct to care for and
protect one’s own offspring evolved in humans. It is perfectly natural, therefore, for a parent to
value his or her own child higher than any other child.

The human instinct of altruism (i.e., behavior carried out to benefit others) toward others, other
than offspring, can be explained by natural selection through a process known as kin selection. The
concept of inclusive fitness extends the concept of fitness to an individual’s close relatives who share
a high percentage of the individual’s genes. From a gene’s point of view, fitness is measured by how
many copies of itself are carried in subsequent generations. Because an individual’s close relatives
share some identical genes, a gene can also increase its fitness by promoting the survival and
reproduction of these closely-related individuals through altruistic behavior.

Altruism evolves when the benefit to an individual’s genes, or copies of those same genes
carried in other members of the group, outweighs the cost of the altruistic act. Siblings share 50
percent, nephews and nieces 25 percent, and cousins about 12.5 percent of their distinctive genes.
Thus, an individual’s inclusive fitness is increased when he dies in defense of two siblings or eight
cousins and those relatives survive to reproduce. From an evolutionary point of view, the self-
sacrificing altruist is only a vehicle that has been sacrificed to ensure the survival of these common
genes.

Altruism evolved in humans because for 99 percent of human existence, humans lived as
hunter-gatherers in small groups comprised mostly of closely-related individuals. As the size of
human groups increased after the development of agriculture, altruistic behavior continued, and still
continues today, even though the benefit to an individual’s fitness decreases in relation to the cost
because the larger the group, the more distantly related from each other becomes the individuals in
the group. It makes genetic sense to do things potentially injurious to oneself for the benefit of the
group when the group comprises mostly related individuals. When the group comprises a wide
variety of genetically unrelated individuals, however, altruistic behavior no longer makes genetic
sense. In the latter case, the evolutionarily beneficial instinct of altruism “misfires.” It is maladaptive
— a Darwinian mistake."*"'
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According to the genetic similarity theory that was introduced above,'** altruism — through the

process of kin selection — is a means to propagate genes. Therefore, the higher the percentage of
shared genes between individuals, the higher the amount of altruism is expected to be displayed
because by being most altruistic to those with whom the individual shares genes, the individual helps
copies of one’s own genes to replicate. It follows that the members of a genetically-related group
(e.g., family, ethnicity, nation, or race) can be expected to favor their own group over other groups
because they are more closely related to members in their own group than to nonmembers. Just as it
is perfectly natural for a parent to value his or her own child higher than any other child, it is
perfectly natural for a member of an ethnicity, nation, or race to value a member of his or her own
group higher than a member of another group. There is, therefore, a biological basis to
ethnocentrism, nationalism, and racism,'** as well as to the ethnic nepotism that was discussed
above. "

Either before or at the same time that altruism evolved in early humans, another human instinct
— group consciousness — evolved or continued to evolve from pre-hominids. Group consciousness
is the awareness of being a member of a particular human group and an awareness that one’s own
group is different than all other groups.'*® According to social identity theory,"** group
consciousness impels individuals to favor their own group (i.e., group affection) and to be
indifferent or averse to all outside their group (i.e., group aversion). Group consciousness evolved
because it is evolutionarily adaptive. The most cohesive and cooperative groups generally prevailed
over the groups of selfish individualists."*”

Group consciousness is reflected in the innate “tribal” sense that makes humans distinguish
between “us” and “them.”'*®® This group consciousness leads to a dual code of conduct and two
standards of justice. The English philosopher Herbert Spencer called these codes the “code of
amity” and the “code of enmity.”'*” They have also been described as “in-group” and “out-group”
behavior. The code of amity governs conduct towards members of one’s in-group and is typically
characterized by love, affection, goodwill, mutual trust, fellow feeling, tolerance, sympathy, charity,
and loyalty. The code of enmity governs conduct towards members of out-groups and is typically
characterized by hate, aversion, ill-will, distrust, suspicion, intolerance, contempt, and malice. The
use of the dual code involves the observance of two standards of justice, one for intra-group
conduct and another for inter-group conduct.

According to Scottish anthropologist Sir Arthur Keith’s group theory of human evolution, this
duality in human behavior was necessary to the “competition with cooperation process” (i.e.,
competition between groups and cooperation within groups) between inbreeding groups that made
human evolutionary advance possible. Not only is the dual code of human conduct a product of
evolution, therefore, it is also an instrument in the process of evolutionary change. Keith emphasizes
that “obedience to the dual code is an essential factor in group evolution.” Through the duality in
human behavior, human evolution was, and is, a process of group production, group competition,
and group selection. Those selected thus survive to reproduce.'

As a manifestation of the instincts of kin selection and group consciousness, nationalism is
natural because it is consistent with the instinct to become existentially and essentially secure. The
instincts of kin selection and group consciousness evolved as part of the machinery of human
evolution to secure the existence of humans in genetically-related evolutionary units such as kinship-
based bands and tribes, thus preserving the genetic isolation that is necessary for evolutionary
advance. Today, the genetically-related evolutionary unit is the nation-state.

The existence of a nation can only be secured within a nation-state. As already defined,'"" a
nation-state is a political institution consisting of a state whose citizens belong predominantly to one
nation that has privileged status within the state. A nation is a society with a common descent or
genetic heritage, a shared history, and a general adherence to nationalism. As the doctrinal basis of
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the nation-state, the nationalism defined in chapter 6 above is the same nationalism described in this
chapter.

Nationalism is also a means to the attainment of essential security. By creating a sense of
identity with, pride of, and solidarity with one’s own nation through instinct and reason, nationalism
provides an individual with an idea for which he can live that gives his existence a purpose beyond
just existing as a living being. This idea provides the essence necessary to exist as a human being. It
provides meaning and purpose in life. Nationalism (including the meaning and purpose derived
from it), as well as the race to which one belongs, is what is represented in the word “blood.”
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Chapter 12
SoiL

In addition to the territory in which one’s race inhabits, “soil” represents the consciousness in
an individual of inhabiting, as part of one’s race, a demarcated tract of territory. This consciousness,
when combined with the instinct of group consciousness discussed above, can be called
territorialism. It is natural because humans are territorial by instinct. Writer Robert Ardrey calls it the
“territorial imperative.”'*"

Like the duality in human behavior, territorialism was, and is, necessary to the “competition
with cooperation process” that makes human evolutionary advance possible. During the first 99
percent of human existence, each kinship-based human group inhabited and claimed the sole
ownership of a demarcated territory. The group was dependent upon its territory’s natural resources
for its existence. Perhaps partly as a response to this dependence, members of the group became
attached to their homeland by strong emotions. Today, these instinctive emotions are still evident in
love of one’s native soil and affection for the locality of one’s birth and childhood.

The monopoly of a demarcated territory by a human group and the conscious ownership of it
charged with deep affection are critical factors in human evolution because every such homeland
serves as an evolutionary cradle. Each kinship-based human group is the carrier and custodian of a
particular set of genes. If a group is to work out its evolutionary destiny, it must be physically
isolated from other groups and remain genetically isolated in its homeland for many generations.

To develop its own genetic potentialities, each group must also be independent, which means
the group recognizes no higher authority and maintains its separation under its own government
over many generations. The evolutionary safeguard of independence is the combination of the
consciousness of inhabiting a homeland with strong emotional attachment to it and the instinct of
group consciousness with its consequent duality of human behavior. These instincts evolved
together to serve in the defense of the group and its territory against all who threaten them. The
ultimate function of these instincts, summarized in the word territorialism, is to increase the
evolutionary fitness of the group and its members.'*”

Being consistent with the instinct to become existentially secure, territorialism is a natural
means to the attainment of existential security. Using our reason, we recognize that we need to be
independent in our own separate territory in order to secure the existence of our race. Territorial
separation and independence from other races are the conditions required for the existence and
continued life of our race. This territorial imperative, as well as the territory in which one’s race
inhabits, is what is represented in the word “soil.”
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Chapter 13
HONOR

“Honor” is the strength and courage required to defend, expand, and advance our race and its
territory and the duty and commitment to do so. As defined here, honor is natural because it derives
from the natural principles represented by “blood” and “soil.” Without honor, there will be no
White race or White-inhabited territory (i.e., White homeland) because our race would eventually
cease to exist and its territory would eventually be lost to non-whites. Without honor, the White race
will fail the ultimate test of evolutionary fitness because it will not survive.

Honor requires strength and courage of both the physical and the mental kind. Strength
includes not only physical strength of the body, but also mental strength that allows one, for
example, to withstand stress, hardship, or adversity. Like strength, there are two kinds of courage.
Physical courage is the ability and willingness to act in spite of possible harm to one’s body, while
moral courage is the ability and willingness to act in spite of social disapproval and possible
ostracism. It takes moral courage to stand up at a public meeting and take an explicitly White
nationalist position on an issue but it takes physical courage to stand your ground when you are
threatened with bodily harm because of your unpopular position.

Both strength and courage are required to defend our race. To bolster our strength and courage,
we have all inherited the instinct of group consciousness to protect and defend our own group
against its enemies. This instinct can be, however, and has been in most Whites, severely weakened
by cultural conditioning. If we are to survive, we must throw off this cultural conditioning and act,
when necessary and appropriate, to defend our race whenever and wherever it is threatened. It is
dishonorable not to do so.

In addition to the physical protection and defense of our race from harm, we must also defend
our race from the cultural conditioning and consequent conditions that lead to racial extinction
through miscegenation. There are no words too strong to condemn the sin and crime of race-
mixing. This unnatural act is a despoliation of nature; it destroys millennia of human evolution.

Race-mixing is racial suicide. The race-mixer is an evolutionary dead-end whose genes are lost
to the race as if dead. The loss of White genes through miscegenation is tragic to all the generations
that came before the race-mixer and to all the generations that would have carried his or her genes
in the future. We must at all costs protect the biological heritage that is within us.

The natural instinct that makes race-mixing an abomination must be transformed into a
religious attitude that makes race-mixing a desecration. The White gene pool is sacred. It is the
vessel that carries our racial life. It is our source of immortality. Race-mixing defiles and debases our
gene pool and therefore desecrates it. We must make it a religious duty to prevent the desecration of
the race whenever and wherever possible because it is an unpardonable sin.

Not only must we defend our race, but we must also expand our race. Expand is used here in
the quantitative sense. In other words, we must produce more White babies. Two children per
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family are not enough; it is not even the replacement rate. Every White man and woman of good
stock has a duty to beget as many children as their means allow. A race that abandons parenthood is
a race that forfeits its future because the world of the future belongs to the prolific. Therefore, “be
fruitful and multiply.”"*™* Or, in the words of political scientist Frank Salter, “go forth and
perpetuate.”!*”

The creation of new life is the primary purpose of life. For a sexually reproducing species
designed by natural selection, leaving descendants is the reason for being and the goal of all struggle.
“Indeed,” according to Salter, “in the tradition of Darwinian evolutionary theory, propagating one’s
genes is life’s raison d’étre [“reason for existing”].”'*’® Those who fail to reproduce are, like race-
mixers, evolutionary dead-ends.

Each generation is a link between a dead ancestry and an unborn progeny. We must develop a
conscious sense of being such a link in the evolutionary chain that stretches from one’s ancestors to
one’s offspring and in turn develop a sense of indebtedness to the past and of obligation to the
future. To help grow this consciousness, we must develop a profound sense of historical solidarity
with our race. We must be familiar with the whole history of the White race and transmit that
knowledge to our children, and we must take pride in our ancestor’s achievements and transmit that
pride to our children.

People living in societies that have a strong sense of cultural confidence and a belief in their
cultural uniqueness tend to want to have more children. They think of their culture as something
important within the flow of human history and worth transmitting to the next generation. Through
a feeling of debt to the past and an obligation to the future, they are more willing to bear the burden
of child rearing. It is through children that people express a certain fundamental loyalty to
something greater than themselves. Children are a means to transcend mortality and embrace the
eternal.

The task of each generation in the evolutionary chain is to successfully reproduce itself and to
pass on its genes undefiled to its successor generations. In other words, each generation must
perpetuate its own kind. By perpetuating our own kind, we also perpetuate ourselves.

According to psychologist Raymond Cattell, “The only immortality we know of is in our
children, and in that unfinished story of the acts of lives, which, forever expanding, like waves from
a pebble in the lake, have their immortality in the acts of future generations.”'*"” Besides the fame of
a dead man’s deeds, in other words, the only immortality that we may achieve lies in renewing life
through our children, on into countless future generations. There is no afterlife other than the genes
that we leave behind in our progeny. For most us, our only immortality lies in our children.

Perpetuation of our own kind must become like a religious duty among White people if we are
not to become extinct. Instead of seeking immortality in another world, we must seek immortality in
this world by struggling for the continued existence of our race. Each of us must perpetuate the
White race through our progeny, through action on behalf of the nation or race as a whole (i.e., kin
selection), or, preferably, through both.

Finally, we must advance our race. As used here, advance means to move forward by improving
the quality of something. In this case, we must improve the genetic quality of our race and thus
advance along the evolutionary road toward higher humanity. To do so, eugenics — the science of
human improvement by genetic means — must be resurrected and made not only a guiding principle,
but a religious obligation, of both personal conduct and public policy. Sir Francis Galton, the
founder of eugenics, ends a list of some means to improve the race with this one: “above all the
introduction of motives of religious or quasi-religious character. Indeed, an enthusiasm to improve
the race is so noble in its aim that it might well give rise to the sense of a religious obligation.” " In
the words of Friedrich Nietzsche’s Zarathustra, “You shall not only reproduce yourself, but produce
something higher. May the garden of marriage help you in that!”'*”
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In addition to defending, expanding, and advancing our race, we must also defend, expand, and
advance our race’s territory. A race cannot survive without its own territory. Not only must we
defend our territory from all threats, both internal and external, but we must expand our territory
whenever possible that is consistent with the need to secure our existence. Finally, we must advance
or improve the quality of our territory through nature conservation and sustainable development.

Membership in a group imposes certain duties on its members. Among those duties is to
defend, expand, and advance the group and its territory. This is our moral obligation as members of
the White race. It is our duty to defend, expand, and advance our race and its territory — to the
death, if necessary. Otherwise, the White race will not survive. This life or death consequence makes
this duty our categorical imperative.

Our sense of duty is subjective, not objective, because it is a duty to only the White race and not
to “humanity.” Contrary to any universal moral principle such as Immanuel Kant’s categorical
imperative, Nietzsche argues that the “profoundest laws of preservation and growth demand . . . that
each one of us should devise Ais own virtue, his own categorical imperative. A people perishes if it
mistakes s own duty for the concept of duty in general.”"**

Our duty is only to the White race because the instincts of kin selection, group consciousness,
and territorialism evolved as part of the machinery of human evolution to increase the evolutionary
fitness of groups comprised mostly of closely-related individuals. The strong altruistic instinct of
Whites should, therefore, only benefit Whites. Altruism by Whites for the benefit of non-whites
(such as the adoption of non-white babies by Whites) is a form of evolutionary unilateral
disarmament."®" Nietzsche called it “depravity” and found it too often among his own
contemporaries. Drawing back “the curtain on the depravity of man,” he called “an animal, a species,
an individual depraved when it loses its instincts, when it chooses, when it prefers what is harmful to
it.” He understood “depravity” in the “sense of decadence.”'*”* “To choose what is harmful to oneself,
to be attracted by ‘disinterested’” motives, almost constitutes the formula for decadence. ‘Not to seek
one’s own advantage’ — that is merely a moral fig leaf for a quite different, namely physiological fact: ‘I
no longer know how to find my advantage.”'*® Today, we call this depravity and decadence the
White pathologies of ethno-masochism and xenophilia (i.c., love of the stranger).'***

Simply having a duty, however, is not enough. There must also be the commitment to fulfill
that duty through action. We must promise or, better yet, take a solemn oath to defend, expand, and
advance the White race and its territory. If our sense of duty is strong enough, then our commitment
should trigger defensive actions whenever and wherever our race and territory are threatened.

Life is Eternal Struggle. We constantly struggle for existential and essential security. If a
morality does not support this struggle for security, then it is unnatural because it does not assist in
the survival and reproduction of the individual or group and thus does not increase the evolutionary
fitness of either.
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Chapter 14
NATURAL MORALITY

The motto of “Blood, Soil, and Honor” represents a natural morality. Being in accord with our
biological heritage and in harmony with the natural order, this morality conforms to human nature.
Its principles are natural. However, this new morality is not moral because it is natural. It is moral
because it increases the evolutionary fitness of the White race.

“Blood” represents the White race, the consciousness of objectively belonging to and
subjectively identifying with our race, and the meaning and purpose in life derived from this
consciousness, which can be called nationalism when the “nation” is defined in terms of race or
ethnicity. Nationalism is natural because it is consistent with the instinct to become existentially
secure. It is also a means to the attainment of essential security. Nationalism provides meaning and
purpose in life.

“Soil” represents White-inhabited territory, the consciousness of inhabiting, as part of our race,
this territory, and the territorialism that results from the combination of this consciousness and
nationalism. Territorialism is natural because it is consistent with the instinct to become existentially
secure. The territorial imperative provides the impetus for the territorial separation and
independence from other races that are required for the existence and continued life of the White
race.

“Honor” is the strength and courage required to defend, expand, and advance our race and its
territory as well as the duty and commitment to do so. Derived from the natural principles
represented by “blood” and “soil,” honor is natural because without it, there will be no White race
or White-inhabited territory. Honor is necessary for the existential and essential security of the
White race.

The natural morality represented by Blood, Soil, and Honor is the first step in the White racial
revival. By promoting the natural principles of nationalism, territorialism, and honor, this new
morality creates a sense of racial identity, pride, and solidarity among White people and encourages
the production of White children, thereby solving the “character” problem. Together, these three
principles defend, expand, and advance the White gene pool, thereby supporting a White
demographic resurgence.

Only with such a morality can we proceed to the next step — the creation of a nation-state for
every White nation. The White racial revival requires a separate and independent territory for each
White nation that is exclusively inhabited by members of the nation and ruled by a sovereign
national government. Not only does the existence and continued life of our race depend upon such
White nation-states, only in such sovereign states can the White race work out its own evolutionary
destiny. Nation-states are evolutionary units that are necessary for the advancement of humanity.
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Part IV
THE NORTHWEST PROJECT

The Northwest Project continues the heroic work of Richard Butler and Harold Covington,
both of whom had the foresight to see that the survival of the White race on the North American
continent requires the creation of a sovereign White homeland in the Pacific Northwest. And both
took action to fulfill that goal — Butler with the Aryan Nations (eatly 1970s-2001) and Covington
with the Northwest Front (founded 2008).

The Northwest Project is based on the necessity to reduce the solution to the White racial
survival problem to manageable proportions. It is no longer possible for White Americans to “take
back” their whole country through the current electoral process. Nor is there any other alternative
plan to secure the existence of our people and a future for White children that has a realistic chance
of success. The primary advantage of the Northwest Project is that our concentration of effort in a
smaller geographic region has a greater chance to gain enough political power to effect actual change
than anything that can possibly be accomplished across the entire country.

The necessity of the Northwest Project is given additional urgency by the accelerating
disintegration of the United States since the polarizing election of President Donald J. Trump in
2016. The ongoing disintegration has been obvious for many years. In his 2011 book Swicide of a
Superpower: Will America Survive to 20257, Patrick Buchanan argues that “America is disintegrating.
The centrifugal forces pulling us apart are growing inexorably. What once united us is dissolving.”'**

Nevertheless, Buchanan includes a bit of optimism in his chapter on the “end of White
America.” Recognizing that “[a]dversity and abuse have historically created an awareness of a
separate identity and accelerated the secession of peoples” and noting the criticism of the almost all
White racial composition of the Tea Party movement after the election of President Barack Obama
in 2008, Buchanan observes that “White America is a house divided, and within its womb a new
people is gestating and fighting to be born.”'* His observation has renewed relevance since the
election of President Joe Biden in 2020, which has caused the adversity, abuse, and criticism of
White Americans to become far worse.

This “new people,” which Buchanan writes about, shall be those White men and women of
good stock and moral character who have become aware of the impending death of the White race,
recognize their genetic interests, take their own side, and join the struggle to save their people from
extinction by participating in the Northwest Project to create a sovereign White homeland in the
Pacific Northwest of the United States.

The Northwest Project consists of four phases. The phases are distinct in order to provide for
priorities of effort and resources but they are not intended to be sequential. Activities in each phase
are likely to occur simultaneously.
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The phases are migration, community building, educational activity, and political activity to
create a sovereign White homeland. The homeland is an incipient nation-state. Community building
and educational activity are necessary to build the nation and to lay the groundwork for the political
activity that is necessary to create the nation-state.
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Chapter 15
MIGRATION

In the Northwest Front Handbook, The White Book,'*” Harold Covington sets forth the five
principles of northwest migration — the first phase of the Northwest Project. An updated, modified,
and expanded version of those principles is presented here.

The first principle is that the White race in North America (as well as in the rest of the world) is
in danger of actual physical extinction. The evidence presented in part I above proves that what is at
stake here is nothing less than the survival of the White race.

Second, radical dangers require radical solutions. The United States population is currently
about 330 million. At least 40 percent, or 132 million, of this population is non-white. The survival
of the White race requires territorial separation and independence from this large non-white
population.

Third, there is only one strategy remaining to us in North America that may be able to secure
the existence of our people and a future for White children and that is the establishment of a
sovereign White homeland. Due to the existential and essential crises set forth in parts I and II
above, it is no longer possible for the American White population to end its political dispossession,
regain control of its destiny, and secure its racial survival within the framework of the current United
States political institution.

Fourth, considerations of demographics, geography, economics, and a history of commitment
and martyrdom in the persons of Richard Butler, Bob Mathews, David Lane, Vicki and Sam Weaver,
Edgar Steele, and Harold Covington dictate that the territory for this sovereign White homeland
must lie in the Pacific Northwest.

The proposed White homeland consists of the whole territory of three American states —
Washington, Oregon, and Idaho — and part of a fourth — Montana west of Interstate Highway 15.
This is the core territory where we must concentrate our initial efforts. Depending on the strategic
situation when the time comes, of course, it would certainly be advisable to liberate as much
contiguous territory as possible.

The total area of Washington is 71,362 square miles. The U.S. Census Bureau estimated the
state’s 2019 population to be 7,614,893, of whom 67.5 percent are non-Hispanic White, 13 percent
Hispanic, 4.4 percent black, 1.9 percent American Indian, 9.6 percent Asian, and 4.9 percent two or
more races. The Hispanics (almost 990,000) are mostly found in the Chehalis Valley and the farming
areas of Yakima Valley and eastern Washington. The blacks (about 335,000) are mostly concentrated
in the South End and Central District areas of Seattle and in inner Tacoma. The Indians (almost
145,000) mostly live in or around the several reservations in the state. The Asians (over 730,000) are
spread throughout the Seattle-Tacoma metropolitan area.'**

The total area of Oregon is 98,381 square miles. The Census Bureau estimated the state’s 2019
population to be 4,217,737, of whom 75.1 percent are non-Hispanic White, 13.4 percent Hispanic,
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2.2 percent black, 1.8 percent American Indian, 4.9 percent Asian, and 4.0 percent two or more
races. The Hispanics (about 565,000) are mostly concentrated in Hood River, Malheur, Marion,
Morrow, and Umatilla counties.'*

The total area of Idaho is 83,569 square miles. The Census Bureau estimated the state’s 2019
population to be 1,787,065, of whom 81.6 percent are non-Hispanic White, 12.8 percent Hispanic,
0.9 percent black, 1.7 percent American Indian, 1.6 percent Asian, and 2.6 percent two or more
races. The Hispanics (almost 229,000) are mostly concentrated in Clark, Minidoka, and Owyhee
counties."*”

The area of Montana west of Interstate Highway 15 includes all or most of the following
counties: Beaverhead, Cascade, Deer Lodge, Flathead, Glacier, Granite, Lake, Lewis and Clark,
Lincoln, Mineral, Missoula, Pondera, Powell, Ravalli, Sanders, Silver Bow, Teton, and Toole. The
total area of these 18 counties is 45,195 square miles. The Census Bureau estimated these counties’
2019 population to be 579,282, of whom 87.1 percent are non-Hispanic White. All the counties are
over 85 percent non-Hispanic White except three with large Indian populations: Glacier (64.7
percent Indian); Lake (24.6 percent); and Pondera (14.7 percent).'*”!

The total area of the proposed White homeland is 298,507 square miles. This is an area larger
than metropolitan France, Germany, and Italy combined, or Spain and the United Kingdom
combined, but with a fraction of the population. The total population of the homeland in 2019 was
about 14,199,000, of whom 72.3 percent or about 10,271,000 are non-Hispanic White. Although
more populous than Austria, Belgium, Greece, Hungary, Switzerland, or each of the Scandinavian
countries, the homeland has a population density that is much smaller than any country in Europe
(e.g., Germany is about 600 persons per square mile). At less than 50 persons per square mile, our
White homeland has plenty of living space to fill with White children.

No other similar-sized section of the United States has such a large White population together
with a relatively small non-white population and includes territory with great geographic and
economic advantages. New England is too small and too close to the Middle Atlantic states. The
Southeast has too many blacks. The Midwest is landlocked. And the Southwest has too many
Hispanics.

The Pacific Northwest is relatively far from the power centers in New York City and
Washington, D.C. and is not surrounded by the rest of the United States, but has a long Pacific
coastline and borders on Canada. The region is also large and resource-rich enough to aspire to
economic self-sufficiency, a necessity for a White homeland that would likely face the same sort of
political and economic sanctions as Rhodesia and South Africa did before they fell to black rule.

The proposed White homeland is a diverse geographic region that is dominated by several
mountain ranges with vast forests, mighty rivers, fertile soil, and numerous seaports. The natural
beauty of the region is unmatched and the climate is temperate. Natural resources are abundant.
Agriculture, forestry, mining, and commercial fishing are major industries.

The energy landscape is favorable to the development of renewable energy systems. The region
is the leading producer of hydro-electric power in the United States. There is also significant
potential for wind power and geothermal power in the geologically active mountain areas.

The proposed White homeland has a first-rate economy. In 2019, the gross domestic product
(GDP) of Washington, Oregon, Idaho, and Montana was $1.021 trillion.'*? If a sovereign nation-
state, the homeland would rank seventeenth in GDP among all the countries in the world.'*”

Critical manufacturing industries in the region include aircraft and missiles, shipbuilding, metals
and metal products, chemical products, lumber and wood products, paper products, electronics,
machinery, food processing, biotechnology, and computer software development. There is an
extensive transportation system of highways, railroads, airports, and ports throughout the
homeland.'**
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The close association between the Pacific Northwest and various White advocates and martyrs
goes back several decades. These include Richard Butler, Bob Mathews, David Lane, Vicki and Sam
Weaver, Edgar Steele, and Harold Covington.

In 1974, Richard G. Butler (1918-2004) moved to North Idaho, where he founded the Aryan
Nations, the political arm of his Church of Jesus Christ Christian, a Christian Identity church. The
Aryan Nations operated from a 20-acre compound in Hayden Lake at which the annual “Aryan
World Congress” took place and from where Butler promoted the “Northwest Territorial
Imperative.”

In September 1983, Robert Jay Mathews (1953-1984) and eight other men founded “The
Order,” or what he preferred to call Briiders Schweigen (“The Silent Brotherhood”), to create a White
homeland in the Pacific Northwest. He died fighting for that goal on Whidbey Island,
Washington.'*”

David Lane (1938-2007), who coined the Fourteen Words, was a member of The Order and the
authot of Deceived, Danmmed & Defiant: The Revolutionary Writings of David Lane (1999)"*° and Victory or
Valhalla: The Final Compilation of Writings (2008)."*” He died in prison.

White separatist Randy Weaver (born 1948) and his family moved to a remote location on Ruby
Ridge near Naples, Idaho, in the eatly 1980s. After refusing to be a snitch on Aryan Nations, law
enforcement issued an arrest warrant for the minor crime that he was entrapped to commit. But he
did not surrender. During the 11-day siege in August 1992, Randy’s 14-year-old son Sam was killed
when shot in the back and his wife Vicki was shot and killed while standing in the doorway of their
cabin with their 10-month-old baby Elisheba in her arms.'*”

Idaho attorney Edgar J. Steele (1945-2014) defended Richard Butler and other dissident clients,
wrote  Defensive  Racism (2005),'"*”  and  published a  weekly commentary — at
www.ConspiracyPenPal.com. For his activism, Steele was framed and falsely convicted of conspiracy
to murder his wife in 2011. He died in prison less than three years later.

On November 5, 2008, the day after Barack Obama was elected president, Harold A.
Covington (1953-2018) founded the Northwest Front with the goal of a sovereign White homeland
in the Pacific Northwest. In January 2010, he started a weekly podcast called Radio Free Northwest
to promote this goal. He is the author of the Northwest independence novels — Hi// of the Ravens
(2003), A Distant Thunder (2004), A Mighty Fortress (2005), The Brigade (2008), and Freedom’s Sons
(2013).

The fifth principle of northwest migration is the migration of the better elements of the existing
racially aware White community to the proposed White homeland. Racially conscious White
immigrants coming into the homeland are referred to as settlers or “Incomers” to differentiate them
from native-born Northwesterners and “organic” migrants. The latter are Whites who are fleeing
places like California to a whiter, brighter world in the Northwest but for stated reasons that are not
overtly racial.

The recruitment of the better elements of the existing racially conscious White community from
outside the homeland will continue even after sovereignty is achieved but the focus during the next
three phases is on local recruitment within the homeland. Once there are visible signs of success on
the ground, there will be more Incomers than we can handle.

When the funds and resources become available, a Northwest Agency will be established to
provide information, advice, and various kinds of practical assistance with regard to the relocation of
racially conscious Whites to the homeland.

Due to the work of Richard Butler and Harold Covington, there are already enough White
nationalists in the proposed White homeland in the Pacific Northwest to enter the next phase of the
Northwest Project — community building.

174



Chapter 16
COMMUNITY BUILDING

The second phase of the Northwest Project is community building. We must build
communities of White nationalists in the proposed White homeland that are united, both internally
and with each other, by the natural morality of Blood, Soil, and Honor and by the commitment to
fulfill the Fourteen Words through the creation of a sovereign White homeland in the Pacific
Northwest. Community building lays the foundation for our new White homeland.

White nationalist communities are the building blocks on which the new nation will be built. To
be a strong building block, a community must be based on the following characteristics: (1) the
traditional family structure of a nuclear family and traditional gender roles;"™™ (2) a close-enough
genetic relationship (i.e., same ethnicity or subrace) between members so as to maximize the
instincts of kin selection and group consciousness; and (3) a strong and shared moral purpose to
create a White homeland. The natural morality of Blood, Soil, and Honor provides the moral
foundation for this common purpose. The community must be a moral community infused with the
righteousness of its purpose where the proud and confident explicit assertions of White identity and
interests are considered natural and normal.™"!

To succeed in the effort to be a building block of the new White nation, the community must
strive to become self-sufficient and self-sustaining. The remainder of this chapter describes this
effort.

To the maximum extent possible, the community must become existentially and essentially self-
sufficient by optimizing its ability to provide for the existential and essential security of its members.
The community must become, like a close-knit extended family, the source for the satisfaction of as
much of the existential and essential needs of its members as possible. For its members, in other
words, the community should be — after the family — the primary social group and source of both
material and spiritual support. The key to community building is interpersonal relationships with the
goal of building preferred alternatives to the prevailing outside wotld in every sphere of life."™"

A valuable facilitator of community building is a communal “meeting house” where community
members can meet to participate in various activities. The ideal meeting house contains a large
meeting room able to hold the whole community, classrooms, library, gymnasium, theater stage,
dedicated rooms for women’s and youth activities, kitchen, and rest rooms.

Existential security is attained through the community’s political and economic institutions,
which include the family. Other than the family, these institutions will be rudimentary at first (e.g., a
self-appointed or elected committee) but over time must develop into formal institutions capable of
providing the organization and guidance with which the community secures its existence.

The first priority of the political institution is physical protection of each member of the
community. While each individual member and family should have their own home defense plan,
the political institution must also develop a community defense plan (including escape and evasion)
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that protects every member of the community from bodily harm caused by living and nonliving
agents. Another priority of the political institution is the creation of a reasonably secure
communications system within the community and with other communities. This system should
include amateur or “ham” radio operations, which do not rely on the internet or cell phones.

The first priority of the economic institution is existential self-sufficiency — the capability to
provide water, food, clothing, shelter, and other basic necessities for the continued life of the
community. Such self-sufficiency requires the community to be able to provide the basic necessities
to every individual member or family of the community over the long term. This is more than just
being prepared for a short emergency. Self-sufficiency also requires the community to be able to
provide gainful employment within the community to any member of the community as well as to
any new member.

Examples of work and activities that support the goal of existential self-sufficiency include
food-producing activity (farming, ranching, gardening, food preservation (drying, freezing, canning,
pickling, etc.), hunting, butchering, etc.), clothes making (sewing, weaving, knitting, etc.), home
construction (including related professions like painting, roofing, siding, carpentry, plumbing,
heating and cooling, electrician work, etc.), furniture making, small engine and automobile repair and
service, vocational education, computer skills, any health profession (including nutrition and
midwifery), any activity or business that supports families with small children (child care, play
groups, used clothing store for children’s clothes, etc.), any activity or business that promotes health
and fitness (fitness center, yoga and martial arts studios, jogging, biking, swimming, weight lifting,
etc.), and any activity or profession that prepares the individual or the community for emergencies
(National Guard or military reserves, law enforcement, firefighting, equestrianship, gun store
ownership, marksmanship/shooting club, backcountry hiking and camping, etc.).

To achieve existential self-sufficiency, the community should implement some basic policies,
such as: (1) community members should establish, to the extent possible, their own businesses, as
cooperatives if viable, and give employment preference to other community members; (2)
community members should patronize only community businesses for their basic necessities; (3) a
barter system should be established to exchange goods and services; (4) every young man and
woman should learn a valuable skill that contributes to the self-sufficiency of the community; and
(5) there should be an internal system of poor relief and mutual assistance. In addition to the stress
on self-sufficiency, simplicity in living and consumption according to need should be emphasized.

An advantage to this kind of existential self-sufficiency is financial independence from reliance
on employment that is vulnerable to loss from enemy retaliation against dissident views and
activities. Community members must not be subject to “economic discipline” — the liberal term for
enforcing thought control.

Essential security is attained through the community’s educational institution, > which again
includes the family. The educational institution must be capable of providing the socialization and
education with which the community secures its essence. The first priority of the educational
institution is essential self-sufficiency — the capability to satisfy the essential need of the community’s
members. The collective essence of a White nationalist community participating in the Northwest
Project is derived from the natural morality of Blood, Soil, and Honor and the commitment to
create a sovereign White homeland.

Not only does the natural morality of Blood, Soil, and Honor provide the moral foundation for
the common purpose of creating a sovereign White homeland, it isolates community members from
the outside world, motivates their behavior as strongly as possible, regulates their behavior toward
each other, and regulates their behavior toward different categories of outsiders. It is by being set
apart and offering opportunities for intense interaction and the formation of close social ties that the
community generates the highest levels of member commitment and loyalty.
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Examples of work and activities that support the goal of essential self-sufficiency include any
educational activity that teaches the natural morality of Blood, Soil, and Honor and knowledge of
the Eternal Struggle, especially the history of the White race in that struggle,”™ (through home
schooling, adult education and study groups, written material, etc.), as well as rituals, ceremonies,
cultural festivals, and other events that create a sense of White racial identity, pride, and solidarity
among members of the community and reinforce the commitment to create a sovereign White
homeland.”” The ultimate goal of all of this is the creation of a “racial civil religion” in which the
highest good is White racial salvation.""

The key to the creation of a racial civil religion is the cultivation of cultural memory, which are
the stories, events, people, and other phenomenon that a community chooses to remember as the
building blocks of its collective identity, e.g., its gods, its heroes, its villains, its landmarks, its art, its
music, and its holidays. “Without collective memory, you have no culture, and without culture, you
have no identity.”""

Parents should be highly invested in their children’s physical, emotional, social, and intellectual
development. High-investment parenting in which high levels of solicitude are combined with
powerful controls over children’s behavior is effective in getting children to identify with parental
values. Among these values is the necessity of choosing a matriage partner suitable to the parents.'™”

Community children should be homeschooled by their parents or in community homeschool
groups until the completion of high school. Higher education should be for vocational or specialized
purposes that serve the needs of the community.

As much as possible, the community should protect itself from the mental harm emanating
from the prevailing Judaized, Africanized, and Hispanicized culture and society that surrounds it. In
particular, we must protect ourselves, especially our children, from the cultural conditioning that
weakens our racial consciousness and instinct of racial self-defense. The use of television, internet,
video games, smartphones, and social media should be banned or strictly limited depending upon
the age of the user and the purpose of the use. For example, children should not have smartphones
or use social media and nobody should watch professional sports or anti-White movies or television
programs.

In addition to existential and essential self-sufficiency, the community must also be self-
sustaining through natural growth and the selective recruitment of new community members.
Ideally, the community will grow steadily, through a high fertility rate and the regular addition of
high quality recruits from the local populace surrounding the community, to a size of about 50 to
150 members — the size of the kinship-based bands that humans lived in for the first 99 percent of
their existence. Depending upon the situation, once the community reaches about 150 members, its
leaders may want to consider splitting the community by the relocation of some members to a
different location to start anew.

In community building, the focus of recruitment should be on winning over members of the
local populace, if not as full members of the community, then at least as friends. The community
could use as many friends in the local populace as possible. Above all, avoid making enemies.

The primary recruiting methods are personal contact in social networks and one-on-one
recruiting on a carefully selective basis. To put themselves on a credible basis of communication
with those who they want to win over, recruiters must be good representatives of their community.
In other words, they must blend in, be polite and friendly, and make friends (i.e., be a normal human
being), and do not confront people head-on with ideas, symbols, or language (e.g., racial epithets)
that they have been socially and mentally conditioned from birth to reject. Above all, do not abuse
or insult anybody’s religion.

In some ways, recruitment to a White nationalist community is similar to conversion to a new
religion so the same methodology may work. According to sociologist Rodney Stark, “doctrine plays
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a very secondary role in conversion” because “people convert when their social ties to members of a
religious group outweigh their ties to nonmembers.”"™"”

Because White women are 51 percent of our race and the only possible mothers of White
children, the recruitment of women is just as important, and in some ways more important, than the
recruitment of men. While honoring and supporting women’s maternal role in every possible way,
the community should allow women to fill leadership roles and other positions of responsibility in
the community in keeping with the traditionally high status of women in White societies. Misogyny
has no place in our White homeland.

Since we are building a new nation on the ruins of the old, we must think long-term. White
nationalist communities may be likened to medieval monasteries that preserved much of the
scholarship of Hellenic culture and transmitted it to Latin and Greek Christian societies but instead
of just sustaining and building upon the best of Western civilization, our communities are also
securing the genetic continuity of the White race and producing the White nationalists who will
create the new nation-state.

The building of White nationalist communities and the educational activity discussed in the next
chapter occur simultaneously and in parallel. Both lay the groundwork for the political activity that is
necessary to create the nation-state.
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Chapter 17
EDUCATIONAL ACTIVITY

The third phase of the Northwest Project is educational activity, not within White nationalist
communities but outside them. This type of educational activity is conducted by political soldiers
and 1s necessary to influence public opinion and recruit more political soldiers to achieve the
Northwest Project’s goal of a sovereign White homeland. Because of its political nature, this
educational activity can also be described as propaganda®" or as patt of a metapolitical project.”"

As we have discussed eatlier,”" the social structure of a culture is its system of social
institutions — the family and the society’s political, economic, military, educational, and religious
institutions. The essential function of the social structure is to provide the socialization and
education with which humans secure their essence. This function is fulfilled primarily through the
educational and religious institutions of a society but the political institution normally exercises
control or strong influence over these two institutions.

To secure a society’s essence, the educational and/or religious institutions ctreate an ideology or
doctrine that is, in part, concerned with legitimizing and supporting the social structure, especially
the political institution, and its activities. Not only is legitimacy of the social structure critical to the
essential security of a society, legitimacy is also necessary for the perpetuation of the social structure,
especially the political institution.

Legitimacy is one of two vital assets upon which the perpetuation of the political institution
depends. Legitimacy means that the people under the administration of a political institution
recognize, accept, and obey the authority of that political institution. The other asset is the
monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force and coercive power, which will be discussed in the
next chapter. While legitimacy assists the political institution to fulfill its essential function, the
monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force and coercive power assists the political institution
to fulfill its existential function.

In the United States today, we are in the midst of the legitimization (i.e., the process of
becoming legitimate) of a new political institution. We have seen the subversion of the historically
White Christian American nation-state and its conversion into an anti-White, anti-Christian anti-
nation ruled by a Jewish-dominated hostile elite.”" The creation of this new political institution may
be considered the culmination of the “long march through the institutions” that Italian Communist
Antonio Gramsci advocated to subvert Western societies in order to establish the “hegemony” of
the radical Left as the precursor to Marxist political control'* and that the Jewish-dominated hostile
elite has successfully implemented.

The “long march” was completed between the early 2010s when the “Great Awokening” began
and the election of Democratic President Joe Biden in November 2020, which followed the protests,
riots, looting, and destruction of monuments and memorials during the previous summer. Not only
has the radical Left"" captured the Presidency and Congtress along with the Democratic Party, but
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the academic world, the mass media, the corporate world, nonprofit corporations, professional
sports, most Christian churches, and even the U.S. military are all now in the hands of or heavily
influenced by the radical Left and its ideology of wokeism."'® The radical Left has captured all the
major institutions and is now consolidating its political power through the dissemination of its
ideology throughout society,”"” the suppression of dissenting views,"® and the persecution of
dissenters.

The so-called “insurrection at the United States Capitol on January 6, 2021, was used to
justify not only another impeachment of President Donald Trump, but also a new domestic “War
on Terror” against the new radical Leftist regime’s enemies,”™ especially its White enemies'
despite the lack of a factual basis."”” The regime considers the Capitol tiot to be an act of domestic
terrorism and every Trump supporter to be a white supremacist.

In his inaugural address on January 20, 2021, President Biden called for unity “to fight the
common foes we face.” Among those foes on which he declared war is “a rise in political
extremism, white supremacy, domestic terrorism that we must confront and we will defeat.”"” In
his first presidential address to Congress on April 28, Biden said that “we won’t ignore what our
intelligence agency has determined to be the most lethal terrorist threat to the homeland today:
white supremacy’s terrorism.”>**

On May 12, 2021, during a U.S. Congressional hearing entitled “Domestic Violent Extremism
in America” (held in response to the Capitol riot), Jewish Attorney General Merrick Garland warned
that white supremacists pose “the top domestic violent extremist threat” in the country.™ At the
same hearing, Jewish Department of Homeland Security Secretary Alejandro Mayorkas declared that
“the most significant and immediate terrorism-related threat to our homeland” is the threat posed by
“domestic violence [si] extremism.”'** When asked if their assessment is that “white supremacists”
are the “most persistent lethal threat in the homeland,” both officials responded in the
affirmative.””’

Based on a comprehensive assessment of the domestic terrorism threat ordered by President
Biden on his first day in office that assesses “racially or ethnically motivated violent extremists
(principally those who promote the superiority of the white race) and militia violent extremists . . . as
presenting the most persistent and lethal threats,””® the country’s first “National Strategy for
Countering Domestic Terrorism” was released by the White House in June 2021. In addition to the
expected law enforcement elements, the strategy includes collaboration with the private sector to
suppress White dissident activity and views on the internet and “prioritizing efforts to ensure that
every component of the government has a role to play in rooting out racism and advancing equity
for under-served communities.”’” The latter element means stricter enforcement of existing and
the creation of new anti-White programs and policies. The strategy’s silence on the previous year’s
violence by Black Lives Matter activists and Antifa, whose actions perfectly fit the definition of
“domestic terrorism,”'>! exposes the anti-White bias and hostility of the new regime.

To achieve the goal of the Northwest Project, we must prevent the consolidation of the
political power of this new radical Leftist regime in the proposed homeland. The legitimacy of this
regime is based on four ideas: (1) ethnic and cultural pluralism; (2) racial egalitarianism; (3) Jewish
supremacy; and (4) the “sexual revolution.” Each of these pernicious ideas is disseminated by lies.
During this phase of educational activity, the primary propaganda goal is the delegitimization of the
new regime. The best method to achieve this goal is to attack the basis for each idea in the regime’s
ideology with a counter idea that is in accord with the truth and facts. These counter ideas are (1)

White identity; (2) race realism; (3) Jewish subversion; and (4) gender realism.
* * *

951519

Ethnic and cultural pluralism is the idea that the United States should not be ethnically and
culturally homogeneous or a normatively White nation-state because, among other lies, “diversity is
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our greatest strength.” As we have seen," ethnic and cultural pluralism serves both internal and

external Jewish interests and the advocacy of pluralism was a common theme among the subversive
Jewish intellectual and political movements that were a necessary condition for the radical cultural
transformations of the countercultural revolution. One of those transformations — the triumph of
cultural pluralism — has resulted in the enshrinement of the doctrine of “diversity” and the
entrenchment of “identity politics.””” In addition to the lie that “diversity is our greatest
strength,”** the idea of pluralism is disseminated by the contradictory lie that “race is a social
construct,” ie., a cultural artifact without biological merit,”” and therefore people are
interchangeable. Pluralism and its lies provide intellectual support for the U.S. immigration policy
that keeps the country’s borders open to all of the peoples of the world to the detriment of White
Americans.

With the end of the historic American nation (i.e., White America) in 2020, the new radical
Leftist regime in the United States under President Biden does not even pretend to serve the
interests of White Americans. Instead, the regime is actively hostile to all Whites under the pretense
of defeating “political extremism,” “white supremacy,” and “domestic terrorism” in order to “root
out systemic racism”"* and “deliver racial justice.”'”’ The regime is aided and abetted by the anti-
White enmity and bias of the Left-leaning mainstream media."*

White Americans are being attacked as a race. We have, therefore, no choice but to defend
ourselves as a race. We must counter the idea of ethnic and cultural pluralism with the idea of White
identity. We must regain the White racial consciousness that was shared among almost all White
Americans when the United States was a normatively White nation-state before the mid-twentieth
century. We must make “American” mean White American again.

A White racial consciousness means a sense of racial identity, pride, and solidarity among White
people. It also means no sense of guilt about past behavior of White people.”” An ethno-cultural
core of White Christian Americans founded and built the American Republic for White people only
and dominated American political, economic, and cultural life until the 1950s. In this world of
Eternal Struggle, Whites had to expel or exterminate Indians, enslave and oppress blacks, exclude
Asians, and discriminate against Mexicans in order to create a White nation-state on the North
American continent for themselves and their White posterity.”* Instead of feeling any guilt for the
“white supremacy” of the American past, we — as White Americans — should identify with it, be
proud of it, and co-opt its symbols for our exclusive use.””*' It is who we are."”*

Regaining our White racial consciousness is necessary as a means of self-defense. In a country
in which Whites will soon lose their majority status and with a political system dominated by non-
white identity politics, White Americans must unite as an identity group in order to successfully
compete with other identity groups. It is not fair that the White race is the only racial or ethnic
group that is not allowed to advocate for its own group interests. Without White advocacy groups,
White people have no voice and no power.

We must think collectively. Whites must stop judging members of other races or ethnic groups
as individuals. Whites must think of non-whites as inseparable from their identity group, just like
non-whites think of themselves and like they think of Whites. Because Whites today are assigned
collective guilt for what other Whites did long ago as well as for what other Whites do today, Whites
must do the same for other racial and ethnic groups. We must assign collective guilt, for example, to
all Muslims for the terrorist act of one Muslim, to all blacks for the crimes of one black, and to all
Jews for the Jewish subversion of Western societies. We must also assign collective guilt for long
past wrongs and crimes perpetrated against Whites by our enemies, such as the Muslim invasions of
Europe and the crimes of Muslim slave-raiders. We must regain and never forget our racial memory.

We must act collectively. White Americans constitute an identity group with legitimate rights
and interests that we have a moral right to defend and pursue. These rights include a fundamental
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right to exist and thus an unconditional right to political self-determination within our own territory.
White Americans have a right to our own culture, free of non-white control or influence, and the
right to choose the institutions under which we wish to live. Because these rights and interests are
morally legitimate and thus justice is on our side, the White identity group is 2 moral community."*

Also, racial identity is a natural part of an individual’s essence. The genetic similarity theory
validates this assertion. According to psychologist J. Philippe Rushton, this theory postulates that
human beings are genetically motivated to prefer others who are genetically similar to themselves.'**
For White Americans, therefore, White identity is natural. It is also moral. White identity is not
moral because it is natural. It is moral because it increases the evolutionary fitness of the White
race.”” White identity is necessary for White racial survival.

To refute the lie that “race is a social construct,” we propagandize the counter idea of race
realism, which is considered next.

ES ES ES

Racial egalitarianism is the false idea that every person, regardless of race, has equal potential for
educational and socio-economic success and thus racial inequality is due solely to environmental
factors. The primary environmental factor blamed for black educational and socio-economic failure
is the legacy of slavery and legal segregation in conjunction with persistent White racism in today’s
society that has been given the name of “systemic racism,” which is allegedly proved by “disparate
impact” (i.e., proportionately unequal results)."”* The lies of racial egalitatianism and “systemic
racism” (i.c., the “America-is-still-racist” liberal narrative)"™" are reinforced by the lies of “white
privilege,” “white fragility,” “white complicity,” “antiracism,” and “white supremacy.”"*

Racial egalitarianism is the underlying assumption of the so-called black “civil rights”
movement,”* President Lyndon Johnson’s “War on Poverty,” and all subsequent welfare and other
liberal social policy programs as well as all anti-White racial preference policies (e.g., “affirmative
action,” minority contract set-asides, racial quotas, etc.) and court-ordered or forced busing. Any
dissent from racial egalitarianism and any scientific research supporting such dissent are quickly
suppressed, sometimes violently,"” even though egalitarians also believe the contradictory concept
that “race is a social construct.” But race is only a social construct when it serves the interests of
egalitarians.

Because race matters, we must counter the idea of racial egalitarianism with the idea of race
realism,"”" which acknowledges that the biological concept of race is real'™ and that races are
genetically different in significant ways, notably in intelligence and social behavior. These innate
racial differences cause differences in culture-creating capacity. For example, only Whites were
capable of creating Western civilization, including America’s Anglo-Protestant culture, and only
Whites are capable of sustaining it and building upon it into the future.'”

The most important racial difference is intelligence, which is real, substantially heritable,
affected little by education, and measured by Intelligence Quotient (IQ) tests that are not racially or
culturally biased. On average, IQ differs between races. The mean 1Q of Whites is 100, while the
mean IQ of blacks is 85."%

Intelligence is crucial to a society’s well-being because high cognitive ability is generally
associated with socially desirable behaviors and low cognitive ability with socially undesirable ones,
the most detrimental of which is crime. The falsehood of racial egalitarianism is clearly demonstrated
in the case of blacks whose genetic heritage of low average intelligence and socially undesirable
behavior, in particular high crime rates, is largely responsible for their low socio-economic status in
the United States and other Western countries and their low culture-creating capacity in sub-Saharan
Africa.

Blacks and their White liberal allies blame blacks’ low socio-economic status and other failures
on “systemic racism” or on the additional lies of “white privilege” or “white supremacy.” In addition
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to being used as a political weapon to gain power,"> these lies of pervasive White racism are used to

justify “black rage” that is, in turn, used to excuse or justify the high black crime rate and
preponderance of black-on-White over White-on-black violence that we earlier characterized as a
black-on-White race war.” In the last few years, the “Great Awokening” and the formation of the
Black Lives Matter movement have intensified the aggravation of black resentment and hatred of
Whites and the promotion of White guilt and self-loathing as well as increased black-on-White
crime.

The idea of race realism is essential to counter this detrimental impact by exposing the lies of
racial egalitarianism and “systemic racism.” By doing so, race realism necessarily leads to a rational
form of racism that White advocate Edgar Steele calls “defensive racism.”"”

While race realism is the simple recognition of biological facts, defensive racism is behavior
based on that recognition of facts. We have already seen that the genetic similarity theory reveals a
biological basis for an innate racism that favors one’s race over other races' but defensive racism is
based on facts and reason.

In recognizing that certain innate racial differences are largely responsible for the variation in
socio-economic achievements, intelligence, and social behavior among the different races, defensive
racism is behavior that avoids harm to one’s self and kin according to that recognition. In the case of
blacks, their low average intelligence and socially undesirable behavior, in particular high crime rates,
leads any reasonable White person to a “rational discrimination” or prejudice of blacks that is based
on accurate generalizations of their group traits and conduct.” Because black group traits and
conduct threaten Whites and White interests, defensive racism (i.e., “rational discrimination”) is a
reasonable response. Ultimately, that response must result in total separation between the White and
black races in order to avoid all potential harm.

As the factual basis for defensive racism, race realism is necessary for White racial survival.

ES ES ES

Jewish supremacy is the false idea that Jews are a special protected group because they are the
divinely “Chosen People””™ with a special mission to be a “light unto the nations”""' — i.e., “a
moral beacon to the rest of humanity”** — and thus it is forbidden to criticize an individual Jew as a
Jew, Jewry as a group, the state of Israel, or even to discuss Jewish interests at all. ** Due to the
already significant Jewish influence and control in the mass media in the 1930s, psychologist Kevin
MacDonald contends that by 1941 the United States “had entered into an era when it had become
morally unacceptable to discuss Jewish interests at all.” He adds, “We are still in that era.” ™ As a
marker of the change in attitude toward Jews, he notes Chatles Lindbergh’s famous speech of
September 11, 1941, in which he stated that Jews, along with the Roosevelt administration and the
British, were the principal forces attempting to bring the United States into the war against
Germany. His speech “was greeted with a torrent of abuse and hatred unparalleled for a mainstream
public figure in American history.”">®

As MacDonald notes, we are still in the era of Jewish supremacy when Jews cannot be criticized
and Jewish interests cannot be discussed. We must counter the lies of Jewish supremacy and
untouchability with the idea of Jewish subversion. We must propagandize that Jews are the main
perpetrators of the subversion of the Western world. As such, Jews are subject to criticism and their
interests open for discussion.

Chapters 8 and 9 above provide details of Jewish subversion but it can be summarized as
follows: Because Judaism is a group evolutionary strategy for maintaining genetic and cultural
segregation in a diaspora context, Jewry is a cohesive, collectivistic, genetically-distinct ethnic group
that has been very successful in competition with White people within the individualistic societies of
the Western world. One critical area of competition has been Jewish efforts to alter Western
societies in a manner that serves Jewish interests by neutralizing or ending anti-Semitism and
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providing for Jewish group continuity. These Jewish efforts resulted in the countercultural
revolution that began in the 1960s; the radical cultural transformations of the countercultural
revolution that converted the United States into an anti-White, anti-Christian anti-nation; the
triumph of the intellectual Left; and the rise of a Jewish-dominated hostile elite. As a consequence,
we now live in a Judaized culture and society ruled by a hostile elite that continues to wage war
against White Americans and what remains of Anglo-Protestant culture. Unless stopped, the
ultimate outcome will be White extinction.

MacDonald maintains that Western individualistic societies are uniquely vulnerable to
subversion by cohesive, collectivistic groups, such as Jewry, because “people from individualistic
cultures have an evolved negative emotional reaction to free riding that results in their punishing
such people even at a cost to themselves.””® This phenomenon is known as “altruistic
punishment,” which is best explained in MacDonald’s own words.

This [scientific research] suggests the fascinating possibility that a key strategy for any group
intending to turn Buropeans against themselves would be to trigger their strong tendency toward
altruistic punishment by convincing them of the moral blameworthiness of their own people.
Altruistic punishment is essentially a moral condemnation of the other person as unfair. Because
Europeans are individualists at heart, they readily exhibit moral anger against their own people once
they are seen as defectors from a moral consensus and therefore blameworthy — a manifestation of
Europeans’ stronger tendency toward altruistic punishment deriving from their evolutionary past as
hunter-gatherers. In altruistic punishment, relative genetic distance is irrelevant. Free-riders are seen
as strangers in a market situation; i.e., they have no familial or tribal connection with the altruistic
punisher.""’

Thus the current altruistic punishment so characteristic of contemporary Western civilization:
Once Europeans were convinced that their own people were morally bankrupt, any and all means
of punishment should be used against their own people. Rather than see other Europeans as part of
an encompassing ethnic and tribal community, fellow Europeans were seen as morally
blameworthy and the appropriate target of altruistic punishment. For Westerners, morality is
individualistic — violations of communal norms by free-riders are punished by altruistic aggression.

On the other hand, group strategies deriving from collectivist cultures, such as the Jews, ate
immune to such a maneuver because kinship and group ties come first. Morality is particularistic —
whatever is good for the group. . . .

The best strategy for a collectivist group like the Jews for destroying Europeans therefore is to
convince the Europeans of their own moral bankruptcy. A major theme of CofC [The Culture of
Critigue] is that this is exactly what Jewish intellectual movements have done. They have presented
Judaism as morally superior to European civilization and European civilization as morally bankrupt
and the proper target of altruistic punishment. The consequence is that once Europeans are
convinced of their own moral depravity, they will destroy their own people in a fit of altruistic
punishment. The general dismantling of the culture of the West and eventually its demise as
anything resembling an ethnic entity will occur as a result of a moral onslaught triggering a
paroxysm of altruistic punishment. And thus the intense effort among Jewish intellectuals to
continue the ideology of the moral superiority of Judaism and its role as undeserving historical
victim while at the same time continuing the onslaught on the moral legitimacy of the West."™®

The vulnerability of the Western world to the subversive Jewish strategy of altruistic
punishment became even greater after the weakening of ethnic nationalism caused by the Great Civil
War of the West (1914-1945) and the subsequent creation of the Holocaust cult.*® The ending of

Jewish subversion is necessary for White racial survival.
* * *
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As previously discussed,”” the “sexual revolution” is the radical cultural transformation of the
countercultural revolution that resulted in the normalization of premarital sex, pornography,
alternative forms of sexuality, second-wave feminism, homosexuality, same-sex marriage, and
transgenderism, all of which have contributed to the decline of the traditional family structure and
the White fertility rate.”” The “sexual revolution” is based on the lie that liberation from any and all
limitations and constraints on sexual behavior is healthy and good.

In addition to countering the idea of the “sexual revolution” and its supporting lie with the idea
of a natural morality that has already been set forth in part III above and that will be continued in
chapter 19 below, we must employ the idea of gender realism to counter the lie that “gender is a
social construct” because this lie supports two of the most detrimental results of the “sexual
revolution” — second-wave feminism and transgenderism.

In Human Diversity: The Biology of Gender, Race, and Class (2020), Charles Murray describes the lie
that “gender is a social construct” as follows: “Physiological sex differences associated with
childbearing have been used to create artificial gender roles that are unjustified by inborn
characteristics of personality, abilities, or social behavior.”™ In denying that there are any
significant innate sex differences in personality, abilities, or social behavior, feminism has
contributed to the decline of marriage, motherhood, and the nuclear family.

Murray debunks this lie with the latest advances in genetics and neuroscience that prove the
following propositions: (1) “Sex differences in personality are consistent worldwide and tend to
widen in more gender-egalitarian cultures”; (2) “On average, females worldwide have advantages in
verbal ability and social cognition while males have advantages in visuospatial abilities and the
extremes of mathematical ability”; (3) “On average, women worldwide are more attracted to
vocations centered on people and men to vocations centered on things”; and (4) “Many sex
differences in the brain are coordinate with sex differences in personality, abilities, and social
behavior.”""

The lie that “gender is a social construct” also supports transgenderism. As discussed above,
transgenderism claims that gender identity is mutable or “fluid” because “gender is a social
construct.” Instead of biological facts, the determining factor in gender identity is subjective state,
i.e., “self-identification.” Gender is so “fluid” that some people identify as “non-binary,” which
includes agender, androgynous, bigender, intergender, pangender, genderfluid, and postgender
identities.””” As the most radical form of individualism yet produced by the “sexual revolution,” this
flight from reality will have devastating effects on the Western world. "’

The idea of gender realism acknowledges that the biological concept of sex is immutable and is
objectively determined by anatomy and genetics at the time of birth; that the two sexes are
genetically different not only physically and physiologically, but in personality, abilities, and social
behavior; and that these sex differences provide the basis for the gender or sociocultural differences
between the two sexes that serve the fundamental purpose of reproducing the species. As such,

gender realism is necessary for White racial survival.
* * *

1574

We have the advantage in this intellectual struggle because we have the truth and facts on our
side. In an honest debate, the ideas of ethnic and cultural pluralism, racial egalitarianism, Jewish
supremacy, and the “sexual revolution” and their supporting lies will lose to the counter ideas of
White identity, race realism, Jewish subversion, and gender realism and their supporting facts. Our
honesty and credibility in conveying these truths and facts enhance our advantage.

The primary goal of this propaganda is the delegitimization of the new radical Leftist regime,
especially in the Pacific Northwest. By demonstrating that this regime is actively hostile to the
interests and well-being of White Americans through its lies and its actions based on those lies, the
regime loses legitimacy. In other words, the withdrawal of the consent of the governed occurs,
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wherein a majority of the White population in the proposed homeland no longer recognizes,
accepts, or obeys the new radical Leftist regime and desires actual change.

The change we offer is life in a sovereign White homeland in the Pacific Northwest where we
can end our dispossession, regain control of our destiny, and secure the existence of our people and
a future for White children. This is the goal of the Northwest Project. In addition to the educational
activity of political soldiers described in this chapter, this change is only possible through the
political activity of many more political soldiers, whose recruitment is the secondary goal of this
propaganda and whose activity we shall turn to next.
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Chapter 18
POLITICAL ACTIVITY

The fourth and final phase of the Northwest Project is the political activity required to create a
White nation-state in the Pacific Northwest. While the educational activity discussed in the previous
chapter attacks the foundational ideas of the new radical Leftist regime with the aim of
delegitimizing it, the political activity discussed here creates and legitimizes the political institution
that will replace that regime in the Pacific Northwest. To maximize the chances for success, this
political activity should be based on the principles of national populism. Success also requires the
active involvement of many political soldiers who will have the natural morality to conduct the
necessary political activity to create a nation-state.

To reiterate, the social structure of a culture is its system of social institutions. The existential
function of the social structure is to provide the organization and guidance with which humans
secure their existence. This function is fulfilled primarily through the political institution and
secondarily through the economic and military institutions of a society. A political institution, of
course, cannot fulfill its existential (or essential) function if it is not perpetual.

Again, to repeat, legitimacy is one of two vital assets upon which the perpetuation of a political
institution depends. The other asset is the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force and
coercive power. This monopoly is the foundation of all state power. Recall that we define a state as a
political institution with a centralized sovereign authority that can exercise a monopoly of the
legitimate use of physical force and coercive power over its population within a defined territory.

A state may lose its monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force and coercive power in two
ways. First, the monopoly may be broken when the state no longer has exclusive control or
possession of its territory, in whole or in part, through, for example, military invasion, civil war,
revolutionary war, insurgency, guerrilla warfare, terrorism, coup d’état, rebellion, and armed gangs.
Except for military invasion, this way may be called the strategy of direct action when a domestic
group commits violent acts with the goal of breaking the state’s monopoly of the use of physical
force and coercive power.

Like indirect action discussed below, the success of direct action in bringing about political
change requires not only the delegitimization of the state but also the legitimization of the group
(e.g., opposing or revolutionary party, insurgent group, gang, etc.) that aims to replace the existing
state. Even if the group is initially successful in replacing the state, the monopoly of the use of
physical force and coercive power is not enough for the perpetuation of the group as a political
institution. Its use must be legitimate, i.e., the group exercising the monopoly has legitimacy.

In The White Book””” and his Northwest independence novels,”” Harold Covington explicitly
models his revolutionary plan for Northwest independence on the Irish War of Independence
(1919-1921). He states that the first step of this war was the creation of the Dail Fireann in January
1919. This institution served as an illegal shadow government during the war and became the Irish
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parliament after independence.”” In addition to ignoring the preceding over-a-century-long struggle
for Irish freedom and development of Irish nationalism, Covington fails to recognize that the
legitimacy of the Dail Fireann came from the landslide victory (70 percent of the Irish seats, 91
percent outside Ulster) of the Sinn Féin Party in the parliamentary elections of December 1918. In
accordance with the Sinn Féin Manifesto of 1918, the Sinn Féin elected members of parliament
refused to take their seats in the British Parliament in London. Instead, they created the Dail
Eireann and declared Irish independence. In this way, the Dail Fireann became the source of
legitimacy for the subsequent successful war of independence.

Second, the monopoly may be broken when the use of physical force and coercive power by
the state is perceived to be illegitimate. The state’s use of force is perceived to be illegitimate when
the state itself has already lost legitimacy or when the state’s use of force is employed in such a
manner (e.g., use of excessive force) as to cause the state to lose legitimacy. This way may be called
the strategy of indirect action when a domestic group commits nonviolent acts (e.g., boycotts,
strikes, and protests) and/or mildly violent acts (e.g., popular unrest and riots) with the goal of
bringing about political change through the delegitimization of the state.

An examination of historical events reveals that direct action is often not necessary to cause the
state’s loss of the monopoly of the use of physical force and coercive power when the state has
already lost legitimacy. A sure sign that the state has lost legitimacy is when its security forces (i.e.,
police and military) refuse to use lethal force against the state’s opponents. This refusal indicates that
the security forces no longer recognize the legitimacy of the state. When that happens, the state can
no longer exercise a monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force and coercive power over its
population. The state is then ripe for collapse.

Several studies™ of the most famous political revolutions of the Western wotld — the English
Revolution of 1640, the American Revolution of 1776, the French Revolution of 1789, and the
Russian Revolution of 1917 — show a common pattern of events. Prior to revolution, the bulk of the
“intellectuals” — journalists, poets, playwrights, essayists, teachers, members of the clergy, lawyers,
and trained members of the bureaucracy — cease to support the state, write condemnations, and
demand major reforms. One historian describes this process as “the transfer of allegiance of the
intellectuals.”"® This loss of legitimacy often results in the reluctance or refusal of leaders to order
the use of lethal force and/or of the security forces to use lethal force against the state’s
opponents.””™ This refusal breaks the state’s monopoly of the use of force and the state collapses in
response to mass resistance. The revolution begins after the seizure of state power by the
revolutionaries.

One example comes from the French Revolution of 1789. After two years of ineffectively
responding to a financial crisis, the French monarchy went bankrupt in August 1788 and lost its
legitimacy. Abdicating his authority and power to govern, King Louis XVI convoked the Estates-
General (a representative body) to formulate and implement the necessary reforms. In June 1789,
one month after its first meeting in Versailles, the Estates-General changed its title to the National
Assembly and claimed sovereign authority. When the king locked the Assembly out of its meeting
places in an attempt to reclaim authority, the members took the “Tennis Court Oath” vowing not to
disperse until a constitution is written. After the Assembly defied the king’s second order to
disperse, he conceded. Crowds roamed the streets of Versailles and burst into the palace past troops
who offered no resistance. In Paris, the same regiment of the French Guards that shot down rioters
two months earlier refused public-order duties. On July 14, the prison fortress Bastille was stormed
by a revolutionary mob joined by some military mutineers. The king had enough army troops
outside Paris to restore order on the next day but his general advised him that he could not rely on
their loyalty. The king’s acceptance of that advice marked the end of royal sovereign authority. He
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recognized that his monopoly of the use of force was broken and was finally compelled to accept all
that had been done since June."*

Another example occurred during the Russian Revolution of February 1917."% Russian military
defeats in the First World War and governmental incompetence on the home front caused the
regime of Tsar Nicholas II to lose legitimacy. The tsar lost the support of both the political and
military elites and the Russian people. In February 1917, a general strike and mass protests began in
the capital city of Petrograd. On February 25 (Julian calendar), the tsar ordered the commander of
the Petrograd military district to “put an end . . . to all disturbances in the streets.” On the next day,
the army obeyed and performed crowd control, killing dozens of protesters. Also on this day,
February 20, the tsar ordered the dissolution of the State Duma (parliament). On the following day,
many of the soldiers mutinied, refusing to obey any further orders to fire on protesters. When the
mutineers were not court-martialed, the mutiny spread and so did anarchy in the streets. What was
left of the army had lost control of the city. Also on this day, February 27, radical socialists formed
the Petrograd Soviet, a representative body of the city’s workers and soldiers;, the already-powerless
Council of Ministers submitted its resignation to the tsar; and instead of dissolving, the Duma
president and other delegates formed a provisional Duma committee to re-establish order, which
became the Provisional Government a day later, acting as if it was the new government. When news
of the revolution traveled outside the capital, so did revolutionary disturbances and military
mutinies. Once he realized that the army high command had turned against him and sided with the
Provisional Government, the tsar abdicated on March 2.%

More recently, the fall of the communist regimes in the Soviet Union and Eastern Europe
(Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Germany, Hungary, Poland, and Romania) in 1989-1991 and the
disintegration of the Soviet Union in 1991 were caused by a loss of legitimacy. By the 1980s, the
endless corruption, blatant lies, collapse of elementary social trust, petty tyranny at every level, and
dismal performance of socialist economies resulted in the moral bankruptcy of communism. The
political and economic reforms of Soviet leader Mikhail Gorbachev just made matters worse. His
failed attempts to reform a dysfunctional system simply accelerated the state’s loss of legitimacy and
the rise of nationalism. Once Gorbachev abandoned the use of repression in Eastern Europe, all of
the communist regimes there fell with very little violence except Romania. In the Soviet Union, the
coup leaders of August 1991 failed to preserve the communist regime because they and much of the
security forces refused to use force against the massive popular resistance to the coup. Four months
later, the Soviet Union disintegrated into 15 independent countries.™

Also, direct action is frequently not necessary to cause the state’s loss of the monopoly of the
use of physical force and coercive power, or is more likely to succeed in doing so, when the state’s
use of force is employed in such a manner (e.g., use of excessive force) as to cause the state to lose
legitimacy. An example is the “Bloody Sunday” massacre in January 1905 when peaceful
demonstrators were attacked by Cossack cavalry and Guard Corps troops, killing at least 200 and
wounding another 800, outside the Winter Palace in St. Petersburg, Russia. It sparked the 1905
Revolution and severely damaged the legitimacy of the tsarist regime.” Another example is the
British overreaction to the 1916 Easter Rising with the execution of 16 Irish rebel leaders and the
imprisonment of thousands. Later, the coercive policy of the British, especially the brutality and
reprisal attacks of the “Black and Tans” paramilitary force, further swayed Irish public opinion
against the legitimacy of British rule."”

From these historical examples and others, ™ we learn that the delegitimization of the state
without direct action can be enough to break the state’s monopoly of the use of physical force and
coercive power.”" While educational activity can delegitimize the new radical Leftist regime by
attacking its foundational ideas, political activity can also delegitimize the regime by exploiting
specific detrimental impacts of those ideas on White Americans. For example, the idea of ethnic and
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cultural pluralism supports replacement-level non-white immigration, racial egalitarianism justifies
anti-White discrimination and excuses the black-on-White race war, Jewish supremacy causes
unnecessary regime-change wars in the Middle East, and transgenderism results in irreversible
damage to our children and young adults through sex reassighment therapy and surgery.

Another indirect action to delegitimize the radical Leftist regime is the characterization of the
regime’s new domestic “War on Terror” as an abuse of power. For example, we can exploit the
overreaction of the Democratic Party and the Left-leaning mainstream media to the so-called
“insurrection” at the U.S. Capitol on January 6, 2021,""* and the Department of Justice’s labelling of
dissident parents as “domestic terrorists.” ™ Among the many other examples of abuse of power by
our deceitful and corrupt hostile elite that we can exploit are the events surrounding the Unite the
Right rally in Charlottesville, Virginia, in August 2017, such as the “very fine people hoax” and Joe
Biden’s use of that hoax as his motivation for his presidential bid."*

In addition to taking indirect action to delegitimize the radical Leftist regime through these and
other ways, political activity must create and legitimize the political institution that will replace that
regime in the Pacific Northwest (i.e., the proposed White homeland). The effectiveness of this
political activity in doing so depends upon the current local, national, and global political
environment. An objective assessment of that environment means our political activity should be
based on the principles of national populism.

In National Populism: The Revolt Against Liberal Democracy (2018), Roger Eatwell and Matthew
Goodwin look at the deep, long-term cultural trends that have given rise to national populism in
Europe and the United States, most notably, in 2016, the British voters’” approval of “Brexit” from
the European Union and the election of Donald Trump as president of the United States. According
to the authors, national populism is an ideology which “prioritize[s] the culture and interests of the
nation, and promise[s| to give voice to a people who feel that they have been neglected, even held in
contempt, by distant and often corrupt elites.”'™ They argue that “national populism is here to
stay”'™ because it revolves around “a set of four deep-rooted societal changes which are cause for
growing concern among millions of people in the West” and “are unlikely to fade in the near
future.”"”’

Eatwell and Goodwin call these societal changes the four Ds: distrust of the political elite by the
people; destruction of the national group and its culture by immigration and multiculturalism;
deprivation caused by economic globalization; and de-alignment between the traditional mainstream
parties and the people. More details on these changes will be noted below in our elaboration on
national populism. What follows is an outline of a party platform based on the principles of national
populism that incorporates other relevant ideas discussed elsewhere in this book.

The principles of national populism are nationalism, populism, social conservatism, economic
nationalism, and a noninterventionist foreign policy. In the simplest terms, these principles mean
that the state should favor its own citizens over foreigners, its working and middles classes over the
elite, the traditional family structure over any deviation thereof, the domestic worker over the
foreign worker, and the national interest over any international interest.

The principle of nationalism is the idea that the state should favor its own citizens over
foreigners. Throughout the Western world, according to Eatwell and Goodwin, mass immigration
and the consequent “hyper ethnic change” are producing strong fears about the possible destruction
of the national group and its culture. These fears are linked to a distrust of corrupt and distant elites
who are encouraging further mass immigration for their own benefit, while silencing any opposition
through the doctrine of multiculturalism.”” The national populist quest for lower immigration and
slower ethnic change is an attempt to defeat “cultural threats” to national identity by stemming the
dwindling size of the national group and avoiding the destruction of the national group and its
culture.””
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In our struggle against the radical Leftist regime in the Pacific Northwest, the principle of
nationalism should be focused on two primary issues: non-white immigration and the destruction of
the historic American nation (i.e., White America). The immediate goals are the end to all non-white
immigration to the Pacific Northwest and the restoration of the historic American nation in the
Pacific Northwest. Of course, these goals require addressing the two issues at the national level as
well but the focus is on the proposed homeland. The ultimate goal is the restoration of the historic
American nation on a firmer foundation as a White nation-state in the Pacific Northwest.'*"

Instead of repeating what is discussed elsewhere that is relevant to the issues discussed in this
chapter, we shall just briefly mention what they are and their location. The definition of nationalism
in chapter 6 (The Eternal Struggle) above and its discussion again in chapter 19 (Nation-state) below
are relevant to both nationalist issues. The causes of the existential crisis described in part I above
are relevant on the issue of non-white immigration: a dwindling White population due to below-
replacement fertility levels (The Demographic Threat) plus a continuous invasion and settlement by
Muslims (The Islamic Threat), Hispanics (The Hispanic Threat) and Africans (The African
Threat).""" A good expression to describe this intentional process is the “Great Replacement.”

Because immigration is “the single biggest motivating factor leading to the national populist
revolution across the world” and “the single most important issue facing democracies across the
wortld because it affects all other foreign and domestic policy,”'*” immigration, both legal and illegal,
must be the number one issue in our national populist platform. Although the other radical cultural
transformations of the countercultural revolution have been detrimental, the most detrimental of the
transformations has been the changes in U.S. immigration law since 1965 because they have altered
the racial and ethnic composition of the United States.'*”

The background on the second issue — the destruction of the historic American nation — starts
with the history of American national identity in chapter 7 (The Real American Story) and then
continues with the subversion of the nation’s White Christian ethno-cultural core and its Anglo-
Protestant culture in chapter 8 (The Jewish Threat) and chapter 9 (The American Problem). This is
the subversion of the White Christian American nation and its conversion into an anti-White, anti-
Christian anti-nation. In response to this destruction of the historic American nation, we incorporate
the counter ideas of White identity, race realism, Jewish subversion, and gender realism introduced
in the previous chapter into our political activity.

In the field of political activity, the restoration of the historic American nation requires the
defeat of what Rod Dreher calls “soft totalitarianism.”'*™* In his book, he makes a solid case that
“liberal democracy is degenerating” into a “soft totalitarianism,” which is defined by two factors: the
ideology of “social justice” (i.e., the ideology of “wokeism” or Social Justice scholarship and its
expansion outside academia in the so-called “Great Awokening” that we discussed in chapter 9
above) and “surveillance technology,”'™” not by the state but by “woke capitalism.”'*"

Because of the nature of wokeism, soft totalitarianism is intrinsically anti-White and anti-
Western, just like the new radical Leftist regime. So, rather than “liberal democracy is degenerating”
into a soft totalitarianism, it would be more accurate to say that the new regime is growing into a soft
totalitarianism.

Dreher defines totalitarianism as “a form of government that combines political
authoritarianism with an ideology that seeks to control all aspects of life.”'"” “Soft” totalitarianism
means that the methods to control your actions, thoughts, and emotions are not yet “hard,” e.g,,
arbitrary arrest and detention, abduction and forced disappearance, torture, and assassination. “Soft”
methods include ostracism, online harassment, “deplatforming,”'™® suppression of free speech,
“doxing,”'*” job loss, and “cancel culture.”

In addition to the religious fanaticism of “social justice wartiors” (aka SJWs),'" compliance
with wokeism is forced less by the state than by woke capitalism, which is the adoption of wokeism
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by large corporations, especially Big Tech.'®!! This politicization of life in corporations along “social
justice” lines occurred at about the same time as the emergence of “sutveillance capitalism”'*'* —
“the sales-directed mining of individual data gathered by electronic devices.”'" The power of
surveillance capitalism to manipulate people’s lives increases each year as more people come of age
with smartphones and social media.'*"*

The spread of wokeism, especially woke capitalism, and the reach of surveillance capitalism
have created an environment favorable to the emergence of soft totalitarianism and to the
acceptance of a version of China’s social credit system to enforce wokeism. Dreher warns that we
are “being conditioned to surrender privacy and political liberties for the sake of comfort,
convenience, and an artificially imposed social harmony.”'*” The technological capability to
implement such a social credit system of discipline and control in the Western world already exists.
The only battiers preventing it from being imposed are political.'*'®

As we have seen,'” wokeism has its origins in the postmodernist Theories and studies —
postcolonial Theory, queer Theory, critical race Theory, gender studies, fat studies, disability studies,
etc. — that developed in academia from the 1980s to the mid-2000s. As a product of postmodernism,
wokeism rejects classical liberalism, which is the basis of American republicanism, part of Anglo-
Protestant culture, and the source of the American Creed. In particular danger from wokeism is the
traditional American value of freedom of speech — a right that is critical for our success. The defeat
of wokeism, including woke capitalism, requires the eradication of postmodernism from all
institutions — political, economic, military, educational, and religious — starting with the
educational.'"®

The restoration of the historic American nation also requires the defeat of surveillance
capitalism but that goal is part of a larger problem — the tyranny of Big Tech'*" — that will be
addressed next under the principle of populism.

The principle of populism is the idea that the state should favor its working and middle classes
over the elite. According to Fatwell and Goodwin, the elitist nature of liberal democracy and the
increasingly unequal economic settlement have created a belief among large numbers of citizens that
liberal-democratic politics no longer represents ordinary people, that they no longer have a voice,
and that the political elite, as well as other elites, cannot be trusted.'® In response, national populists
attempt to make the popular will heard and acted upon, defend the interests of the plain, ordinary
people, and desire to replace corrupt and distant elites.'®!

In our struggle, the principle of populism should be focused on one primary issue: the
predominance of a Jewish-dominated hostile elite that is anti-White, anti-Western, anti-nationalist,
and anti-populist. The immediate goal is the end to rule by the Jewish-dominated hostile elite in the
Pacific Northwest. The ultimate goal is the permanent replacement of this hostile elite in the Pacific
Northwest by White leaders who govern for the common good. The common good of a nation-
state is the adaptiveness (i.e., the ability to survive and reproduce) of the greatest number in its
conterminous nation.'**

The predominance of a Jewish-dominated hostile elite in the United States has resulted in a
Judaized, Africanized, and Hispanicized culture and society that is inimical to the genetic and
cultural interests of the nation’s White Christian ethno-cultural core, the real Americans who
founded and built the American Republic. Despite its victory in the culture war and the resulting
destruction of the historic American nation, the hostile elite continues to wage war against White
Americans and their traditional Anglo-Protestant culture. In addition to the evidence provided in
chapter 8 (The Jewish Threat) and chapter 9 (The American Problem), which is summarized in the
previous chapter, there is abundant evidence of more recent subversive activity of our hostile elite
that should be exploited in order to expose the crimes, fraud, and corruption of an elite that seeks to
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suppress the popular will — most recently expressed in the national populism of Donald Trump and
his supporters. This exposure will increase the distrust of, and hatred for, our hostile elite.'®

After Donald Trump’s unexpected victory in the 2016 presidential election, Democrats and the
hostile elite refused to accept their loss, called Trump’s presidency illegitimate, formed a
“resistance,” persistently undermined his administration, and relentlessly attempted to remove him
from office. At the same time, to prevent Trump’s re-election, Democrats rigged the 2020 election
with help from their allies in the mainstream media and Big Tech.'™ As a result, many of the 74
million Trump voters have lost faith in the electoral system and believe that Joe Biden is an
illegitimate president. They also have no trust in the Left-leaning mainstream media (hereinafter
media) and Big Tech.

Since June 2015, when Donald Trump announced his candidacy for president, the media has
destroyed its own credibility with a relentless stream of “fake news” designed to smear Trump and
his supporters while advancing a Leftist agenda. The fakest of the “fake news” was the 100 percent
bogus story that Trump had colluded with the Russian government to rig the 2016 election and that
he was a Russian agent.'” Instead of collusion between the Trump campaign and the Kremlin, the
real collusion in the 2016 election was between the Hillary Clinton campaign and the Obama
administration. When that collusion failed to prevent Trump’s election, the fabricated narrative that
the Trump campaign colluded with Russia was used in an attempt to undo the election results
through a special counsel investigation.'**

Because the Mueller Report failed to provide evidence of any impeachable misconduct,
President Trump’s political enemies were desperate for any allegedly impeachable offense and found
one in a telephone call with the Ukrainian president that was all talk and no action by either party. '
When the impeachment predictably did not result in conviction, the Democrats had to find another
way to prevent Trump’s re-election. They found it in the coronavirus pandemic.

It is highly probable that President Trump would have won re-election but for the combination
of two factors:'” (1) the coronavirus pandemic and subsequent changes to voting rules and
procedures'® and (2) the suppression and manipulation of information (and thus voters) by the
media through weaponized fake news and Big Tech through, in particular, its social media
platforms.'*!

In the February 2021 edition of Time magazine, a member of the media reveals in her “secret
history” of the election that there was a “conspiracy” — “an informal alliance between left-wing
activists and business titans” — that ensured a Biden victory through changes to the voting rules and
the suppression and manipulation of information by the media and Big Tech. In her boastful words,
the conspirators were “a well-funded cabal of powerful people, ranging across industries and
ideologies, working together behind the scenes to influence perceptions, change rules and laws, steer
media coverage and control the flow of information.” Although claiming to have “saved” the
election by “fortifying” it, she shows that almost all of the conspirators were cleatly working for a
Biden victory.'®

One particularly grievous case of suppression and manipulation of information was the story,
originally published in the New York Post on October 14, 2020, of Hunter Biden’s laptop that
contained information damaging to his fathet’s presidential campaign.'” According to data
compiled by the Media Research Center, the suppression of the Hunter Biden story by the mass
media and Big Tech swung the election in Joe Biden’s favor.'®*

Later, in a book, the journalist who wrote the original story presents the inside story of Hunter
Biden’s laptop and exposes the coordinated censorship operation by the media, Big Tech, and
former intelligence operatives to suppress the New York Post’s story just three weeks before the 2020
election. The laptop provides the first conclusive evidence that Joe Biden was involved in his son’s
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corrupt business ventures in China and Ukraine despite the president’s repeated denials,'*” although
Hunter Biden’s business activities in China and Ukraine had already been under scrutiny.

Apart from its ability to suppress and manipulate information to sway voters, Big Tech poses a
greater threat to all Americans. In The Tyranny of Big Tech (2021), U.S. Senator Josh Hawley (R-MO)
warns that the oligarchs of Big Tech are a clear and present danger to America’s future as a free,
self-governing republic of the common man.'”” These companies are a coercive plutocracy,
relentlessly mining personal data, crushing competitors, imposing a political orthodoxy across all
platforms, and silencing dissenting voices. He sets out the dangers that Big Tech poses to us all: “its
model of addiction, its surveillance and data theft, its menace to our children and our children’s
psychological well-being, its censorship, and its predatory form of globalism.”'%%

It is not only Big Tech that poses a danger to the common White man and woman. The U.S.
government can collect all the world’s digital communications (phone calls, text messages, and
emails), store them for ages, and search through them at will. " With the capture of the government
and all the major institutions in 2020 by its radical Left faction, our Jewish-dominated hostile elite
can break down the barriers to the imposition of soft totalitarianism and a social credit system to
enforce it. It has already conducted a “massive purge” of conservatives, including President Trump,
from the internet in January 2021'% and is now disseminating its ideology of wokeism throughout
society, suppressing dissenting views, and persecuting dissenters in an effort to suppress the popular
will and consolidate its political power.

The principle of social conservatism is the idea that the state should favor the traditional family
structure over any deviation thereof. In chapter 9 (The American Problem), we saw the decline of
the traditional family structure and the normalization of transgenderism as just two, of the many,
detrimental results of the “sexual revolution.”

In our struggle, the principle of social conservatism should be focused on two primary issues:
transgenderism in particular and the “sexual revolution” in general. The immediate goal is the end of
all transgender-friendly policies in the Pacific Northwest. The ultimate goal is the restoration of the
traditional Western family structure in the Pacific Northwest.

Although second-wave feminism is arguably the factor most responsible for the decline of the
traditional family structure and the White fertility rate, we should address second-wave feminism as
part of our general campaign to restore the traditional family structure. Chapter 19 (Nation-state)
provides a doctrinal basis for the restoration of the traditional family structure, i.e., a nuclear family
with heterosexual parents in a monogamous marriage and traditional gender roles. Instead, the
immediate focus should be on transgenderism because transgender equality is, according to
President Biden, “the civil rights issue of our time.”'*"!

To counter transgenderism, we propagandize the counter idea of gender realism introduced in
the previous chapter. In the field of political activity, the end of all transgender-friendly policies
requires action not only to prevent the passage of such laws that, for example, allow boys to use the
girl’s restroom or participate as a girl in school sports, or allow sex reassignment surgery and
hormone therapy on minors, but also action such as preventing indoctrination on transgenderism in
public schools and programs like Drag Queen Story Hour in public spaces. At first, it would be
more productive to focus political activity on the protection of minors rather on adults.

Our political activity should be informed and guided by three major themes. The first is that
gender dysphoria (formerly “gender identity disorder”), especially rapid-onset gender dysphoria, is a
mental illness, which should be treated, not indulged with sexual mutilation. To say that you are a
woman in a man’s body, or vice versa, is insane. But to believe that a man who says that he is a
woman (L.e., a “trans woman”) actually is a woman and should be treated like a woman is even more
insane. To expect any sane person to go along with this insanity should be ridiculed. Ridicule and
humor can be powerful weapons against the insanity of transgenderism.
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Another major theme is that transgenderism endangers the physical and mental health of our
children because it causes “irreversible damage.”'***

Finally, political activity should be guided by the ultimate goal to restore the traditional family
structure as normative in the Pacific Northwest. That is not possible by making concessions. If we
do not reject the underlying theme of the “sexual revolution” (i.e., liberation from any and all
limitations and constraints on sexual behavior) and return to more traditional limitations and
constraints, the next stage in the “sexual revolution” will be the normalization of pedophilia.'*”

The principle of economic nationalism is the idea that the state should favor the domestic
worker over the foreign worker. According to FEatwell and Goodwin, globalization has stirred up
strong feelings of “relative deprivation” (a belief among some that they are losing out relative to
others) in the Western world, as a result of rising inequalities of income and wealth and a loss of
faith in a better future."* This sense of relative deprivation connects economics and culture. Not
only does immigration and ethnic change threaten the national group economically, but also socially
and culturally. These feelings of strong anxiety fuel an animosity towards the political elite, who
either failed to prevent this from happening or, even wortse, actually encouraged it.'*

In our struggle, the principle of economic nationalism should be focused on one primary issue:
globalism. Globalism is the promotion of globalization and a globalist is a promoter of globalization.
Globalization is the removal of barriers, both material and immaterial, to the cross-border
movement of capital, goods, services, people, and information. The immediate goal is the end to
further globalization in the Pacific Northwest. The ultimate goal is the reversal of globalization in
the Pacific Northwest and the creation of a White homeland that is economically self-sufficient in, at
least, critical goods and material.

In simple economic terms, globalization means the development of a global labor market in
which corporations move factories to where the labor is cheaper, e.g., from the United States to
Mexico or Vietnam. This movement of factories results in fewer good paying jobs in the United
States. As a result, working- and middle-class wages and living standards in the United States drop,
while the globalist elites, who benefit from globalization, grow richer because the products made in
the Mexican or Vietnamese factory can be sold at a higher profit. The globalist elites also benefit
from the movement of cheap labor from places like Mexico to the United States because it lowers
the cost of labor in the United States. Simple law of supply and demand — more workers equal lower
wages. The elites’ priority is profit over people. People are just considered interchangeable cogs in
the economic wheel.

Globalism destroys nations and their cultures, deprives the working and middle classes in the
Western wotld of economic security, and causes the denationalization of elites.'" Almost all
members of the Jewish-dominated hostile elite in the United States are globalists. Above all,
globalism obstructs the complete transition to a world-wide quaternary society of nation-states.

The principle of a noninterventionist foreign policy is the idea that the state should favor the
national interest over any international interest. The goal of United States foreign policy should be
national security and not to reshape the world in America’s image or to be the world’s police man.
Chapter 22 (Natural Order) sets forth the principles of universal nationalism that provide the
doctrinal basis for the foreign policy for every nation-state in a world-wide quaternary society.

In our struggle, the principle of a noninterventionist foreign policy should be focused on one
primary issue: U.S. military support of Israel. The immediate goal is the end to all military
interventions and wars that support Israel but do not serve the American national interest. The
ultimate goal is a foreign policy based on the principles of universal nationalism.

The political activity should be framed within a broader goal of ending all military interventions
and wars that do not serve the American national interest but U.S. military support of Israel should
be the most often cited example of such military activity. In chapter 8 (The Jewish Threat), we saw
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that the reason for the extraordinary U.S. military support of Israel is the power and influence of the
Israel lobby, aided by the Holocaust cult. This approach is a good way to introduce the counter idea
of Jewish subversion to uninformed Americans.

The national populist party platform just outlined may be summarized this way: stop the Great
Replacement; defeat anti-White, anti-Western soft totalitarianism (i.e., the imposition of the ideology
of wokeism through the instruments of the media and Big Tech); halt the insanity of
transgenderism; reverse globalization; no more wars for Israel; and fight the hostile elite who are
promoting and implementing these harmful anti-White policies. Of course, these negative goals
should be supplemented by corresponding positive goals: restore the historic American nation and
the traditional family structure; reindustrialize America through economic nationalism; practice an
“America First” foreign policy; and replace the hostile elite with real American leaders who govern
for the common good.

With this platform, we have a solid basis for political activity. There are three major options for
such activity. One is “entryism,”'" joining and working within an existing political party to influence
the party’s ideas and activities. Another option is establishing a new party. Eatwell and Goodwin’s
fourth D — de-alignment (i.e., the weakening bonds between the traditional mainstream parties and
the people)'™ — makes this second option easier. The third option is conducting political activity
through existing or new advocacy groups.'™* It is also possible — and probably advisable — to employ
a combination of these three options. When the time is right, however, an objective assessment of
the political environment will be made to determine the best strategy.

Here we must make some important clarifications. The White nationalist communities
discussed in chapter 16 should not conduct the political activity discussed here. Their purpose is
different. Although some of the methods may be similar, recruitment for community building is not
the same as recruitment for political activity, which is accomplished primarily by the educational
activity discussed in chapter 17. Community building and educational activity lay the groundwork for
the political activity'®’ that is necessary to create the nation-state but, like educational activity (i.e.,
propaganda), political activity itself is conducted by political activists that we call “political
soldiers.”'*!

Regardless of the strategy for political activity, there is one absolute necessity for success — the
existence and active involvement of political soldiers. They are distinguished by their fanatical duty
and commitment to the cause of White racial survival.

Political soldiers must form the core of any political activity if that activity has any hope of
long-term success because only such individuals have the strength and courage to conduct the
necessary political activity to create a nation-state. That necessary political activity is called White
identity politics. We will not win until White identity politics is considered moral, necessary, and
inevitable by a majority of the White population. They must abandon the idea that White identity
politics, and on/y White identity politics, is immoral per se.'®?

Although there may be some circumstances in which it is appropriate to practice White
implicitness, such as using the expression “historic American nation” instead of “White America”
and “real Americans” instead of “White Americans,” the general strategy is to practice White
explicitness. Psychologist Kevin MacDonald declares that the “creation of an explicit culture
legitimizing White identity and interests is a prerequisite to the successful pursuit of the interests of
Whites as a group.”'*>

Unfortunately, the current explicit culture of the United States (i.e., the culture of critique) is
able to control the implicit ethnocentric tendencies of White people by programming the higher
areas of the brain. To escape this morass, therefore, changing the explicit culture is critical, in
particular legitimizing a strong sense of identity and group interests among Whites. The first step is a
psychological one: “making proud and confident explicit assertions of White identity and interests,
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and creating communities where such assertions are considered normal and natural rather than
grounds for ostracism.”'®* Such communities are moral communities.

In the previous chapter, we show why the White identity group is a moral community. We also
saw in the chapter on community building that the White nationalist community is a moral
community. Our political soldiers are also part of a moral community.'* In order to enhance their
group cohesion, all of our moral communities should be both a reputation-based moral community
and a kinship-based moral community. The reputation-based moral community is a unique product
of Western individualism and is based on a moral reputation for being capable, honest, trustworthy,
and fair.'®*

White people have a very powerful desire to be part of a moral community. Because moralistic
aggression against those who deviate from group attitudes can be adaptive, the key to convincing
Whites to take their own side in the ethnic struggle is to convince them to alter their moralistic
aggression in a more adaptive direction in light of Darwinism. MacDonald proposes that the
moralistic aggression “be directed at those of all ethnic backgrounds who have engineered or are
maintaining the cultural controls that are presently dispossessing Whites of their historic
homelands.”'®” The moral basis for this proposal is the following:

(1) There are genetic differences between peoples, so that, from an evolutionary perspective, different
peoples have legitimate conflicts of interest.

(2) Ethnocentrism has deep psychological roots that cause even relatively non-ethnocentric Whites to feel
greater attraction toward and trust in those who are genetically similar. . . .

(3) . . . societies with a predominant ethnic group bound by ties of kinship and cultures are more likely to be
open to redistributive policies such as social welfare and contributing to public goods like health care.

(4) Societies with a predominant Western European-derived majority are predisposed to political systems
characterized by democracy and rule of law. . . .

(5) The accusations of moral depravity now being leveled against Whites as a group for the history of
conquest and slavery would also apply to non-White groups. . . .

(6) At least since the eighteenth century, Western societies have been not only more economically prosperous
but also fairer and more equitable than non-Western societies, with the result that vast swaths of humanity
would like to move to the West. . . .

(7) Because the great majority of post-1965 immigrants have 1Q below the White average, they will be a long-
term drain on the society because of low academic success in a highly technical economy, high levels of using
social services, and proneness to criminality, especially after the first generation. . . .

(8) High levels of immigration result in downward pressure on wages for working-class people and
increasingly even in high-tech areas with the proliferation of visas for information technology workers from
India and China.

(9) Immigration has resulted in the racialization of politics and an increase in political polarization and civil
strife that could ultimately prove cataclysmic. . . .

(10) ... increased anti-White hatred emanating from the elite culture and from the wider society in the West. .

(11) Because of the relatively high standard of living in Western countries, there are negative ecological
effects of importing millions of poot people from the Third World.'5*®

Elsewhere, MacDonald emphasizes two facets of the current culture that will increase White
ethnocentrism: (1) being aware of impending minority status; and (2) expressions of anti-White
hatred."™ As a result of these two facets, he predicts that Whites will feel increasingly threatened in
the presence of group competition from non-white identity groups, which, according to social
identity processes, will make Whites more conscious of being White, more aware that their interests
are not being met in multicultural, multiracial societies, and more willing to coalesce into a White
political force.'*"

With this knowledge, we can turn the desire of Whites to be part of a moral community into
White identity groups who, led by political soldiers, will create the political institution that will
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replace the radical Leftists regime in the Pacific Northwest after it loses its legitimacy due to our
educational and political activity. Our political soldiers gain legitimacy by being the vanguard — by
going first and practicing White identity politics and White explicitness when it is dangerous to do
so. Our political institution gains legitimacy when it secures the existence and essence of White
Americans by defending their genetic and cultural interests and leading them into the Quaternary
Era.
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Part V
QUATERNARY CULTURE

Despite lasting over 500 years, we are still living in the transitional epoch to the Quaternary Era
— an era characterized by science, nation-states, and industrialism. In addition to postmodernism and
globalism, the other two major obstacles to the complete transition to a quaternary culture in the
Western world stem from the essential crisis arising out of the Great Civil War of the West (1914-
1945) and Jewish subversion of the Western world. All obstacles to completing the transition must
be overcome because the development of a world-wide quaternary culture and society is
indispensable for the salvation of the White race and the evolutionary advancement of humanity.

A nation-state for every White nation is a prerequisite for White racial salvation — the freedom
and survival of the White race. The establishment of these nation-states requires nationalist
movements to reclaim and retake their homelands from all non-white invaders and colonists in
Europe, Canada, Australia, and New Zealand and to create a White nation-state in the Pacific
Northwest of the United States of America. Only in this way can White people end their political
dispossession, regain control of their destinies, and thereby secure their racial survival.

This system of White nation-states would be part of a world-wide quaternary society that is
necessary for the advancement of humanity. Only in a world-wide quaternary society can nation-
states, which are evolutionary units, work out their own evolutionary destiny and advance toward
higher humanity.
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Chapter 19
NATION-STATE

The nation-state is the political institution of quaternary culture. The doctrinal basis of the
nation-state is nationalism. In addition to being the ideal form of political institution in a quaternary
culture, the nation-state is the best form of political institution because it conforms to human nature
and thus best able to secure the existence and essence of humans and because it is the best vehicle
for the evolutionary advancement of humanity. While the latter reason is explained in chapter 22
below, the former reason is the subject of this chapter.

To fully set forth the argument in this chapter, it is necessary to repeat and elaborate upon some
of the concepts first introduced in chapter 6 above.

As existentially and essentially insecure beings who have the instinct to become existentially and
essentially secure and who have reason as an instrument of that instinct, human beings use their
reason to create culture to assist them in their struggle for existential and essential security from their
human and non-human environments. Culture comprises three elements: technology, social
structure, and ideology.

The social structure of a culture is its system of social institutions. The existential function of
the social structure is to provide the organization and guidance with which humans secure their
existence. The essential function of the social structure is to provide the socialization and education
with which humans secure their essence.

The primary social institutions of a society are the family and the society’s political, economic,
military, educational, and religious institutions. The political institution is the primary social
institution with the purpose of fulfilling the existential function of the social structure, i.e., of
organizing and guiding the members of a society in order to secure the society’s existence. Although
the educational and religious institutions are the primary social institutions with the purpose of
tulfilling the essential function of the social structure, i.e., of socializing and educating the members
of a society in order to secure the society’s essence, the political institution normally exercises
control or strong influence over these two institutions and thus the political institution usually has
ultimate responsibility for securing the society’s essence.

The ideal forms of political institution in primary culture were bands and tribes, in secondary
culture were city-states and territorial states, and in tertiary culture were universal states. During the
over 500-year-long transitional epoch to quaternary culture, nation-states have slowly replaced the
universal state as the ideal form of political institution to secure the existence and essence of humans
because the universal state could no longer fulfill the existential and essential functions of a social
structure. As noted earlier, there has been obstacles to this transition in the Western world.

A nation-state is a political institution consisting of a state whose citizens belong predominantly
to one nation that has privileged status within the state. In a nation-state, the state and the privileged
nation are coextensive.
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A state is a political institution with a centralized sovereign authority that can exercise a
monopoly of the legitimate use of physical force and coercive power over its population within a
defined territory.

A nation is a society (i.e., a group of humans with a common culture who are united by social
relationships and who usually live in a particular territory) with a common descent or genetic
heritage, a shared history, and a general adherence to nationalism. Nationalism is a doctrine
characterized by national consciousness (i.e., awareness of belonging to the nation), loyalty to the
nation over all other group loyalties, the promotion of the interests of the nation, especially the goals
of attaining and maintaining national autonomy, unity, and identity within a nation-state, and
particular affection for the nation’s homeland.

Nationalism is the doctrinal basis of the nation-state. This is ethnic nationalism, which requires
a common descent or genetic heritage, and not civic nationalism, which does not. Since the phrase
civic nationalism is an oxymoron, the concept that it describes should instead be called patriotism,
the focus of which is the state not the nation or the people.

The nation-state is the form of political institution best able to successfully fulfill the existential
and essential functions of a social structure because the nation-state conforms to human nature. In
other words, the nation-state, like the natural morality discussed above,'™" is in accord with our
biological heritage and in harmony with the natural order. That means, in evolutionary terms, the
nation-state is adaptive, which is defined as “behaving in such a way as to maintain or increase
genetic representation in future generations, i.e., to conserve or expand genetic interests.” '

The nation-state conforms to human nature (i.e, is adaptive) because a political institution
consisting of a state whose citizens belong predominantly to one nation, which is, by definition,
ethnically homogeneous, is consistent with the genetic similarity theory and the instincts of kin
selection and group consciousness. This consistency (i.e, adaptiveness) makes the nation-state, in the
words of political scientist Frank Salter, “the most powerful group strategy for preserving ethnic
genetic interests.”'®

In his book On Genetic Interests (2007), Salter argues that “genetic continuity [i.e., personal
reproduction or reproduction of kin] is the ultimate interest of all life.”'** In order to be adaptive,
behavior must have the effect of preserving or increasing the actor’s genetic interest, which is the
number of copies of his own distinctive genes in the population.'® As genetic continuity is greatly
affected by the fate of one’s ethnic group, “the nation state is, in effect, an ethnic strategy for
defending extended genetic interests”'*® and, moreover, “the most effective territorially-based
ethnic group strategy yet devised.”'*"’

As discussed above,'*® the evolutionary explanation for why the ethnic homogeneity of nation-
states results in more socially harmonious and peaceful societies is called the genetic similarity
theory. According to psychologist J. Philippe Rushton, this theory postulates that human beings are
genetically motivated to prefer others who are genetically similar to themselves.'*” Genetically
similar humans tend to seek one another out in order to provide mutually supportive environments
such as marriage, friendship, and social groups. This biological factor also underlies ethnocentrism
and group selection.'"””

The phenomenon known as positive assortative mating (i.e., the tendency of spouses to be
nonrandomly paired in the direction of resembling each other) is readily explained by genetic
similarity theory.'”" When choosing mates, the tendency is to choose similarity. For example,
spouses tend to resemble each other in such characteristics as age, ethnic background,
socioeconomic status, physical attractiveness, religion, social attitudes, level of education, family size
and structure, intelligence, and personality.'®”” Most of these characteristics have a significant genetic
basis.
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Rushton also found that friendships appear to be formed on the basis of similarity and that
there is a genetic basis to friendship.'"” The harmony between friends is enhanced by genetic
similarity. As Greg Johnson notes, the greatest harmony between two individuals is the harmony of
identical twins, who of course have all the same exact genes. The most harmonious society possible
then would be a society of clones.'"™

The influence of genetic similarity does not end with spouses and friends.'” The genetic
similarity theory suggests a biological basis for ethnocentrism. Because two individuals within an
ethnic group will, on average, be more similar to each other genetically than two individuals from
different ethnic groups, the expectation is that individuals will favor members of their own ethnic
group over others. This favoritism is evident when group members move into ethnic neighborhoods
and join together in social organizations.'""

Psychologist Kevin MacDonald notes that genetic similarity theory is “likely responsible” for
the “implicit white communities” that White Americans have created for themselves. They are
implicit because even though they are expressions of (implicit) racial preferences, they cannot be
made explicit. The implicit White communities include the Republican Party, evangelical
Christianity, fans of NASCAR racing and country music, and segregated residential areas resulting
from White flight.'*””

Since genetic similarity theory is an extension of the kin-selection theory of altruism, the
members of any genetically-related group (e.g., family, tribe, ethnicity, nation, or race) can be
expected to favor their own group over other groups because they are more closely related
genetically to members in their own group than to nonmembers.

As we have seen,'”® altruism is a means to propagate genes. Altruism toward kin, or kin
selection, is the process by which an individual’s genes (the units of analysis for evolutionary
selection) can increase their inclusive fitness by promoting the survival and reproduction of closely-
related individuals who share some identical genes. The evolutionary function of this altruistic
behavior, however, is only fulfilled when the recipient is genetically related to the altruistic
individual. But the fulfillment of this function is still possible when altruism is extended to distantly-
related kin. For example, humans can maximize their fitness not only by marrying others similar to
themselves and by making friends with and helping the most similar of their neighbors and
acquaintances, but also by engaging in ethnocentric, nationalist, and racist behavior (i.e., behavior
that favors one’s ethnicity, nation, or race over other such groups) because an individual shares a
certain amount of genes with other members of his own ethnicity, nation, and race. There is,
therefore, a biological basis to ethnocentrism, nationalism, and racism. Since individuals share more
genes with members of their own ethnic, national, or racial group than they do with nonmembers,
they can be expected (and it is natural) to adopt doctrines, such as ethnocentrism, nationalism, and
racism, that favor and promote their group at the expense of other such groups.'*”

Since altruism toward kin includes the physical defense of one’s kin, even at the expense of
one’s own life, kin selection often involves distrust of and hostility to nonkin.'™ As just seen, kin
selection can include ethnocentric, nationalist, and racist behavior. Thus humans are willing to fight
nonkin to protect the genetic interests of all levels of kinship — family, tribe, ethnicity, nation, and
race. This is the foundation of politics and war.'®!

In addition to kin selection, the instinct of group consciousness provides a biological basis to
ethnocentrism, nationalism, and racism. Group consciousness is the awareness of being a member
of a particular human group and an awareness that one’s own group is different than all other
groups.'® Group consciousness or “groupishness” evolved because it is adaptive.'™ According to
social identity theory,'™ group consciousness impels individuals to favor their own group members
over all outside their group, which leads to a dual code of conduct and two standards of justice, one
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for intra-group conduct and another for inter-group conduct. Intra-group and inter-group codes of
conduct will be brought up again later in this chapter.

Consistency with the genetic similarity theory and the instincts of kin selection and group
consciousness makes the nation-state, as noted, the most effective ethnic group strategy yet devised
for defending ethnic genetic interests. In the nation-state, the existential function of providing the
organization and guidance with which humans secure their existence is facilitated by the ethnic
homogeneity of the state’s population. The more ethnically homogeneous a state’s population, the
more social solidarity and “social capital” (i.e., “social networks and the associated norms of
reciprocity and trustworthiness”) there will be within the state and “where levels of social capital are
higher, children grow up healthier, safer and better educated, people live longer, happier lives, and
democracy and the economy work better.””'® Conversely, the more racially and ethnically
heterogeneous a state’s population, the more racial and ethnic tension and conflict there will be
within the state.'”® Consequently, the more social solidarity and the less conflict there is within a
state, the easier it is to secure the existence of the state’s population (i.e., the nation) because the
nation-state will be internally more cohesive and cooperative and thus more competitive against
other states. Thus the existence of a nation can best be secured within a nation-state.

Also, in the nation-state, the essential function of providing the socialization and education with
which humans secure their essence is facilitated by the ethnic homogeneity of the state’s population.
In addition to being the doctrinal basis of the nation-state, nationalism is a means to the attainment
of essential security. By creating a sense of identity with, pride of, and solidarity with one’s own
nation through instinct and reason, nationalism provides an individual with an idea for which he can
live that gives his existence a purpose beyond just existing as a living being. This idea provides the
essence necessary to exist as a human being. It provides meaning and purpose in life. It provides the
basis for a “racial civil religion.”'®” Only in a nation-state can an individual feel that he is a natural
part of something larger and greater than himself, of something that will continue to exist when he is
gone, just as it has existed before he was born. Thus the essence of individual members of a nation
can best be secured within a nation-state.

* * *

There are five fundamental principles of a nation-state.

(1) Citizenship in the nation-state is based on jus sanguinis (“law or right of blood”). Only
members of the nation should be citizens. Eligibility for citizenship is acquired by being born to
parents who are citizens of the nation-state. The nation-state may also grant citizenship to a limited
number of members of closely genetically-related nations under special circumstances, e.g., marriage
to a citizen plus cultural assimilation and children of such marriages.

(2) The nation and its members are provided privileged status within the nation-state. Privileged
means that the nation-state’s constitution and laws explicitly provide for the protection of the
nation’s genetic interests, that other biological and cultural interests of the nation are favored and
promoted, and that the nation is the primary source of norms and standards within the nation-state.
Any policy that abrogates the nation’s privileged status violates this principle.

(3) The nation-state maintains exclusive control of its homeland. The monopoly of a
demarcated territory, including control over who crosses the borders, is critical for the protection of
the nation’s genetic interests and for the securing of the nation’s long-term genetic continuity.

(4) The nation-state has a dual code of conduct and two standards of justice, one for intra-
group conduct and another for inter-group conduct. The natural morality of Blood, Soil, and Honor
discussed above'®® is a dual code of conduct that is applicable to both intra-group and inter-group
conduct.

Inter-group codes of conduct may be differentiated according to the genetic closeness of the
opposing group. The greater the shared genetic interests between two groups, the closer the
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relationship should be. For example, a White nation-state should have closer and friendlier relations
with another White nation-state than with any non-white state.

A good example of a biologically-based intra-group code of conduct, which is compatible with
natural morality, is Frank Salter’s adaptive utilitarianism. It is a survivalist ethic modelled on classical
utilitarianism, but which substitutes “adaptiveness” for “happiness” because the consequence of
ultimate significance is not happiness of the greatest number but adaptiveness of the greatest
number. According to this ethical principle, an action is good to the extent that it maximizes the
adaptiveness of the greatest number.

Salter provides several versions of this ethic but the best for a rules-based nation-state is one
that combines the mixed ethic with rule adaptive utilitarianism. The mixed ethic contains a clause
protecting individual rights, while the pure ethic does not. Although the mixed ethic defines a good
act as one that maximizes the adaptiveness of the greatest number, the rights clause condemns acts
that violate individual rights. In rule adaptive utilitarianism, rules are formulated which, if generally
obeyed, increase the adaptiveness of the greatest number, rather than relying on the individual to
estimate the adaptive effects of his behavior.'®

Adaptive utilitarianism can be applied to any area of public policy but, as an example, shall be
applied here only to social policy. In general, any social policy that conserves or expands the genetic
interests of the nation is good and shall be required or encouraged, and any social policy that reduces
the genetic interests of the nation is bad and shall be forbidden or condemned. Some of the more
specific rules include the following:

(a) The traditional Western family structure is the privileged norm for family life. Such structure
is a nuclear family (i.e., a single married couple and their children) with heterosexual parents in a
monogamous marriage based on individual consent and conjugal affection and traditional gender
roles.'”

The family is the nucleus of society.'®! The state shall protect the institution of marriage as the
union of one man and one woman. Man (male) and woman (female) refer to an individual’s
immutable biological sex as objectively determined by anatomy and genetics at the time of birth.

Assortative mating shall be encouraged as the best method to choose a spouse because of the
substantial advantages that assortative mating confers on marriages. These include increased marital
stability, increased relatedness to offspring, increased within-family altruism, and greater fecundity.
Because too much genetic similarity between mates increases the chances that harmful recessive
genes may combine, the upper limit on the fitness-enhancing effect of assortative mating for
similarity occurs with incest.'*”

The primary purpose of marriage is to produce children and care for them until they are mature
enough to fend for themselves. To fulfill this purpose, there is a natural division of labor between
man and woman — men as providers and protectors, women as mothers and nurturers. Traditionally,
the man provides the food, the shelter, and the protection from enemies for the family and the
woman bears and rears the children.'™ Thus, the traditional gender roles within marriage can be
described as the provisioning husband and father as head of the family and the nurturing wife and
mother as its heart.

Not only are traditional gender roles adaptive, they are partly genetic. In Human Diversity: The
Biology of Gender, Race, and Class (2020), Charles Murray demonstrates that there are biological reasons
why men and women behave differently. Gender is not a social construct because there are evolved
sex differences in personality and cognition, reflected in sex differences in educational and
vocational choices and life outcomes, that are often consistent with traditional gender roles.'®*

In denying that there are any significant sex differences from the neck up and blaming the
“patriarchy” for the female condition, feminism is destructive of marriage, motherhood, and the
nuclear family and thus maladaptive. Instead of viewing motherhood as a “kind of biological
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drudgery,” women should celebrate motherhood as their primary and highest calling and the
fundamental source of human sociality. Motherhood is the primary bond by which society is bound
together.'"”

(b) Any deviation from the traditional Western family structure or its content (i.e., the family
members) or any behavior that weakens said structure is forbidden or condemned.

Any behavior, private or public, that affects the genetic interests of the nation is a matter of
public concern and thus a proper subject of social policy. The primary function of human sexual
behavior is to reproduce the species. The secondary function is to maintain the pair-bond in order to
rear the children together. If the function of the sexual behavior is not procreation or pair-bonding,
then the behavior is maladaptive, i.e., it reduces the genetic interests of the nation. Such maladaptive
behaviors include promiscuity, pornography (which is often accompanied by masturbation),
homosexuality, alternative forms of sexuality (e.g., “free love,” open marriage, mate swapping,
swinging, communal sex, and polyamory), transvestism, transgenderism, and pedophilia. All of these
behaviors shall be either forbidden or condemned.

The underlying theme of the “sexual revolution” (i.e., liberation from any and all limitations and
constraints on sexual behavior) is rejected. A national culture must harness the sexual instinct and
creatively direct it toward higher purposes.

(c) The nation-state is obligated to increase the genetic interests of the nation by encouraging
childbearing and supporting child rearing. Pronatalism must be incorporated, where appropriate, in
all national policies.'*

Pronatalist policies should be coordinated with the eugenic objectives set forth below.'®” Some
possible pronatalist policies include empowering the mother’s role to give it some of the economic
and social benefits of other work, providing living wages so two-income families are not necessary,
encouraging paternal investment in offspring, redistributing wealth from single and childless citizens
to parents, and restricting abortions.'®”® For example, abortion should be only performed to save the
mother’s life or to prevent the birth of a physically deformed, mentally retarded, or mixed race baby.

The strength and stability of the family is critical to the child’s well-being. Pre-marital
counseling and parenting classes should be mandatory. The esteem for traditional female roles and
motherhood should be elevated. Single parent households should be discouraged because every
child should be raised by a father and a mother.

Other possible steps to defend marriage and strengthen the family include ending no-fault
divorce, criminalizing adultery and alienation of affections, ending child support for unwed mothers,
establishing a legal presumption that unwed mothers are unfit mothers, so that giving up illegitimate
children for adoption is the norm, ending adoption by unmarried individuals, and instituting
economic incentives for people to marry and disincentives to stay single.'”

(5) The purpose of the state in a nation-state is to secure the existence and essence of the
conterminous nation. When this purpose is fulfilled, the nation-state is adaptive, i.e., it conserves or
expands the genetic interests of the nation. The criterion for determining the legitimacy of a nation-
state, therefore, is the adaptiveness of its conterminous nation. In other words, a nation-state is
maladaptive and thus illegitimate when it fails to conserve or expand the genetic interests of its
conterminous nation. The nation’s adaptiveness determines the nation-state’s legitimacy.

According to Salter,

the nation state is a putative ethnic group strategy, since it advertises itself as, in effect, a
primordial tribe. Its legitimacy derives from its claim, explicit or implicit, to fulfill the basic
tribal functions of defending members’ individual and shared genetic interests. When states
that pose as nation states abrogate their tribal promise their claim on citizens’ altruism loses
legitimacy, or deserves to lose it. Citizens would be justified, based on adaptive utilitarian
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ethics, to reform or tear down these states and build new ones whose ethnic composition
and constitution better serve their genetic survival."”

* * *

Every argument in this chapter and each fundamental principle of a nation-state are based on
science, which is the subject of the next chapter.
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Chapter 20
SCIENCE

Science is the ideology of quaternary culture. In a quaternary society, therefore, science is the
dominant system of ideas for the comprehension of the world and humanity’s situation in it. Just as
the nation-state was first created by a Western culture (i.e., Latin Christian culture), science is a
unique creation of Western civilization.""" Scientific progress is crucial not only for the survival of
the White race, but for all humanity.

The creation of science is unique to Western civilization because science is a product of
individualism, which is unique to the White race. In several of his books, psychologist Kevin
MacDonald provides convincing evidence that “a defining feature of Western civilization” is
individualism, that Western societies are “unique in their commitment to individualism,”"" that
there is an evolutionary explanation for the emergence of this individualism, that “individualism has
been the key characteristic of Western peoples in their rise to wotld dominance,”"” “that science
has developed uniquely in Western individualistic societies,”'™™ and that collectivistic societies, such
as Jewry, are incompatible with the pursuit of real science.

In his most recent book, MacDonald traces the genetic history of Europeans and explains the
biological basis for European individualism.' He asserts that “the Western wotld remains the only
culture area characterized by 4/ of the markers of individualism. Taken together, these tendencies
are unique to the Western European culture area and,” he argues, “that they have an ethnic [i.e.,
genetic] basis.” Not “that Western Europeans have any unique biological adaptations,” the argument
is that they “differ in degree in adaptations characteristic of all humans and that the differences are
sufficient to enable the evolution of a unique human culture.”'"*

The outline of MacDonald’s argument presented here explaining “the evolution of a unique
human culture” in Western Europe is consistent with the theory of history set forth in chapter 6
above. The transitional epoch to quaternary culture (characterized by science, nation-states, and
industrialism) that began in Latin Christian society about 500 years ago is identical to what
MacDonald calls Western modernization. This transitional epoch (i.e., Western modernization)
could only have arisen in Latin Christian society (i.e., Western Europe) because of its bio-cultural
uniqueness — what he emphasizes as the two basic strands (i.e., biology and culture) of his theory of
Western modernization.

The biologically based tendency toward individualism in Western Europeans stems from their
prolonged evolution as northern hunter-gatherers living in isolated groups with low population
density. Under ecologically adverse conditions such as those that occurred during the ice age in
Northern Europe, ecological theory suggests that “adaptations are directed more at coping with the
physical environment than at competing with other groups. In such an environment, there would be
less pressure for selection for extended kinship networks and collectivist groups.”'”” That means
that collectivistic mechanisms for between-group competition (e.g., ethnocentrism) would be
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“relatively less elaborated and/or require a higher level of group conflict to trigger their
expression.”!"

Furthermore, the prolonged period of natural selection in an adverse environment also
produced tendencies toward bilateral kinship relationships, relative gender equality, and
monogamous and exogamous (i.e., outside the kinship group) marriages. Rather than kinship
distance, trust was based on an individual’s reputation and, in turn, reputation, instead of the kinship
group, was the primary influence on social status."”

In addition to the biologically based tendency toward individualism, the other strand in
MacDonald’s theory of Western modernization is “the cultural influence of Christianity in
combating the interests of the European aristocracy during the medieval period by reinforcing
monogamous martiage and combating extensive kinship relationships.”'”" Continuing the socially
imposed monogamy practiced by the ancient Greeks and Romans, the Catholic Church — as “the
heir to Roman civilization”'"! — transformed the family structure and imposed monogamy on
Western Europe by the end of the twelfth century through the adoption of an ecclesiastical model of
marriage that included the following policies: prohibitions on divorce; penalties for illegitimacy;
controls on concubinage among the elite; policing sexual behavior outside of monogamous
marriage, such as fornication, adultery, incest, and illicit cohabitation; and doctrines promoting
monogamy.'""? The Church combatted extensive kinship relationships by opposing consanguineous
marriage (i.e., marriage of blood relatives) and supporting marriage based solely on consent of the
partners."” According to MacDonald, “Church policy was aided by the rise of strong central
governments, which discouraged extended family relationships and replaced the role of the extended
family in guaranteeing individual interests.”'™"*

“The historical evidence shows,” MacDonald argues, “that Europeans, and especially
Northwest Europeans, were relatively quick to abandon extended kinship networks and collectivist
social structures when their interests were protected with the rise of strong centralized
governments.” Although there is “a general tendency throughout the world for a decline in extended
kinship networks with the rise of central authority,” in the case of Western Europe “this tendency
quickly gave rise, at least by the late Middle Ages and probably earlier, to the unique Western
European ‘simple household’ type . . . based on a single married couple and their children.”'™ “This
simple family structure was adopted relatively easily because this group already had relatively
powerful psychological predispositions toward the simple household system resulting from its
unique evolutionary history,” continues MacDonald.""® The adoption of the simple household freed
from the shackles of extended kinship relationships set in motion all the other features of
modernization.'”"’

MacDonald’s argument concerning the Catholic Church’s influence on Western modernization
is supported by the cross-cultural research of Harvard evolutionary biologist Joseph Henrich. In The
WEIRDest People in the World: How the West Became Psychologically Peculiar and Particularly Prosperous
(2020), he claims that people raised in a society that is Western, Educated, Industrialized, Rich, and
Democratic (WEIRD) are highly individualistic, self-obsessed, control-oriented, nonconformist,
analytical, and trusting of strangers, and they focus on their attributes, accomplishments, and
aspirations over their relationships and social roles — unlike much of the world today and most
people who have ever lived.'"®

Henrich traces the origins of this psychological peculiarity to the transformations of the
institutions of marriage and kinship by the Roman Catholic Church from 400 to 1200 CE. The
resulting social and psychological changes in Western Europe and its peoples laid the groundwork
for the rise of impersonal markets, urbanization, constitutional governments, democratic politics,
individualistic religions, scientific societies, and relentless innovation — the foundations of the
modern world.'"
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In Individualism and the Western Liberal Tradition, MacDonald discusses an earlier article written by
Henrich and two colleagues that introduces the concept of WEIRD people.'™ Although Henrich
does not make it explicit in either his article or book, MacDonald notes that the differences between
individualistic and collectivistic cultures in the wide range of areas reviewed by Henrich, such as
social traits, cognition, and perception, “strongly suggest a biological basis for Western
individualism.”""*!

MacDonald argues that the biological and cultural evolution of Europeans, and especially
Northwest Europeans, just outlined has resulted in “a unique cultural profile.” That profile has the
following characteristics:

1. The Catholic Church and Christianity.

2. A tendency toward monogamy.

3. A tendency toward simple family structure based on the nuclear family.

4. A greater tendency for marriage to be companionate and based on mutual affection of the
partners.

5. A de-emphasis on extended kinship relationships and its correlative, a relative lack of
ethnocentrism.

0. A tendency toward individualism and all of its implications: individual rights against the state,
representative government, moral universalism, and science.'’?

Individualism is associated with all of the markers of Western modernization. Those markers
overlap with the unique Western European cultural profile above and, in a consolidated list, include
the following: monogamy, simple household (i.e, the conjugal nuclear family), companionate
marriage, bilateral kinship patterns, relative lack of ethnocentrism and group orientation, civil
societies based on trust and reputation rather than kinship connections, limited governments in
which individuals have rights against the state, democratic and republican forms of governments,
economic individualism and capitalist economic enterprise based on individual economic rights,
moral universalism, science as individualistic truth seeking, and the Faustian spirit of exploration and
conquest.'””

These basic features of Western modernization have “allowed Western cultures to dominate the
wotld and to colonize areas far away from their European homelands”'* and produced “an
extraordinary period of creativity, conquest, and creation of wealth that continues into the
present.”'”” One of the most important of these features is science.

MacDonald maintains that individualism is a “precursor of science.”'”” He suggests that “it is
no accident that science has developed uniquely in Western individualistic societies” because science
“is fundamentally an individualistic phenomenon” and scientific communities have a “fundamentally
individualist nature.”'” Scientific progress “depends on an individualistic, atomistic universe of
discourse in which each individual sees himself or herself not as a member of a wider political or
cultural entity advancing a particular point of view [as in collectivistic societies] but as an
independent agent endeavoring to evaluate evidence and discover the structure of reality.” !’

This view of the origins of science is supported by the differences noted by Henrich above
between individualistic and collectivistic cultures in a wide range of areas — social traits, cognition,
and perception. These differences “all fit into a consistent pattern in which Westerners detach
themselves from social, cognitive, and perceptual context, whereas non-Westerners see the world in
a deeply embedded manner. This pattern is highly consistent with Western peoples being more
prone to scientific reasoning.”""

Among the important cognitive differences related to scientific thinking is that Westerners
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tend more toward analytical reasoning (detaching objects from context, attending to the
characteristics of the object and developing rules for explaining and predicting phenomena) as
opposed to holistic reasoning (attending to relationships between objects and their surrounding
field). Westerners tend to categorize objects on the basis of rules that are independent of function
and hence more abstract whereas non-Westerners are more likely to categorize on the basis of
function and contextual relationship. Science is fundamentally concerned with creating abstract
rules independent of context and developing explanations and predictions of phenomena in the
empirical world."™

The finding that Westerners, MacDonald continues,

tend toward scientific, logical reasoning thus demystifies the origins of science as a uniquely
Western phenomenon. Beginning in the Greco-Roman world of antiquity, logical argument has
been far more characteristic of Western cultures than any other culture area. As Ricardo Duchesne
has pointed out, although the Chinese made many practical discoveries, they never developed the
idea of a rational, orderly universe guided by universal laws comprehensible to humans. Nor did
they ever develop a “deductive method of rigorous demonstration according to which a conclusion,
a theorem, was proven by reasoning from a series of self-evident axioms.”

Such universal, generalized laws and geometrical or mathematical theorems derived from
axioms are decontextualized rules — i.e., rules about perfect triangles or frictionless motion which
nevertheless have many uses in the real-wotld. This is the essence of scientific reasoning. '™

MacDonald concludes with the proposal “that the individualist cultures and genetic heritage of
the West predispose Westerners to abstract their judgments from the social context, and that this
then predisposes the West to scientific, rational thinking as well as unique methods of moral
reasoning.”' ™

MacDonald’s conclusion is supported by the research of Charles Murray. In  Human
Accomplishment, he compiles inventories of the people around the world who have achieved
excellence in the arts and sciences from 800 BCE to 1950. His inventories reveal that human
accomplishment has been concentrated in Europe since 1400, especially scientific accomplishment.
Whether measured in people or events, 97 percent of accomplishment in the scientific inventories
occurred in Europe and North America.'” “Scientific” refers to the hard sciences (astronomy,
biology, chemistry, the earth sciences, and physics) plus mathematics, medicine, and technology.'*

In attempting to explain this concentration in Europe, Murray examines two cultural traits that
foster human accomplishment: purpose and autonomy. Purpose refers to a person’s belief that life
has a meaning and autonomy refers to a person’s belief that it is in his power to fulfill that meaning
through his own acts. Both are “intertwined with the defining cultural characteristic of European
civilization, #ndividualism.” This characteristic,c Murray concludes, is the reason that Western
civilization has been unique in human accomplishment.'”

Unlike Western individualistic societies, collectivistic societies, like Jewry, are incompatible with
the pursuit of real science. Instead of developing institutions of scientific inquiry that assume that
groups are maximally permeable and highly subject to defection (i.e., “that there is a marketplace of
ideas in which individuals may defect from current scientific views when they believe that the data
support alternative perspectives”), “collectivist cultures create group-oriented intellectual
movements based on dogmatic assertions, fealty to group leaders, ethnic networking, and expulsion
of dissenters.”™

In The Culture of Critigue, MacDonald contrasts the Western individualistic tradition of science
with several twentieth-century Jewish intellectual movements “composed of slavish followers
centered around charismatic leaders who expounded dogmas that were not open to empirical
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disconfirmation.”'”” “Despite the fundamental irrationality of these movements,” he argues, “they
have often masqueraded as the essence of scientific or philosophical objectivity.”'™ The “high levels
of the ingroup-outgroup thinking” that characterize these Jewish intellectual movements, however,
make them “incompatible” with real science, which is “fundamentally an individualistic
phenomenon.”'™ Science pursued from an “ingroup-outgroup perspective” violates “a minimal
requirement of a scientific social system.”!""

The incompatibility of collectivistic societies and the pursuit of real science creates a dilemma
for the White race. If White people must become more collectivist in thought and action in order to
successfully defend themselves against their collectivistic enemies, as argued above,'™' then how do
White people retain enough of their individualism to ensure scientific progress? It is a problem that
will have to be solved after the freedom and survival of the White race is secured.

In the meantime, we must recognize that continued scientific progress is not only crucial for the
survival of the White race, but also for the survival of all the planet’s inhabitants. The social and
environmental problems caused by scientific progress heretofore require further scientific progress
to solve. The world depends upon the scientific genius of the White race for its survival.

Science is also necessary for the evolutionary advancement of humanity. The science of human
improvement by genetic means is called eugenics, which we turn to now.
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Chapter 21
EUGENICS

In addition to a nation-state guided by science, a White racial revival requires the
implementation of eugenics (i.e., the science of human improvement by genetic means) as a guiding
principle of both personal conduct and public policy. Each nation-state must improve the genetic
quality of its nation to reverse genetic deterioration and advance toward higher humanity. For us all,
the sustainment of human evolution must be the central purpose of our existence.

Eugenics was founded by Sir Francis Galton (1822-1911), a half cousin of Charles Darwin. In
reaction to the relaxation of natural selection (i.e., the process by which nature in each generation
eliminates the unfit by reducing their fertility and by early death) and consequent genetic
deterioration that a number of biological and social scientists thought was occurring in Western
nations in the mid-nineteenth century, Galton advocated the replacement of natural selection with
consciously designed selection, by which human societies would control and improve their own
genetic quality.'” For this consciously designed selection, he proposed in 1883 the term eugenics
from the Greek exgenes, meaning “good in stock, hereditarily endowed with noble qualities.”'* In
1914, Caleb Saleeby coined the term dysgenics for the genetic deterioration that eugenics was
designed to correct.'™

In the late nineteenth century and in the early and middle decades of the twentieth century, the

majority of biologists, geneticists, and social scientists and many informed laypeople, accepted
Galton’s arguments that the quality of civilization and national strength depended on the genetic
quality of the population, that natural selection was no longer operating to keep the quality of the
population sound in contemporary populations, and that eugenic policies were needed to
counteract this deterioration.'”*

Due largely to Jewish subversion,'™ however, eugenics had become almost universally rejected
by the end of the twentieth century even though eugenics as a scientific theory is “essentially
correct,”'™" according to psychologist Richard Lynn. He identifies only four articulate supporters of
eugenics in the Western wotld from 1970 until the end of the century. They are Robert Graham, '
William Shockley,"”* Raymond Cattell,' and Roger Pearson.'” Not mentioned by Lynn is another
supporter: Elmer Pendell.'

In Eugenics: A Reassessment, Lynn offers a positive reassessment of eugenics and sets forth the
eight core propositions of the general theory of eugenics, which he defines as “a means for
promoting the genetic improvement of the population.”'™

(1) Certain human qualities are valuable, the most important of which are health, intelligence,
and moral character. Moral character consists “of a well-developed moral sense, self-discipline,
strong work motivation, and social concern.”'”*
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(2) These human qualities are valuable because “they provide the foundation for a nation’s
intellectual and cultural achievements; its quality of life; and its economic, scientific, and military
strength.”'7

(3) Health, intelligence, and moral character are “to a substantial extent genetically determined”
and, therefore, could be improved genetically. This is the objective of eugenics — to improve the
“genetic human capital” of the population.'® More specifically, Lynn lists the objectives of eugenics
to be the reduction or elimination of genetic diseases and disorders, mental retardation, and
psychopathic personality, and the increase of intelligence and the personality traits of agreeableness
and conscientiousness.'”’

There are two objectives of increasing intelligence. The first is to shift the whole distribution of
intelligence upward such that the average intelligence level is increased. This objective is justified
because high intelligence is socially valuable. Intelligence is a significant determinant of educational
attainment, job performance, earnings, and occupational status. The second is to specifically target
the low end of the IQ distribution by reducing the numbers of the mentally retarded. This objective
is justified because the social costs of low intelligence are low educational attainment, educational
dropouts, poor job performance, low earnings, low social status, and high rates of delinquency,
crime, and unemployment. A nation-state that succeeds in raising the intelligence of its population
would secure the benefits of higher educational standards, higher earnings, greater scientific,
technological, and cultural achievements, and a stronger economy and military capability.'™®

The reduction of psychopathic personality is achieved by raising the levels of the personality
traits of agreeableness and conscientiousness. This objective is justified because of the costs that
psychopathic personalities inflict on society: their high rates of crime, antisocial behavior,
unemployment, drug abuse, sexually transmitted diseases, teenage parenthood, and welfare
dependency.'™

Eugenicists recognize that the environment also determines the human qualities of health,
intelligence, and moral character and thus support the improvement of the environmental
conditions (e.g., health and education) that enhances the realization of genetic potential. This
complement to eugenics is called “euphenics.”’’® Euphenics is also known as “cuthenics.”'’*!

(4) Eugenics is necessary to arrest and reverse the process of dysgenics, which poses a threat to
the quality of culture and to the economic, scientific, and military strength of the nation-state. The
term dysgenics describes the genetic deterioration of the three qualities of health, intelligence, and
moral character that the populations of the Western world and most of the rest of the world have
suffered during the second half of the nineteenth century and throughout the twentieth century.'™

In his book Dysgenics: Genetic Deterioration in Modern Populations, Lynn presents the evidence that
the populations of the economically developed nations have been deteriorating genetically in health,
intelligence, and moral character since the last decades of the nineteenth century. The root cause of
this genetic deterioration is “that natural selection against those with poor health became relaxed,;
and natural selection against those with low intelligence and poor character ceased to operate during
the course of the nineteenth century.”"’®

In concluding his chapter on the breakdown of natural selection, Lynn summarizes the
evidence.

The function of natural selection of keeping populations genetically sound by high mortality
and low fertility of individuals carrying undesirable genes broke down in the economically
developed nations in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries. The high mortality arm of natural
selection broke down first, from around 1800, largely as a result of improvements in the control of
infectious diseases, in public health and through better nutrition. The low fertility arm of natural
selection broke down in the second half of the nineteenth century, and went into reverse. From this
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time onward the less intelligent, those with weak character, the less educated and the lower socio-
economic classes had high fertility, ushering in a period of dysgenic fertility which has persisted for
more than a century. The principal cause of dysgenic fertility is more efficient use of contraception
by the more intelligent, the better educated and those with stronger character. Dysgenic fertility has
been exacerbated by the increase in welfare payments providing incentives for single women
lacking these characteristics to have babies. The genetic deterioration brought about by these
developments has been further augmented by the continued appearance of harmful mutant genes
which were previously eliminated from the population by the high mortality and low fertility of
those who carried them."*

With regard to genotypic intelligence, Lynn concludes that it “has been in decline in the
economically developed nations over the course of the twentieth and early twenty-first centuries,
and probably since the birth cohorts of around 1830, when socio-economic-status differences in
fertility began to appear.”'™™ He estimates that “genotypic intelligence in Western nations has
deteriorated by between five and eight IQ points over this time period.”""*

Since intelligence is an important determinant of economic development, scientific and cultural
achievement, health and many desirable aspects of the quality of life, all of these are likely to
deteriorate as a nation’s intelligence declines.'””” The problem is aggravated by the dysgenic effects of
non-white immigration to the Western wotld from the Third World.'™®

Dysgenics was the main concern of renowned Nobel Laureate William Shockley. He tried to
awaken the American public to the importance of investigating the country’s “human quality
problems.”""” Instead of just in the United States, population expert Elmer Pendell argues that every
civilization has collapsed because problem makers multiply faster than problem solvers. To salvage
civilization, therefore, eugenics is necessary.'”"

(5) It would be “feasible to improve the genetic quality of the population with respect to its
health, intelligence, and moral character.” This can be accomplished by two broad strategies — the
“classical eugenics” of selective reproduction and “the new eugenics” of human biotechnology.

Classical eugenies consists of the application to humans of the methods used for many centuries by
plant and animal breeders to produce plants and livestock of better quality by breeding from the
better specimens. The application of such a selective breeding program to human populations
would require policies for “positive eugenics,” designed to increase the numbers of children of the
healthy, the intelligent, and those with strong moral character; and for “negative eugenics,”
designed to reduce the numbers of children of the unhealthy and of those with low intelligence and
weak moral character.'””!

The objective of classical positive eugenics is to increase the fertility of the “desirables” —
Galton’s term for those who have an exceptional endowment of worth, consisting of health,
intelligence, and moral character (i.e., those with the personality traits of high agreeableness and
conscientiousness). This objective is achieved by providing the desirables with financial incentives
for childbearing and by promoting a sense of ethical obligation to have children. The latter can be
enhanced by attaching some degree of moral stigma to those desirables who fail in their duty to
improve the genetic quality of the population by transmitting their genes to succeeding
generations.'””

The objective of classical negative eugenics is to decrease the fertility of the “undesirables” —
Galton’s term for those who are particularly poorly endowed with the qualities of health,
intelligence, and moral character. In contemporary terms, undesirables are those with genetic
disorders, mental retardation, and psychopathic personality (i.e., those with low agreeableness and
conscientiousness consisting of criminals and psychopaths). This objective is achieved by the

214



provision of information and services on contraceptives and abortion and by the provision of
incentives and the application of coercion or compulsion. The continuum of coerciveness ranges
from the offering of financial incentives for not having children to compulsory stetilization."””

Lynn notes that eugenics is “premised on the assertion of social rights [which consists of the
right of society to curtail the liberties of individuals in the interests of the well-being of society] and
in particular the right of the state to curtail reproductive liberties in the interests of preserving and
promoting the genetic quality of the population.”'”” While there should be no universal right to
parenthood,"”” children should have the right to “being well-born.”"""

In a mandatory sterilization case that has not been overturned, the U.S. Supreme Court
recognized such social rights. In Buck ». Bel/ (1927), in an 8-1 decision, the Court held that the
Virginia statute providing for the sexual sterilization of inmates of state institutions who have been
found to be afflicted with a hereditary form of insanity or imbecility is constitutional.'”” In the
opinion, Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, Jr. argued that the interest of “public welfare” (i.e., social
rights) outweighs the individual’s interest in procreation.

We have seen more than once that the public welfare may call upon the best citizens for their lives.
It would be strange if it could not call upon those who already sap the strength of the State for
these lesser sacrifices, often not felt to be such by those concerned, in order to prevent our being
swamped with incompetence. It is better for all the world, if instead of waiting to execute
degenerate offspring for crime, or to let them starve for their imbecility, society can prevent those
who are manifestly unfit from continuing their kind. The principle that sustains compulsory
vaccination is broad enough to cover cutting the Fallopian tubes. Three generations of imbeciles
are enough.'””

The effect of Buck v. Bell was to legitimize eugenic sterilization laws in the United States. By the
end of the 1920s, sterilization laws were in effect in 24 states and by the mid-1930s, about 20,000
stetilizations had been legally performed in the United States.'””

(6) The new eugenics “consists of the use of human biotechnology to achieve eugenic
objectives.” The techniques of human biotechnology comprise artificial insemination by donor
(AID); egg donation; prenatal diagnosis of fetuses with genetic diseases and disorders and
termination of the pregnancies where these are identified; embryo selection, consisting of the
ascertainment of the genetic characteristics of embryos grown in vitro and the selection for
implantation of those with genetically desirable characteristics; cloning, consisting of the production
of genetically identical copies of individuals; and genetic engineering by the implantation of new
genes.'™ Embryo selection for positive qualities and to eliminate negative qualities has the greatest
potential for improving the genetic human capital of the population.'™

(7) Eugenics “serves the needs of individuals and of nation states.”

It serves the needs of individuals because people like to have children who are healthy and
intelligent and of good moral character. It serves the needs of the nation state because a nation
state whose population has good health, high intelligence, and good moral character is stronger and
more likely to succeed in competition with other nation states.'”

Instead of being concerned with improving the genetic qualities of the entire human species,
what Lynn calls “universalist” eugenics, we are only concerned here with promoting the genetic
quality of the population of White nation-states. This “nationalist” eugenics “seeks to improve the
genetic human capital of the population with respect to health, intelligence, and moral character as a
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means of enhancing the economic, scientific, cultural, and military strength of the nation state with
the objective of improving its competitive position in relation to other nation states.”'"™

(8) Any prohibition of the biotechnologies of embryo selection, cloning, and the like will not be
successful because no “new technologies that serve human needs have ever been successfully
suppressed.”'"™

Like the use of fire, animal domestication, agriculture, and industrialism, eugenics is a conquest
of natural forces by humans. It is potentially the most consequential of the conquests for the future
of humanity because, “for the first time, the major changes will not be to ideas alone, but rather the
major change will be to mankind itself.” Psychologist and behavioral geneticist Glayde Whitney calls
it the “Galtonian Revolution.”'"®

Although the Western world has almost universally rejected the Galtonian Revolution, China
has not. China is a racially homogeneous nation-state where dysgenic immigration is prohibited and
eugenics is a state program.' ™ At the end of Eugenics, Lynn predicts that in the twenty-first century
China will assume world domination and establish a “world eugenic state” because that scenario is
“the inevitable result” of Galton’s 1909 prediction that “the nation which first subjects itself to a
rational eugenical discipline is bound to inherit the earth.”'™ Only a White racial revival that
includes a eugenics program can prevent Lynn’s prediction from coming true.
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Chapter 22
NATURAL ORDER

The natural order is the ordetly system comprising the physical universe and functioning
according to natural laws. One such law is the biological evolution of all living organisms, including
human beings. As a product of biological evolution, human nature evolved to struggle for existential
and essential security in genetically-related evolutionary units such as kinship-based bands and tribes.
Today, the nation-state is the best vehicle for the evolutionary advancement of humanity. This, in
addition to being the best able to secure the existence and essence of humans, makes the nation-
state the best form of political institution. Only a world-wide quaternary society of nation-states
allows each nation to work out its own evolutionary destiny and, for some, advance toward higher
humanity. The doctrinal basis for such an international order is universal nationalism.

In a previous chapter,'™ we mentioned Scottish anthropologist Sir Arthur Keith’s group theory
of human evolution in which the duality in human behavior was necessary to the “competition with
cooperation process” (i.e., competition between groups and cooperation within groups) between
inbreeding groups that made human evolutionary advance possible. Through this duality, human
evolution was, and is, a process of group production, group competition, and group selection. '™
According to psychologist ]. Philippe Rushton, group selection is “[a]jny process, such as
competition, the effects of disease, or the ability to reproduce, that results in one group of
individuals leaving more descendants than another group.”'”" Although selected groups can range in
size from kin to tribe to population to species, we are only concerned here with nations.

The group selection of nations as organized groups (i.e., nation-states) is a necessary part of a
new morality and religion from science called Beyondism founded by psychologist Raymond Cattell.
In two books, A New Morality from Science: Beyondism (1972) and Beyondism: Religion from Science
(1987),"" he sets forth the principles of Beyondism, which he defines as “a system for discovering
and clarifying ethical goals from a basis of scientific knowledge and investigation, by the objective
research procedures of scientific method.”" He believes Beyondism is “capable of giving us
definiteness of values, true social progress, and peace of mind, in our individual, national, and
international behavior.”'™

Cattell begins with a discussion of the three basic questions about life. First: “Where am I?
What is the nature of this universe in which this small, pulsating bit of protoplasm finds itself?”
Second: “What am I? What are the properties — the limitations, the needs, the full possibilities — of
this bit of living matter I call myself?” Third: “What shall I do?”'”* The thitd is the question of “the
moral purpose of life.”'"”

Cattell then discusses the three “gateways” to answer these questions: religion, the arts, and
science. Finding the first two gateways inadequate, he advocates the use of science as the best
gateway.'””
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Science has already answered the questions “what am I?” and “where am I?” with “a member of
a species homo sapiens . . . on a planet with the rare temperature suitable for life . . .,” respectively. '™’
Research into the first question reveals biological evolution and into the second question reveals the
cosmic evolution of the universe. Beyondism draws its meaning and the basis of its ethics from this
major scientific discovery of organic and inorganic evolution.'

Beginning with the acceptance “of the scientific view that mankind is in process of evolution in
a physically and biologically evolving universe,” Beyondism adopts the hope that our present
evolutionary stage is “a mere first step in tremendous evolutionary advances yet to come.”' Thus,
science’s answer to the third question — “what shall I do?” — is “that the sustaining of human
evolution is necessarily the central purpose of mankind.”"™" Cattell maintains that the “basic
position of Beyondism is simply that we have to go beyond what is.”**"!

The first principle of Beyondism, therefore, is the acceptance of evolution as “the ultimate
goal.”"*” Evolution is “the prime process visible in the universe, to which we have to conform, and
should do so in good will.””'®” Human evolution is both biological and cultural. These two forms of
evolution are in “complex interaction.”"*"*

According to the second principle of Beyondism, “human evolution proceeds ultimately by
natural selection among groups, which determines and is determined by natural selection among
individuals, genetically and culturally.”™” While “[n]atural selection is going on simultaneously between
groups and among individuals within groups” whereby individuals shape groups and groups shape
individuals, “within-group selection has to conform to the demands of between-group selection.”*"
In other words, the “conditions of survival of the group must determine the conditions for survival
of the individual — not vice versa.”'®’

Cattell maintains that the “two basic requirements of evolution apply (1) to groups as to
individuals and (2) to cultural as to biological evolution.” Those requirements are “(1) There must be
natural variation, in which groups agree to take diversified paths, racially and culturally” and “(2) There
must be natural selection among groups, in which some survive and some do not, though this difference of
survival may be in relative rather than absolute terms.”'*"

Because the basic laws of variation, natural selection, and evolutionary shift apply to both
biological and cultural evolution in their interactive product, human progress (i.e., evolutionary
advance) depends on natural selection among “organized groups.” Today those organized groups
tend to be nation-states, which have replaced the kinship-based band and tribe as the predominant
“evolutionary unit.”"™®” We can assume that what Cattell calls a nation as an “organized group” is the
same as what we have defined as a nation-state above.'™"’

As “the sustaining of human evolution is necessarily the central purpose of mankind,”"®"" the
“aim of Beyondism is to ensure that natural selection operates clearly and effectively among groups .
.. in the service of a further goal — human progress.”'®* To succinctly express the process by which
human progress or evolutionary advance is achieved, Cattell borrows from Sir Arthur Keith and
calls it “cooperative competition.”

Cattell believes that “when Beyondism is universally adopted the whole process of variation and
selection among groups will be embraced as a single cooperative undertaking in what we shall call
‘cooperative competition.””'® A belief in “cooperative competition” means that “cultural groups
[e.g., nation-states| recognize that the maintenance of inter-group competition is indispensable to
evolution, and they agree to cooperate in whatever rules are necessary to maintain it in effective
action.”""*

Although Beyondism has much of value to offer regarding within-group ethics, including
eugenics, and between-group ethics that are integral parts of cooperative competition, to discuss
them here would take us beyond the scope of this book. Instead, we shall transition from Cattell’s
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cooperative competition in “a wotld federation of groups”'®"

political scientist Frank Salter called “universal nationalism.”

In On Genetic Interests (2007), Salter argues that the territorial nation-state is “a vehicle for
defending ethnic genetic interests.”'®'® Since territory is a “fundamental ethnic collective good,” the
nation-state is an “ethnic group strategy” when it uses state power to maintain the nation’s
monopoly of a territory. All purported White nation-states today, however, are failing to fulfill their
promise of an ethnic group strategy by their vulnerability “to highly mobilized and rapidly
reproducing ethnic minorities and to their frequent precursor, mass immigration,” the latter “often
fostered by free riding elites.” These trends are legitimized by the doctrines of globalism and
multiculturalism. "'’

Salter argues that “only territorial ethnic group strategies in the form of ethnic states [ie.,
nation-states| are able to meet these multiple challenges,” a doctrine he labels “universal
nationalism.”™"® Universal nationalism is the “idea that ethnic self rule is advantageous for
optimizing the general good.”™"” In other words, universal nationalism in the form of “sovereign
territory and genetic continuity”"™ for every nation (i.e., a “global society of nation states”)'®! is the
“best way to globally optimize adaptiveness,”'®* i.e., the “ability to survive and reproduce.

According to Salter, the doctrine of universal nationalism is in the tradition of German
Chancellor Otto von Bismarck and U.S. President Woodrow Wilson and “applies the Golden Rule
internationally, respecting a general right to ethnic self rule. Implementation would include replacing
warfare with international law, the limiting of free-riding national and global elites, and territorial
confinement of unsustainable population growth.”'®* The universal nationalist puts his own nation
first, but also respects the autonomy of other peoples.” Universal nationalism contrasts with
“chauvinistic nationalism,” which, Salter claims, “works against others’ genetic interests, risks the
general good through aggressive war, and can become a vehicle for elite free riders.”'**

We shall adopt the phrase “universal nationalism”'®’ but modify the doctrine to fit into this
book’s system of ideas. The nationalism that is both the doctrinal basis of the nation-state'™ and the
first principle of the natural morality of Blood, Soil, and Honot'® is different than universal
nationalism. It is possible to be a nationalist without being a universal nationalist but not possible to
be a universal nationalist without also being a nationalist.

The doctrine of universal nationalism consists of five fundamental principles.

(1) The wotld’s population is naturally divided into nations and ethnic groups, each with its own
unique genetic and cultural characteristics. The primary difference between a nation and an ethnic
group is the former’s general adherence to nationalism. In other words, a nation is an ethnic group
with a general adherence to nationalism.

(2) Every nation and ethnic group has the right of self-determination, the form of which may
vary from autonomy to independence. Self-determination means the freedom of a nation or ethnic
group to determine its own political identity, status, and destiny.

(3) The boundaries of the political institution that administers each nation and ethnic group
should encompass, as much as possible, the territory in which the nation or ethnic group resides
with as few out-group members as possible. Territorial separation and autonomy or independence
from out-groups are the conditions required for the existence and continued survival of a nation or
ethnic group. To achieve these conditions, the movement of borders and people must be an option.

(4) Global peace and domestic harmony require a world of independent nation-states and
autonomous ethnic groups — a heterogeneous world of homogeneous peoples. As we have seen, '
racial and ethnic heterogeneity within a state is a source of racial and ethnic tension and conflict,
while racial and ethnic homogeneity results in more socially harmonious and peaceful societies. To
preserve peace and promote the general welfare of all peoples, therefore, multicultural and

to a very similar idea proposed by
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multiethnic states (i.e., universal states) should be replaced with racially and ethnically homogeneous
nation-states and autonomous areas for ethnic groups.

In the world-wide quaternary society, there should be a federation of White nation-states to
foster a sense of world-wide White racial identity, pride, and solidarity, to prevent war between
White nation-states, and to protect White nation-states from other racial and cultural power blocs
like China, India, and the Islamic world.

(5) The purpose of universal nationalism is to preserve biological and cultural diversity, thus
allowing each distinct people to work out its own evolutionary destiny. In contrast, the pursuit of
social harmony in universal states leads eventually to race-mixing and cultural uniformity and thus
the destruction of biological and cultural diversity. Only in a heterogeneous world of homogeneous
peoples can humanity preserve its biological and cultural diversity and evolve both biologically and
culturally. Crucially, universal nationalism is more compatible with scientific and technological
progtess than are universal states.'™!

Universal nationalism is the doctrinal basis for the world-wide quaternary culture and society
that is indispensable for the salvation of the White race and the evolutionary advancement of
humanity. Such an international order would be in harmony with, and be part of, the natural order.
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CONCLUSION

Time is of the essence. The White people of the world have a decision to make. Either we do
nothing to prevent the extinction of the White race or we take the necessary steps to complete the
transition to the Quaternary Era and hence save the White race. There is no in-between because not
taking the necessary steps is tantamount to doing nothing,.

If we do nothing, the world will continue on its course toward a White genocidal future in
which an anti-White, anti-Western, anti-nationalist, and anti-populist global elite rules a globalized
world that is becoming more and more racially and culturally homogeneous and where racial and
ethnic conflicts escalate in every White homeland and White people have no freedom or future.
Extinction of the White race is the inescapable outcome.

Or we can enter the Quaternary Era (an era characterized by science, nation-states, and
industrialism) by developing a world-wide quaternary culture and society consisting of racially and
ethnically homogeneous nation-states and autonomous areas for ethnic groups.

The first step is a moral revolution consistent with the natural morality of Blood, Soil, and
Honor. Such a moral revolution overcomes one of the obstacles to the transition to a quaternary
culture, namely, the weakening of nationalism and a broader loss of a strong sense of cultural
confidence and faith in the uniqueness of Western civilization caused by the Great Civil War of the
West.

The second step is the creation of a nation-state for each White nation. Nation-states provide
the territorial separation and independence from other races and ethnicities that are critical to White
racial salvation (i.e., the freedom and survival of the White race).

Nation-states are also critical, together with science, for the evolutionary advancement of
humanity because nation-states are evolutionary units that allow nations to work out their own
evolutionary destiny and, for some, advance toward higher humanity. This advancement is only
possible if we overcome another obstacle to the transition to a quaternary culture — postmodernism
— because it rejects science as a method for obtaining objective knowledge. The overcoming of
postmodernism and its product wokeism is decisive because science is a unique creation of Western
civilization and scientific progress is crucial not only for the survival of the White race, but for all
humanity.

Another obstacle to the transition to a quaternary culture is globalism, which is overcome by
the doctrine of universal nationalism. Finally, we must overcome the Jewish subversion of the
Western world because a// obstacles to completing the transition to the Quaternary Era must be
overcome for there to be global peace and widespread domestic harmony in the world.

Transition to the Quaternary Era is not inevitable. The Eternal Struggle is not a restatement of
the myth of progress. The principle of cultural evolution is a challenge-and-response process.
Evolution into higher stages of culture is accomplished through successful responses to challenges.
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Unsuccessful responses to challenges lead to stagnation, possible societal death, and even biological
death.

The challenge of our time is the prospect of the extinction of the White race. We are fortunate
to be able to see clearly this specter that is haunting our irreplaceable race. With our response, we
have the option to make a difference not only for our family, nation, and race, but for all mankind.
The future of humanity — literally — depends upon our decision because only the White race can lead
the world into the Quaternary Era.
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