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Here’s the magic figure again! 

* 

U.S. court orders Iran and others to pay  

$6 billion for 9/11 attacks 
By Admin, October 3, 2012 

 
Raw Story – NEW YORK: A US judge formally 

ordered Iran, Al-Qaeda and several other 

defendants Wednesday to pay $6 billion 

compensation to the victims of September 11, 

2001, in a largely symbolic ruling. 

Although Iran denies any connection to 9/11, it 

was included in the list of alleged culprits by the 

US District Court in New York, along with the 

Lebanese militant group Hezbollah, Afghanistans 

Taliban guerrillas and Al-Qaeda, which took credit 

for the massive terror attack. 

Irans supreme leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei is 

also named. 

However, the money, awarded for economic, 

personal and punitive damages for a total of 

$6,048,513,805, is unlikely to be recovered. 

Iran is in a tense standoff with the United States 

over multiple issues, especially its nuclear industry 

and alleged plan to build an atomic weapon. 

Iranian-backed Hezbollah has no relations with the 

United States. 

Al-Qaeda founder Osama bin Laden, who is also 

named, was killed by US Navy SEALs in a raid 

inside Pakistan in 2011. The Taliban are in an 

active war with US-led troops across Afghanistan. 

The ruling caps a series of court decisions 

prompted by lawsuits filed by families of 47 victims 

from among the nearly 3,000 killed on 9/11. 

Last year, Judge George Daniels signed a 

judgment in favor of the plaintiffs. A magistrate 

then calculated the recommended compensation, 

which Daniels on Wednesday approved in his 

ruling. 

Bin Laden and Al-Qaeda claimed responsibility for 

the attacks, in which hijacked airliners were used 

to bring down the World Trade Center towers in 

New York and to crash into the Pentagon near 

Washington. 

The Taliban ruled Afghanistan at the time and were 

giving shelter to Al-Qaeda. Iran was blamed by the 

US court partly because some of the hijackers 

passed through the country on their way to 

carrying out the attacks. 
http://fromthetrenchesworldreport.com/u-s-court-

orders-iran-and-others-to-pay-6-billion-for-911-

attacks/22770/  
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HOLOCAUST REVISIONISM  
By Thomas Dalton, PhD 

On the traditional view, the Holocaust was the deliberate 

murder of some 6 million Jews by the Nazi regime 
during World War II.  Hitler’s intention all along was to 
kill the Jews, and many died in specially-constructed gas 

chambers.  The corpses were burned in crematoriums, 

and the ashes scattered.  Some of the most infamous 

extermination camps—Treblinka, Sobibor, Belzec—were 
completely dismantled and have all but vanished, as 
have the remains of the victims. 

On the traditional view, the Holocaust was the deliberate 
murder of some 6 million Jews by the Nazi regime 
during World War II.  Hitler’s intention all along was to 
kill the Jews, and many died in specially-constructed gas 
chambers.  The corpses were burned in crematoriums, 
and the ashes scattered.  Some of the most infamous 

extermination camps—Treblinka, Sobibor, Belzec—were 
completely dismantled and have all but vanished, as 
have the remains of the victims. 
Revisionists believe, on the other hand, that there was 
never an intention to kill the Jews; rather, the Nazis 
simply wanted them out of Germany.  They believe that 

there were no homicidal gas chambers, and that the 

number of Jews who died during the war, from all 
causes, comes to less than 1 million—and perhaps only 
500,000 or so.  
Traditionalists call revisionists “Holocaust 
deniers,” because, they say, the revisionists deny that 
the Holocaust happened.  But this is obviously a 

misleading claim.  Revisionists accept that Hitler wanted 
a Germany free of Jews, and that he forcibly removed 
many of them, seized their property, and sent many 
others to labor camps.  They also accept that Hitler 
knew that many Jews would die in the process.  
Depending on your definition, this could certainly count 
as a “holocaust.” Revisionists do deny, however, that 6 

million died, and they do deny that the Nazis 
constructed homicidal gas chambers.  They do not deny 

that a tragedy happened to the Jews, nor do they deny 
that many thousands of them died. 

SOME TROUBLING FACTS 
So, how can the average person begin to check these 
claims, to see where the truth lies?  Start with the “6 

million” figure.  How plausible, in general, is this 
number?  The war in Europe ran for roughly 2,000 days 
(or 5½ years:  Sept 1939 to April 1945).  If the 
Germans killed 6 million Jews, then they must have 
averaged 3,000 per day—every day, 365 days a year, 
for five and a half straight years.  And of course they 

also must have burned, buried, or otherwise disposed of 
those same 3,000 bodies per day.  This fact, in itself, 
seems highly implausible, especially given all the other 
urgencies of war. 
But isn’t the “6 million” figure documented in hundreds 

of history books?  The number itself is, but not the 
details.  Given all we supposedly know about this event, 

one would expect that there would be a clear and 
concise breakdown of the number, showing roughly 
where, and how, 6 million died.  Experts like Raul 
Hilberg claim that there are three main categories of 
deaths:  camps (primarily the 6 main “death camps”), 
shootings, and ghettos.  So, the experts should be able 
to show us how many died in camps, how many by 

shooting, and how many in the ghettos—such that the 
numbers add up to 6 million.  But they cannot do this.  
The reader is invited to look at any mainstream 
published source for this information; it does not exist.  
One can find numbers individually for each camp, or 
each ghetto, but virtually never any total to 6 million.  

This strongly implies that there are serious problems 
with the overall picture. 
Furthermore, the “6 million” number has a history that 
long precedes WW2.  One can find various accounts of 
“6 million suffering Jews” as far back as the 1860s.  In 
major newspapers like the New York Times and 

the Times of London we find about 2 dozen occurrences 
of that number in the six decades before Hitler even 
came to power (in 1933).  And it shows up another 2 
dozen times before the end of the war—a miracle if it 
were true.  This all suggests that the number was more 
symbolic than factual. 

THE CONTEXT 

The situation in Germany prior to 1933, back to at least 
the 1850s, was of a dominant Jewish minority, vastly 
disproportional to their size of 1-2% of the population.  
This is very well documented, for press, entertainment, 
academia, and several sectors of business.  Given the 
tragedy of WWI and the crushing war reparations, 

among other things, it is understandable that Hitler and 
others wanted to completely remove the Jews from 
German society.  And in fact this is, apparently, all they 
ever wanted—ethnic cleansing.  Hitler’s first letter on the 
topic, from 1920, speaks directly to this need to remove 
them.  Same with all his speeches through the 1930s, 
even into the war years.  

Hitler, Goebbels, and others used words 
like Vernichtung and Ausrottung, which are 

flamboyant terms for removal or elimination.  But they 
do not entail murder.  The press always translates these 
terms in English as ‘extermination’ or ‘annihilation,’ in a 
literal or physical sense.  But the press was doing that 
for decades before Hitler.  NY Times articles dating back 

to the 1870s decry the “extermination,” “annihilation,”, 
and even “holocaust” against the Jews in various 
countries—it really is striking how common this theme 
is.  Again, one senses that any action against Jews is 
portrayed in the harshest possible terms. 

THE GAS CHAMBERS 

The gassing story is rife with problems.  Allegedly, the 
Nazis crammed up to two thousand people into enclosed 
rooms—some underground—and dumped cyanide pellets 
on them.  But this is senseless, because (a) the rooms 
generally had neither windows or ventilation, to vent the 

poisonous gas, (b) the pellets would keep emitting 
poison for hours, killing anyone who went inside, and (c) 

there is no plausible way to remove the bodies in a 
timely manner.  The Dachau camp has, today, a single 
gas chamber with two metal chutes for the gas pellets.  
However, just 20 meters away are five delousing rooms 
(for clothing and bed linens), each with a well-
engineered cyanide gas circulation machine.  It makes 
no sense to use a ridiculous method to kill people, when 

a proper one existed in the very same building. 
And for all that, cyanide gas killed only about 1 million 
Jews, we are told—all at Auschwitz.  By contrast, more 
than 2 million were gassed with “exhaust gas from diesel 
engines.”  Not only is this even less workable than gas 
pellets, but it is nearly impossible to kill someone in any 
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reasonable time with diesel exhaust—not enough carbon 

monoxide in it.  Some traditionalists now argue that 
they were gasoline engines, with higher monoxide 
content.  But this does not solve the many practical 

problems and inefficiencies of pumping engine exhaust 
gas, of any kind, into a sealed room.  
Killing thousands per day is one problem; disposing of 
the bodies is another.  How do you completely eliminate 

a corpse?  The usual line is: burned in a crematorium.  
But the crematoria all were designed with individual 
person ovens, and each took about an hour to burn one 
body.  All of Auschwitz had a total of about 50 ovens, 
and thus could dispose of perhaps 50 x 20 hours = 
1,000 bodies per day.  And that’s at the largest of all 

death camps.  Smaller camps like Treblinka, Sobibor, 
and Belzec had precisely zeroovens.  Hence all the 
bodies, we are told, were burned in the open air, over 
big log fires.  But this seems to be technically 
impossible, at the rate claimed—up to 6,500 per day. 
Furthermore, crematoria and open-air fires create a lot 

of smoke—smoke that would be visible from both 

ground and air.  As it happens, we have 10 
reconnaissance air photos of Auschwitz from 1944.  Of 
all these, only one photo shows even a single smoking 
crematorium chimney.  Four photos show small fires 

burning, but only from one very small corner of the 

camp.  Evidence of mass burning is strikingly absent. 
SURVIVORS? 

But what about all the Holocaust witnesses?  Well—

what, after all, did the victims witness?  Enforced 
evacuation and encampment (true), people dying en 
route (true), people catching typhus and dying in the 
camps (true), dead bodies stacked in and around the 

crematoria (true), people separated from family 
members and disappearing (true).  And all this amidst a 
major war.  Such true facts get mixed with rumor and 
wild speculation, and suddenly we get stories of 2,000 
Jews getting gassed in a basement of a crematorium, “5 
million dead at Auschwitz” (NY Times), “6 million 

exterminated,” etc.   These are the kinds of issues that 
true Holocaust researchers should be investigating. 
Further Reading: 
Dalton, Thomas.  2009.  Debating the Holocaust: A New 
Look at Both Sides. debatingtheholocaust.com 
Rudolf, Germar.  2010.  Lectures on the 

Holocaust. www.germarrudolf.comor www.vho.org 

Rudolf, Germar.  2003.  Dissecting the 
Holocaust 2nd ed. www.germarrudolf.comor www.vho.or
g

________________________________ 

Dealing with the Holocaust 
Greg Johnson of Counter Currents, 20 July 2012 

1. White Nationalists need to deal with the Holocaust 

just as we need to deal with the Jewish Question in 

general. 

It is futile to focus on White advocacy alone and ignore 

the Jews. Quite simply, the Jews will not return the 

favor. You might not pick Jews as the enemy, but they 

will pick you. You might wish to see Jews as Whites, but 

Jews see themselves as a distinct people. Thus they see 

any nationalism but their own as a threat. 

2. It is futile for White Nationalists to ignore the 

Holocaust, for the Holocaust is one of the principal tools 

by which Jews seek to stigmatize White ethnic pride and 

self-assertion. As soon as a White person expresses the 

barest inkling of nationalism or racial consciousness, he 

will be asked “What about the Holocaust? You’re not 

defending genocide, are you?” 

The Holocaust is specifically a weapon of moral 

intimidation. It is routinely put forward as the worst 

thing that has ever happened, the world’s supreme evil. 

Anybody who would defend it, or anything connected to 

it, is therefore evil by association. The Holocaust is 

evoked to cast uppity Whites into the world’s deepest 

moral pit, from which they will have to extricate 

themselves before they can say another word. And that 

word had better be an apology. To borrow a turn of 

phrase from Jonathan Bowden, the Holocaust is a moral 

“cloud” over the heads of Whites. 

So how can White Nationalists dispel that cloud? We 

need an answer to the Holocaust question. As a New 

Rightist, the short answer is simply this: the New Right 

stands for ethnonationalism for all peoples—what Frank 

Salter terms “universal nationalism.” We believe that 

this idea can become hegemonic through the 

transformation of culture and consciousness. We believe 

that it can be achieved by peaceful territorial divisions 

and population transfers. Thus we retain the values, 

aims, and intellectual framework of the Old Right. Where 

we differ is that we reject Old Right party politics, 

totalitarianism, imperialism, and genocide. 

The idea of ethnonationalism is true and good, 

regardless of the real and imagined crimes, mistakes, 

and misfortunes of the Old Right. Thus we feel no need 

to “deny,” minimize, or revise the Holocaust, just as the 

New Left felt no need to tie its projects to “Gulag 

revisionism.” 

3. What is the Holocaust? I understand the Holocaust to 

mean the claim that up to six million European Jews 

were put to death during World War II by the Third 

Reich and its allies as part of a policy of systematic and 

intentional genocide, i.e., the extermination of a whole 

people or group. 

What is revisionism? History is what really happened. 

Historiography is the record and interpretation of history 

created by finite and fallible human beings. As we 

http://debatingtheholocaust.com/
http://www.germarrudolf.com/
http://www.vho.org/
http://www.germarrudolf.com/
http://www.vho.org/
http://www.vho.org/
http://www.counter-currents.com/2012/05/new-right-vs-old-right/
http://www.counter-currents.com/2012/05/new-right-vs-old-right/
http://www.amazon.com/Genetic-Interests-Ethnicity-Humanity-Migration/dp/1412805961/ref=sr_1_1?ie=UTF8&s=books&qid=1276457360&sr=1-1
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discover new historical facts and the lies, errors, and 

biases of past historians, we must accordingly revise 

historiography. Historical revisionism is simply the 

process of criticizing historical narratives to bring them 

in line with historical facts. 

Historical revisionism is, in principle, an infinite task, for 

every historian interprets limited data within particular 

frameworks. But data can always change, and 

interpretations can always be questioned. Revisionism 

is, therefore, a necessary and permanent feature of the 

pursuit of historical truth. 

Holocaust revisionism primarily challenges the facts of 

the Holocaust narrative, usually focusing on death totals 

and techniques of extermination. Holocaust revisionism 

is a completely legitimate field of historical inquiry, 

simply because all historical narratives are subject to 

revision. 

Beyond that, revisionism about wartime atrocities is 

necessary because wars always generate propaganda, 

and much of war propaganda is untrue. In the case of 

the Holocaust, for instance, the old stories about human 

soap and lampshades have now been recognized as false 

even by mainstream historians, including Jewish 

historians. And so many Holocaust memoirs have been 

unmasked as false that they constitute a whole new 

literary genre. 

Holocaust revisionism is not the same thing as 

revisionism about the Third Reich or the causes, 

conduct, and consequences of World War II. Nor does it 

constitute Holocaust revisionism to compare the 

Holocaust to other genocides or discuss its overall 

meaning. 

For instance, Irmin Vinson’s Some Thoughts on Hitler, 

deals with the role of the Holocaust in stigmatizing and 

suppressing White racial consciousness today. But it is 

not a revisionist account of the actual events of the 

Holocaust. Similarly, the events of World War II are 

irrelevant to Kevin MacDonald’s point about the 

preeminent role of the Holocaust in contemporary 

Western culture: “Central to the new culture is the 

elevation of Jewish experiences of suffering during World 

War II, collectively referred to as ‘the Holocaust’, to the 

level of the pivotal historico-cultural icon in Western 

societies. … 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” (see here, p. 44, 45). 

Just so we are clear: I believe that Holocaust revisionism 

is a legitimate field of historical research, because all 

forms of historical revisionism are legitimate, due to the 

necessarily partial, finite, and therefore revisable nature 

of historiography. I believe that all laws that penalize 

Holocaust revisionism should be scrapped as anti-

intellectual, quasi-religious obscurantism. I believe that 

all revisionists should be released from jail. I have met 

many leading revisionists, and with only a couple of 

exceptions, I think they are honest and honorable 

people. I wish them well in their endeavors. 

I am not arguing that we should avoid Holocaust 

revisionism because it will garner bad press. I don’t 

worry about such things, because we will always have 

bad press—until we control the press. 

I simply wish to argue that Holocaust revisionism is not 

a necessary component of our intellectual project. We 

don’t need it. Which is not the same thing as saying that 

it is a hindrance, or that it cannot help under any 

circumstances, although I will argue that it is often a 

distraction. 

Personally speaking, since becoming involved with the 

White Nationalist scene, I have never been all that 

interested in Holocaust revisionism, simply because my 

main concern is with the genocide being committed 

against our own people today, not the real or imagined 

crimes committed by our people in the past. And the 

Holocaust strikes me as having little to do with the deep 

causes of our racial plight and even less to do with the 

solutions. 

4. There is a weak sense in which Holocaust revisionism 

is not necessarily connected to White Nationalism, 

namely they have very different aims which makes them 

very different endeavors. The proper aim of Holocaust 

revisionism is historical truth. The aim of White 

Nationalism is the creation of White homelands. 

Although the ranks of revisionists and White Nationalists 

overlap, there is no necessary connection between these 

two aims. Which is not to say that they necessarily 

conflict. 

For instance, there are Holocaust revisionists who are 

not White Nationalists, such as Bradley Smith, Robert 

Faurisson, and Roger Garaudy. And there are White 

Nationalists who are not Holocaust revisionists. Indeed, 

there are some who hope that the revisionists are 

wrong. 

http://www.counter-currents.com/2012/01/some-thoughts-on-hitler-and-other-essays/
http://www.kevinmacdonald.net/PrefacePPB.pdf
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Others, like me, simply hold that revisionism, whether 

true or false, is simply not necessary to the White 

Nationalist project. The standard account of the 

Holocaust could be completely true, and it would still not 

imply that there is anything wrong with White 

Nationalism and the goal of breaking Jewish power over 

our destiny and physically separating Whites and Jews. 

Of course for German and Austrian nationalists, 

particularly those who want to rehabilitate old-style 

National Socialism, there seems to be an inextricable 

connection between Holocaust revisionism and their 

practical political aims. But I wish to argue that even in 

this case, Holocaust revisionism is not necessary for 

German and Austrian nationalism to reemerge from the 

flames. 

Nothing prevents German or Austrian nationalists from 

saying: 

“If the lessons of the Holocaust are that genocide is evil 

and the best defense against genocide is to have one’s 

own state, then we think this lesson applies to us too. 

We will cease to exist as a people if we do not have 

control over our own borders and destinies. It is time for 

a new nationalism. We simply refuse to tie our destiny to 

what happened in the Second World War. We’re over it. 

We’ve moved on. Jews are no longer being subjected to 

active, ongoing genocide, but we are.” 

So if one’s goal is historical truth about the Holocaust, to 

rehabilitate National Socialism and the Third Reich, or to 

cleanse the German people of blood libels, then 

Holocaust revisionism makes perfect sense. Nothing else 

will really do. But if one’s aim is White Nationalism, 

Holocaust revisionism is not necessary. 

5. Those who argue that Holocaust revisionism is a 

necessary component of White Nationalism usually claim 

that the Holocaust is the foundation of the post-World 

War II regime of anti-White genocide. 

The Holocaust really is the principal source of White 

guilt, the principal tool to stigmatize White national and 

ethnic consciousness. 

What are the “lessons” of the Holocaust? The Holocaust 

is used, simultaneously, to justify Jewish racism, Jewish 

nationalism, and Jewish self-assertion and to stigmatize 

White racism, nationalism, and self-assertion. 

Thus, some White Nationalists reason, if the principal 

claims about the Holocaust could be refuted — if the 

death toll could be lowered, if the homicidal gas 

chambers could be exposed as a myth, etc. — then the 

whole racket of anti-White guilt and extortion would 

crumble. 

But is this true? 

Revisionists have been chipping away at Holocaust 

claims since 1945. The shrunken heads, human soap, 

and human lampshades have been quietly withdrawn. 

The homicidal gas chambers have migrated from 

Germany and Austria to Poland. Death tolls at individual 

sites have been revised downward. Scores of fake 

memoirs and testimonies have been unmasked. And all 

of these findings have been accepted by mainstream 

historians. 

Yet has this decreased the cultural power of the 

Holocaust over Whites? Maybe it has slowed the 

juggernaut down a bit, but it is still rolling over us. 

Furthermore, I see no effect on broader Jewish cultural 

and political hegemony, which has never been stronger. 

Of course if the revisionists could score a major hit — if, 

for instance, they are right about the gas chambers at 

Auschwitz — there is no question that the Jewish 

establishment would suffer considerable embarrassment 

and loss of credibility and prestige in the eyes of Whites. 

That certainly couldn’t hurt White Nationalism. But 

would it really constitute a decisive blow against Jewish 

power? 

I think not, for the following reasons. 

1. As Mark Weber has pointed out, the cultural and 

political power of the Holocaust is not the foundation of 

Jewish power, it is an expression of pre-existing Jewish 

power. Before World War II, Jews already had an 

enormous amount of power in the United States (see 

here, p. 9ff): enough power to deliver the United States 

into two World Wars, for instance. Jewish power was 

based on over-representation in banking, business, law, 

politics, academia, and the news and entertainment 

media. 

If the Holocaust suddenly lost its potency as a tool of 

moral intimidation, Jews surely have the talent, money, 

power, and ill-will to foist a new one on us. Whites will 

never be free until we identify and defeat the real 

sources of Jewish power. And from that point of view, 

focusing too much on the Holocaust is superficial and 

can function as a distraction. The Holocaust is like the 

toreador’s red cape. We bulls need to stop charging the 

cape and start focusing on the man who wields it. 

2.  Holocaust death totals are never going to be revised 

to zero. In a war in which countless innocent people of 

all nations died, countless innocent Jews surely died as 

http://www.ihr.org/weber_revisionism_jan09.html
http://www.kevinmacdonald.net/PrefacePPB.pdf
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well, and ultimately that’s all the Holocaust needs to 

survive. The gas chambers, the genocidal intent, and the 

rest of it could be dropped, but poor little Anne Frank 

and many others like her would still be dead. 

3. The pity for innocent Jewish victims that our people 

feel will not be altered even if they are convinced that 

many Holocaust survivors and the Allied powers 

exploited their deaths for political and financial gain and 

embellished them with outrageous blood libels against 

the German people. The victims told no lies about the 

Holocaust (soap, lampshades, etc.). The survivors did. 

The Allied governments did. The Jewish leadership did. 

But dead men tell no tales. 

4. If many key Holocaust claims were proven false, 

Holocaust survivors could still present themselves as 

victims, this time of the Allied powers that fabricated 

German atrocities to retroactively justify their own war 

crimes. Jews who were duped into thinking that their 

entire families had been exterminated might well have 

lost the opportunity to find their loved ones because 

they believed them to be dead. 

This would actually be a political windfall for Jews, 

because Jews have worked very hard to make all Whites 

feel a spurious guilt for the Holocaust, even the citizens 

of the Allied powers that brought the Holocaust to the 

end. If, however, the Allies fabricated key elements of 

the Holocaust narrative, then they really would be guilty 

of a great crime against the Jews, opening up vast new 

prospects for reparations. 

5. The Holocaust may be the anti-White guilt trip most 

useful to Jews — since it simultaneously supports their 

nationalism and undermines ours — but it is certainly 

not the only one. There are all too many Whites who are 

happily abasing and immolating themselves for such 

historic crimes as Negro slavery, the conquest and 

dispossession of indigenous peoples around the globe, 

even the extermination of countless animal species. 

Some Whites seem almost eager to believe that our 

ancestors exterminated the Neanderthal, so they can 

feel guilty about that as well. Of course it would be nice 

to set the historical record straight on all these issues, 

but the real problem here is moral. 

6. It is our own people’s grandiose propensity toward 

collective guilt and self-abasement that is the ultimate 

source of the Holocaust’s power over us. No amount of 

Jewish propaganda could sell us the “lessons” of the 

Holocaust if we were not willing to buy them. The real 

problem of the Holocaust is moral and psychological, and 

historical revisionism simply does not address it. It is a 

problem that can only be addressed by moral and 

psychological means. Unless we deal with the real root 

of the problem, Whites will be just as willing to abase 

and ruin themselves over 600,000 dead Jews as over six 

million. 

The fact that the ultimate problem lies in ourselves does 

not, however, absolve the organized Jewish community 

of guilt for exploiting it to serve evil ends. 

Just to be clear, I am not objecting to feeling sympathy 

with the victims of injustice. Nor am I objecting to 

feeling shame for one’s own misbehavior or the 

misbehavior of others, especially those who act in one’s 

name. These are signs of moral health. 

What I object to is collective guilt and collective 

atonement: the idea that Whites today are collectively 

guilty for what Whites have done in the past and must 

collectively atone for those crimes. I believe there are 

collective goods and evils. I am all for collective pride 

and collective shame. But I do not believe in collective 

guilt. Individuals are only guilty of the things that they 

do, even when individuals act in groups. It is perfectly 

reasonable to feel pity and shame for the extinction of 

the dodo or great auk. But I am not guilty of actions 

taken by others long before I was born. 

One of the most disgusting but least harmful 

manifestations of collective guilt and atonement is the 

issuing of collective apologies for past wrongs. The King 

of Spain, for instance, was asked to apologize for the 

Reconquista, i.e., the reversal of the Moorish conquest 

of Spain. A healthy people would have responded to 

such insolence with laughter (and tossed whoever 

suggested it down a well, for good measure). After all, 

where is the Moorish apology for the Conquista? 

 

March of the Abolitionists 

Then there is the group of White Christians who 

marched around wearing chains and yokes in the 

custody of blacks to apologize for the slave trade. Of 

http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2011/06/guilt-tripping-the-europeans/
http://www.assistnews.net/ansarticle.asp?URL=Stories/2007/s07030129.htm
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course, Muslims, Jews, and African blacks felt no need to 

apologize for their people’s roles in the slave trade. 

It is this mentality that has allowed Jews to fashion the 

Holocaust into a kind of moral fetish from which Whites 

shrink like vampires from the cross. 

The moral and psychological effect of collective guilt is 

collective demoralization and self-hatred, which leads to 

a loss of a collective destiny. We no longer think that the 

world is a better place because of our people, that we 

have something good to contribute to the universe. 

A whole book could be written about the consequences 

of White demoralization. I believe it is a factor in 

everything from lower birthrates to miscegenation to our 

willingness to subject ourselves to annoying music. 

But the most important consequence of White 

demoralization is our unwillingness to take our own side 

in ethnic conflicts with every other group on the planet. 

And, as Michael Polignano has argued so cogently, 

refusing to take one’s own side in an ethnic conflict is 

the path to collective dispossession and extinction. (This 

is why our enemies promote such attitudes in the first 

place.) 

Our morality has made us sick, rotten, weak, and 

contemptible, and only a moral revolution—what 

Nietzsche called a transvaluation of values—will save us. 

This is not the place to fully explore that transvaluation. 

But I will touch on how it relates to the Holocaust 

question. 

7. Not only does Holocaust revisionism fail to deal with 

the moral roots of the problem, it actually subtly 

strengthens them. Both Holocaust promoters and 

revisionists share a common premise: If White 

ethnocentrism, self-assertion, etc. led to the Holocaust, 

the slave trade, Jim Crow, etc., then they are evil. 

Revisionists do not challenge the moral part of this 

premise, they simply dispute the facts. 

But the most fundamental response is to deny the moral 

premise: There is nothing wrong with White racial 

nationalism, self-assertion and White concerns about the 

future of their race. These do not necessarily conflict 

with the legitimate interests of other peoples, and in 

cases when our interests conflict with theirs, it is 

perfectly correct to take our own side. Attacking the 

moral dimension of the problem is like hacking at the 

trunk of a tree, whereas revisionism is akin to merely 

trimming the branches. 

8. There is a sense in which the past simply does not 

matter to a people of sufficient vitality and destiny. Yes, 

we should honor our heritage. Yes, we should learn from 

history. But no healthy people should allow the past to 

turn into a dead weight impeding them from pursuing a 

better future. 

From the point of view of a vital organism, memory 

should be as selective as the digestive process, which 

separates nutrients from poisons and dross, absorbing 

the nutrients and excreting— i.e., forgetting—the rest as 

swiftly as possible. 

Individuals who have a long memory for negative things, 

like people with slow bowels, are sickened by retaining 

wastes that should be excreted. The same is true for 

whole peoples.  Great men and great peoples need to 

have a capacity to forget the negative so they can get 

on with life. 

The bigger the memory, the smaller the man—the 

longer the memory for slights, the pettier and sicklier 

the soul. The bigger the past, the smaller the future. The 

more tied to the past one is—especially past negatives—

the less vitality one has, the less ability to project a 

future. 

And, to extend the analogy one step further, people who 

constantly harp on past negatives are trying to make 

you eat the psychic equivalent of excrement. They are 

trying to poison you. They do not have your best 

interests at heart. 

Sure, it is good to set the historical record straight. But 

from the point of view of the existential, practical project 

of securing the existence of our people, it is not 

necessary. Because mere historical facts — no matter 

what they are — should never deter us. 

9. Part of the power of the Holocaust is the idea that it is 

history’s greatest crime, the worst thing that ever 

happened. This is a factual claim, which can be easily 

refuted. Lenin, Stalin, and Mao each killed more than six 

million people. (As many as 15 million people died in the 

USSR under Lenin’s leadership, during the revolution 

and civil war, before Stalin came to power.) 

Tinkering with Holocaust death totals is obviously 

relevant to where the Holocaust fits into the hierarchy of 

human atrocities. Does it come before or after the 

millions of German civilians killed during and after World 

War II by the Allied powers? How does it relate to the 

1.5 to 4 million people who died in the Bengal famine of 

1943, caused by the British? How does it compare to the 

some two million Armenians, Assyrians, Kurds, and 

Greeks who were killed by the Turks between 1915 and 

http://www.counter-currents.com/2011/11/in-praise-of-the-white-singing-voice-getting-to-beyonce-overload/
http://www.counter-currents.com/2010/09/taking-our-own-side-2/
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1920, or the 1.7 million Cambodians were killed by Pol 

Pot from 1975 to 1979? 

But from a Jewish point of view, such tinkering is 

irrelevant, because whether the death toll is six million 

or 600,000, the Holocaust is still the worst thing that 

ever happened to Jews. 

The problem is that Jews have gotten the rest of us to 

accept the Jewish view of the Holocaust as the only 

view, the view of “humanity,” which for a Jew means 

only Jews, but for Whites means everyone. Whites need 

to develop our own perspective on the Holocaust. 

From a general human point of view, Holocaust numbers 

are irrelevant as well, because even if 16 million Jews 

perished in the Second World War, it is certainly not the 

worst thing that ever happened to the human race. That 

would be Communism. 

From a White point of view, Holocaust numbers are 

irrelevant too, because the worst thing that has ever 

happened to our race has also claimed far more than six 

million lives. That would be the rise of Jewish power 

over Whites, whenever and wherever it has occurred, 

including Communism in the USSR and Eastern Europe, 

the delivery of the United States into the First World 

War, playing a major role in fomenting World War II, 

and playing a leading role in establishing the post-war 

system in which low White birthrates and the 

immigration of fast-breeding non-Whites threaten White 

peoples the world over with political dispossession, 

cultural obliteration, and, if present trends continue, 

biological extinction. 

But even if the Holocaust were the worst thing that ever 

happened, (a) it is not our fault and (b) we have our 

own, slow, ongoing genocide to worry about. So, in the 

end, do the numbers really matter to a people with the 

will to have a future? 

10. The most urgently touted lesson of the Holocaust is 

that Whites had better not contemplate separating 

themselves from Jews ever again, lest it lead to “another 

Holocaust.” But this doesn’t really follow. 

First, if it really were a matter of “us or them,” any 

healthy people would take its own side. 

Second, Jews have been expelled many times from 

White lands, and not all of these expulsions resulted in 

massacres. Some of them probably prevented 

massacres. 

Third, Jews now have some place to go: a homeland 

that will not refuse them refuge. Fourth, Israel has 

hundreds of nuclear weapons which will effectively deter 

any future massacre of Jews. 

11. From a practical, political point of view, Holocaust 

revisionism is a rather clumsy way of dealing with the 

Holocaust question. 

Imagine you are protesting some evil done by Jews and 

you are told that Jews have a right to do x because of 

the Holocaust. Do you splutter that the Holocaust is a 

“hoax” and then start disputing the numbers? Or do you 

simply say, “Two wrongs don’t make a right”? 

Imagine that you are passing out anti-immigration 

literature and somebody comes up to you and tells you 

“What you’re doing is just like what led to the 

Holocaust.” Do you bring up the Leuchter Report? Or do 

you simply say, “Unless we don’t stop immigration, 

White people have no future in this country, and that’s 

genocide too. We’re fighting against our own 

‘Holocaust’”? 

The first response is moral. The second can be 

characterized as political. As a general rule, moral and 

political arguments are more convincing than historical 

or scientific arguments, because the latter require 

specialized knowledge and lengthy explanations, 

whereas the former can be pithily formulated and draw 

upon common moral and political intuitions—and 

generally people’s moral intuitions are healthier than the 

toxic moral swill ladled out by the churches, schools, and 

mass media. 

12. Generally the “lesson” of the Holocaust boils down 

to: Jewish racism, nationalism, and self-assertion are 

good; White racism, nationalism, and self-assertion are 

evil. The flaw in this position has nothing to do with 

historical facts. It is simply the glaring moral double 

standard, which is the essence of Jewish tribal 

morality. The position is perfectly consistent with 

Jewish live and let die morals, since both sides of the 

double standard benefit the Jews. 

The White answer should be, for starters, to point out 

the double standard. But one cannot stop there, simply 

adopting a posture of naïve, aggrieved universalism. 

One should also point out that Jews are quite aware of 

such double standards and quite pleased with them: 

they are essential to the Jewish moral outlook. Jews are 

morally different people, and we need to recognize this. 

But the answer is not to adopt our own version of Jewish 

ethics—preaching universalism for them while practicing 

ethnocentrism for us—for at least six reasons. 

http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/category/jewish-attitudes-in-israel-versus-the-diaspora/
http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/category/jewish-attitudes-in-israel-versus-the-diaspora/
http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2012/07/traditional-jewish-ethics/
http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2012/07/traditional-jewish-ethics/
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First, Jews aren’t as naive as Whites, so they would 

never buy it. 

Second, Jews can afford to maintain moral double 

standards because they have the power to make them 

work for them. Whites do not have that kind of power, 

so there is nothing to gain by sacrificing our consistency. 

Third, our fellow Whites have a strong predisposition 

toward universalism, and flouting it makes our task 

that much harder. 

Fourth, Whites tend to be outraged at violations of 

universality and reciprocity. Why not channel all of that 

outrage toward our enemies rather than share in it 

ourselves? 

Fifth, philosophically speaking, ethnocentrism, 

ethnonationalism, and ethnic self-assertion are 

completely universalizable principles. They can be 

accepted by all peoples. The New Right stands for 

ethnonationalism for everybody. 

Finally, Jews have invested a great deal in genocide 

education and awareness. Why not make that work for 

us, for a change? 

If the lesson of the Holocaust is that peoples need their 

own states, ethnic pride, and ethnic separation in order 

to preserve themselves from genocide, then Whites need 

to demand that this principle be applied to us as well, for 

although Jews have never been more secure—with their 

ethnostate sitting on a mountain of nuclear weapons—

Whites in all nations are faced with declining birthrates 

and teeming populations of non-White invaders, trends 

incompatible with our long term survival. That is 

genocide too, as defined by the United Nations. White 

Nationalism is all about resisting White genocide. 

Followers of Bob Whitaker’s mantra have made an 

important contribution to White Nationalism by injecting 

the White genocide meme far and wide into the culture. 

Clearly they understand that they will have a greater 

impact by building upon genocide awareness rather than 

trying to nibble away at its edges with Holocaust 

revisionism. And one can do this in all earnestness, 

because, after all, genocide really is evil. 

13. Holocaust revisionism is illegal in 17 countries and 

counting.  In France, Jean-Marie Le Pen, Roger Garaudy, 

Jean Plantin, and Robert Faurisson have been 

imprisoned and/or fined for Holocaust revisionism. In 

Germany, Ernst Zündel, Germar Rudolf, Sylvia Stolz, 

Horst Mahler, Dirk Zimmerman, and Bishop Richard 

Williamson have been imprisoned and/or fined. Zündel 

and Mahler were sentenced to five years. In Switzerland, 

Jürgen Graf, Gerhard Förster, and Gaston-Armand 

Amaudruz have been imprisoned and/or fined. In 

Austria, David Irving and Wolfgang Fröhlich have been 

imprisoned, the latter for six years. Others have been 

forced into exile. 

One might argue that no one bans what he does not 

fear. Thus if Holocaust revisionism is banned, it must be 

feared by our rulers. One could make the same 

argument about the criminal assaults, bombs, arson, 

loss of employment, professional harassment, and social 

ostracism to which Holocaust revisionists have also been 

subjected. Again, the culture of the Holocaust, including 

criminal sanctions against dissidents, is an expression of 

Jewish power, not the source of it. 

Thus the fact that Holocaust revisionism is persecuted 

still does not imply that it is a necessary or effective 

component of White Nationalism. 

Moreover, Holocaust revisionists who have no ties to 

White Nationalism have also been persecuted. 

Furthermore, fear is not the only motive for persecution. 

Hatred probably plays a bigger role. The Holocaust is a 

highly emotional topic among Jews. Thus Revisionism 

would probably be persecuted even if it bore no 

connection to any particular political agenda and 

threatened no political powers. 

Finally, if White Nationalists who do not link themselves 

to Holocaust revisionism become more effective (as I 

think they will), then they might have even worse 

persecutions in store. 

14. To sum up, I have argued that White Nationalists 

need to deal with the problem of the Holocaust. I have 

argued that the root of the problem is our people’s 

willingness to accept unearned guilt and punish 

ourselves for it. The problem, in short, is psychological 

and moral, not historical. Thus Holocaust revisionism is 

not the answer. It is not necessary for White 

Nationalism. At best, it can supplement an essentially 

moral argument for White Nationalism. At worst, it 

distracts us from dealing with the deeper roots of Jewish 

power and White weakness. 

I wish to end with a few words from Jonathan Bowden, 

who has been a major inspiration for what I have written 

here. When an exponent of White revival is asked, “Well 

what’s your view of the Shoah then?” Bowden 

recommends simply saying: “We’ve stepped over 

that.” Meaning that we have overcome it, that we are 

moving forward, that the future calls, and we are a 

http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2011/03/on-the-western-tendency-to-moral-universalism/
http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2011/03/on-the-western-tendency-to-moral-universalism/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Laws_against_Holocaust_denial
http://www.counter-currents.com/2012/05/revisionism/
http://www.counter-currents.com/2012/05/revisionism/
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people who wish to have a future again. We recognize 

that the Holocaust is being used to abort that future. 

To the retort, “What do you mean you’ve ‘stepped over’ 

that? Are you minimizing its importance to humanity?” 

Bowden counsels the reply, “We are minimizing its 

importance to our form of humanity!” 

I wish I could have asked Bowden what he means by 

“our form of humanity” prior to his untimely death. 

Obviously he is referring to White people. But, whether 

he knew it or not, I think he is referring to only a subset 

of Whites. 

Today Whites, as a whole, are a race without a future. 

White Nationalists wish to save our people, but the sad 

truth is that we can’t save all of them. We are too few, 

the rot is too deep, and the hour is too late. 

Thus, ultimately, we are not so much saving our people 

as becoming a new people. Hence “our form of 

humanity” consists specifically of Whites who have, 

through a Nietzschean revolution in values, overcome 

Jewish power and White weakness at their roots, thus 

becoming Whites who, once again, have a future. 

http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2012/07/dealing-

with-the-holocaust/ 
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Greg Johnson’s concise and articulate essay, 

“Dealing with the Holocaust”, is to be commended 

for grappling intelligently with two very controversial 

topics: White Nationalism and the Holocaust. But amidst 

his many insightful observations, I sense a kind of 

misunderstanding of the nature of Holocaust 

revisionism, and an undervaluation of the role that it can 

play. What follows are a few thoughts to clarify and 

elaborate on the important issues he raises.  

Johnson’s basic position is this: Revisionism is useful in 

its own field of inquiry, namely history, but is of dubious 

value to any White Nationalist movement. This is true 

because (a) there is no necessary connection between 

the two topics; (b) a fixation on history is unhealthy for 

any forward-looking nationalist movement; (c) any 

revisionist successes (lower death tolls, explaining away 

the gas chambers, etc) are irrelevant; (d) the standard 

Holocaust narrative is actually useful for nationalist 

causes; and (e) revisionism avoids the moral and 

psychological basis for Jewish oppression of whites, and 

thus overlooks the central issue at hand. I will address 

each of these points. 

As an advocate of the “New Right” form of White 

Nationalism, Johnson recognizes and accepts that he 

cannot ignore the Holocaust question. His answer to this 

question is two-fold. First, we must promote a 

“universal” form of nationalism, on the principle that all 

peoples should desire to govern themselves on an 

ethnonationalist basis. The Jews certainly wish this for 

themselves, and they are right to do so. But what’s good 

for the Jewish goose is good for the white gander. (As 

well, presumably, for Latinos, blacks, Asians, and so on.) 

This is not a radical position; in fact it was the status 

quo for most of human history. Humans have always 

been “nationalists”, where a ‘nation’ is defined as a 

group of people that share a common culture or 

ethnicity. Throughout history, culture and ethnicity have 

largely overlapped. People lived in ethnically or racially 

homogeneous societies, relatively speaking. The primary 

exceptions were those empires that grew sufficiently 

large to encompass other ethnic groups; their diversity 

then contributed to their downfall. Only in recent times—

by which I mean, the past century or so—have we 

abandoned ethnonationalism. We are now seeing the 

consequences. Ethnic diversity is not a human 

evolutionary condition, and we ought not expect it to be 

a viable form of social order. 

The second part of the answer is rather simple: “move 

on”, “step over it”. I understand the need to not linger 

on historical tragedies, and I agree that a strong culture 

http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2012/07/dealing-with-the-holocaust/
http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2012/07/dealing-with-the-holocaust/
http://thewhitenetwork.com/category/blog/
http://www.inconvenienthistory.com/index.php
http://www.inconvenienthistory.com/index.php
http://www.debatingtheholocaust.com/contents
http://www.theoccidentalobserver.net/2012/07/dealing-with-the-holocaust/
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must be able to forget, but this part of the solution is 

inadequate. For one thing, it comes perilously close to 

“ignoring” the Holocaust—something we were just 

recommended to avoid. Furthermore, it conflicts with the 

later call to utilize the Holocaust tale to our (nationalist) 

advantage. These recommendations are mutually 

incompatible. But more importantly, the “move on” 

approach implicitly rejects the usefulness of 

revisionism—a mistake, as I will argue. 

The virtue of universal nationalism is that it says to all 

people, “You have a right to govern yourselves, and to 

not be dominated by others, whether an external power 

or any minority group within your national boundaries.” 

This is true self-determination, and it is a universal 

human right. Whites are an identifiable ethnic group, 

and, like all others, they do hold the right to self-

determination. Jews appear white, but by their own 

estimation, and according to human genetics, they are a 

distinct ethnicity; in fact the same is true for many 

Middle Easterners. A truly Euro-American white 

nationalism must be free to self-govern, away from 

dominating control by Jewish or other near-white 

ethnicities. 

But more to the point, such nationalism is, in principle, 

independent of events like the Holocaust—precisely as 

Johnson says. In theory, they are distinct issues. The 

real question is the pragmatic one: In practice, in the 

actual world of today, is revisionism important to 

ethnonationalism? Johnson says no, calling it “rather 

clumsy” at best; I disagree. Granted, it has its 

drawbacks. But the relevant question is, Do its 

advantages outweigh its disadvantages? And here, I 

think, the answer is yes. 

To begin with, the revisionists have a very strong case. 

As one who has studied revisionism for several years, 

and documented the competing arguments in my book 

Debating the Holocaust, I can attest that it poses 

multiple, serious challenges to the conventional view—

challenges that have been either weakly responded to, 

or, more commonly, ignored. The many absurdities and 

inconsistencies of the survivor claims is only one 

problematic area. The dearth of human remains, the 

illogical gassing procedures, wartime air photos, and the 

lengthy propaganda history of “6 million” suffering Jews 

(dating back to the late 1800s), all conspire to seriously 

undermine orthodox claims. If there were rational 

answers to these challenges, surely by now the experts 

would have responded. Instead, they react with silence, 

even as they subtly back down from the hardline 

position. Recent expert analyses, for example, hardly 

mention witness statements any more. Some, such as 

Peter Longerich’s long-awaited study Holocaust (2010), 

go further, refusing even to cite the famous “6 million” 

figure at all. Orthodoxy is gradually retrenching, but 

popular media is lagging behind—which is why, as 

Johnson complains, we see no larger effects so far. 

The strength of the revisionist case is precisely why they 

have been banned, censored, and outlawed. Johnson 

notes, but underestimates, the fear that the Jewish 

power structure has in this matter. He is right to observe 

that the Holocaust is not a “source” of their power; Jews 

have had disproportionate power in western nations for 

centuries. But neither is it merely an “expression” of 

Jewish power, as he (and Mark Weber) claim. If this 

were so, and if it was found to be deficient, they would 

simply find other ways of expressing their power. 

Rather, it is a means—their most important means for 

effecting control. Jews fear revisionism because it 

threatens to destroy their strongest guilt-tool. They have 

invested much in this story, and it would be very costly 

and time-consuming for them to develop another, 

equally-effective tool. 

Because the power structure has no response to 

revisionism except censorship, the general public, and 

whites in particular, can be given a “proof,” of sorts, of 

Jewish duplicity. The Holocaust is a canonical case of 

Jewish deception and manipulation, and revisionism lays 

bare that fact. Many of the central revisionist arguments 

are clear and obvious; they require little in the way of 

specialized knowledge. Any non-Jew with a shred of 

rationality can be shown that they have been largely 

(though not completely) duped; this should make any 

thinking person more than a little angry. 

The fact that Jewish fatality numbers never will go to 

zero, as Johnson emphasizes, does not really matter. 

The likely death toll is perhaps 10% of the claimed 

figures. A 90% reduction in deaths is not just some 

minor fiddling around the edges; it is a wholesale 

collapse of “the most well-documented event in history.” 

Those who have staked their careers and incomes on 

this event will be in for a rude awakening. 

Of course, there will be some who will say “500,000 

Jewish deaths is still a Holocaust.” Others will say, “Even 

one death is a tragedy.” And on a personal level, it is. 

For the Jews, 500,000 deaths is a Holocaust. For whites, 

or humanity at large, it is a mere blip—one percent of 

the roughly 50 million deaths in World War II. If it 

comes to this, and this fact is made known, the leading 

guilt-tool is effectively destroyed. Without guilt, the 

moral burden is relieved. And once the source of the 

false guilt is seen to lay in Jewish-inspired propaganda, 

white (and other) nationalisms will certainly benefit. 

But for nationalist movements to realize maximum gain, 

the whole manipulation process must be spelled out. 

Jews are less than two percent of the US population; in 

both Europe and Russia, the figure is roughly 0.2 

percent. These numbers are too small for direct personal 

control of finance, media, and government, so they rely 

heavily on two groups of servants: their well-paid (and 

usually white!) corporate and governmental lackeys, and 

their ideological lackeys—primarily (white!) Christian 

Zionists and liberal leftists. The lackeys have done, and 

continue to do, much of the legwork in protecting the 
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orthodox Holocaust story, and in defending Jews 

generally. And because they are predominantly white, 

they pose a special challenge to White Nationalism. 

Downplaying revisionism lets these folks off the hook. 

Finally, a few additional thoughts to bear in mind: 

* It is frankly a bit ridiculous to attempt to use the 
conventional Holocaust story as a lesson in the evils of 
genocide, on behalf of whites. This story is destined 
either to collapse or to undergo drastic curtailment; the 
last thing white nationalists need is to hitch their wagon 
to a dying horse. 

* The claim that revisionist success would be a “political 
windfall” for Jews is likewise groundless. Even if the 
Allies played a role in the scam—which they probably 
did, to cover for their own war crimes—few today will 
hold that against present-day whites. It will rewrite 
Allied history, as it should, but even the Jews would be 
unable to turn this fact to their advantage. They 

themselves are far more implicated than any war-era 

allies. 
* It seems like a losing strategy to cry “white genocide.” 
The white American population will continue to grow, 
slowly, for at least the next century, and likely well 
beyond. European white populations are likewise 

plateauing, but won’t be dropping significantly, let alone 
vanishing, any time in the coming centuries. True, 
whites will be outpaced by minority groups, and they will 
gradually lose hegemonic power. This is regrettable. But 
it is far short of genocide. And lacking a valid genocide 
claim, the conventional Holocaust story loses all 
relevancy.  

* An obsession with a “long memory” is assuredly not 
good, but it is not as pernicious as Johnson suggests. 
For one thing, all strong nationalist movements and 
cultures have long memories; perhaps they all are sick, 

but this is unlikely. Second, that paragon of 
ethnonationalist toughness and persistence, the Jews, 
have a longer memory than anyone—so it can’t be that 

fatal. Third, simple justice demands a long memory, 
certainly at least as far back as WW2. Yes, the Holocaust 
story should ultimately be forgotten—after justice 
prevails. 
* Johnson is surely correct to say that there are deeper 
moral and psychological issues at play, to explain why 

so many whites succumb to Jewish guilt-ploys. A Jewish-
inspired Christianity is certainly a large part of the 
explanation. Undoubtedly, we need a Nietzschean 
transvaluation of all values. No one is suggesting that 
we all drop everything and become full-time revisionists. 
But there is clearly an important role for such work in 
any contemporary nationalist movement. We can trim 

the branches even as we hack away at the roots. 

* Lastly, we should not forget that the “Holocaust 

question” is only one, albeit important, aspect of a 

much larger and longer-standing “Jewish 

Question.” Jews don’t just work against whites; 

they work against everyone. One of the earliest 

recorded western commentaries on the Jews—that 

of Hecateus, circa 300 BC—noted that “Moses 

introduced a way of life which was, to a certain 

extent, misanthropic and hostile to foreigners.” 

This is documented in the Old Testament, and in 

the (self-)view of the Jews as God’s chosen. 

Several early commentators, most notably the 

great Roman historian Tacitus, wrote about the 

Jews’ “hatred of the human race.” When a 

detested ethnicity gains power, popular outrage 

naturally grows. Thus the Jews came to be 

harassed, beaten, humiliated, and ultimately 

expelled from many nations of Europe. Nazi 

Germany was only the latest in a long chain of 

such expulsions. 

This is a central aspect of revisionism, and one that is 

insufficiently appreciated. As the revisionists argue, 

there is little evidence that the Nazis wanted to 

deliberately kill all, or even most, of their Jews; they 

simply wanted them out. All those concentration camps 

and cattle-car journeys were, for the most part, aspects 

of an enforced evacuation program. Only late in the war 

did they become a means of forced labor. Hence the 

event known as “the Holocaust” is best read as a 

nationalist effort to, once again, drive out the Jews—all 

the while knowing that many would die in the wartime 

conditions. 

But the vital point is, it worked. In the period of just six 

years, from 1933 to 1939, and amidst a global 

depression, Germany rose from a ruined, bankrupt 

nation to the strongest on Earth. The Holocaust—the 

real event—is a nationalist success story. Rein in Jewish-

controlled banks and capitalist enterprises, restore 

national integrity to the media, expel Jews from the seat 

of governmental power…and your nation will flourish. 

What better lesson could revisionism provide? 

In 1771, Voltaire wrote of the Jews, “they are, all of 

them, born with raging fanaticism in their hearts… I 

would not be in the least bit surprised if these people 

would not some day become deadly to the human race.” 

We should take Voltaire’s warning to heart. White 

Nationalism has an important role to play, and to be 

effective it must defend historical accuracy, and use this 

to demolish the leading Jewish guilt-tool, the Holocaust. 

http://thewhitenetwork.com/2012/08/08/nationalism-

and-the-holocaust-a-reply-to-greg-johnson/  

______________________________  
NSW police reopen 1982 bombing case 

Updated: 07:28, Sunday August 26, 2012 
Sydney police will brief the public on the reopening of 
investigations into the 1982 bombings of the Israeli Consulate 
and a packed club. Operation Forbearance involves New South 
Wales police and Australian Federal Police officers, and has 
been set up following a range of inquiries at home and abroad. 

The 23 December bombing at the office of the Israeli Consulate 
General in William Street in central Sydney left two people 
injured. Later that day, a bomb went off in a car parked outside 
the packed Hakoah Club in Bondi, in Sydney's east. 
Police will today brief the media on recent developments in the 
cold case. 
http://www.skynews.com.au/topstories/article.aspx?id

=787895&vId=3484629 

_________________________________________   

http://thewhitenetwork.com/2012/08/08/nationalism-and-the-holocaust-a-reply-to-greg-johnson/
http://thewhitenetwork.com/2012/08/08/nationalism-and-the-holocaust-a-reply-to-greg-johnson/
http://www.skynews.com.au/topstories/article.aspx?id=787895&vId=3484629
http://www.skynews.com.au/topstories/article.aspx?id=787895&vId=3484629

