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INTRODUCTORY NOTE

These thoughts were intended to form part of my book
IMPERIUM, but for personal reasonsthat was not possible. They owe
their present incarnation to thefact that many of thoseto whom that work
wasresally addressed were unableto draw offhand the necessary conclu-
sions. Inthistreatise, asin IMPERIUM, thereisnothing personal, and
thus, hereasthere, | refrain from entering the debate over political tactics.
Such mattersare better discussed orally.

Organic Lawscondtitutethevernacular of Politics. WithIMPERIUM,
my aim was to present those laws so that everybody who somehow
identified hispersona destiny, asit were, with the Destiny of Europe could
draw hisown conclusionsfrom the basic principlesand select hisown
tactics. Some people misunderstood this possibility to such an extent that
they regarded the presentation of these Organic Laws asjust another
contribution to the usual politico-theoretical discussion. Thereforethe
Organic Lawsaremorefully elaborated herein that they are applied to
theworld situation of the moment, to help provide the worthiest minds
withaclearer ingght into it and to unmask the Enemy of Europe.

Politics, Higtory, Life, Destiny heed no system. Yet if Europeanswould
take an active part in the world power-struggle, now, more than ever
before, they must put their politicson anintellectud basis, for nophysica
forcewhatever isavailableto them. They must outwit theenemy at every
turn, outplay him, until, yearslater, they will eventually beinapostionto
dictate conditionsand compel fulfilment of them. The Organic Lawsare
presented hereintheform of anintellectual exercisefromwhich may be
evolved amethod of eval uating events, possibilities, decisons. A grammar
that proves inadequate can be revised, but every branch of thought
advancesonly when it hasagrammar at itsdisposal.

Thistreatisewaswritten from beginning toendin theyear 1948. Only
two passages, on Japan and on Russi a, have undergonerevision. The
latter of thetwo, ascan bereadily perceived, wasmodified wheninthe
past year, 1952, Russagaveits politicsanew orientation. Both passages
contain not aword that IMPERIUM, composedin 1947, doesnot also
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contain. Each day itisreconfirmed that Japan emerged from the Second
World War victorious, aswas noted in IMPERIUM. Russia's break
with Jewry marksthe beginning of theend of Bolshevism. Itiscalled
forth by thetrue, religious Russia, which abhorspoliticsand technics,
and which hasbeen dominated by Petrinism and Moscovite Bolshevism
alike. Of course, thisbreak was only abeginning, but thefinal, inner
collapse of Bolshevismisunavoidable. The possibility-indeed, | must
say, theinevitability-of the destruction of Bolshevism by thetrueRussa
ispositedinIMPERIUM.

TheEnemy of Europeiscompleteinitself, anditsthesisinregardto
thenatureof Americaistruewithout qudification. Having lived for severd
decades in America, | have seen with my own eyes the distorted
devel opment of that country sincethe Revolution of 1933. For themost
part, theresistanceto the progressive distortion of Americaismerely
passve-theres sancewhich any materid whatever opposestothat which
isacting uponit. Wheretheres stanceisactive-and the dimens ons of
suchressancearescanty-it findslittlesupport, snceidedismand heroism
do not flourishin an atmospherewherein economicsistheruling spirit.

Europe can attach no hopestothisresstancein America. For practica
politica purposes, the“WhiteAmerica’ which till existed initsstrength
inthe 1920'shastoday ceased to exist. Whether that submerged spirit
will riseagainin someremotefutureisunforeseegble. Inany case, Europe
cannot alow itsdlf theluxury of dreaming that arevolutioninAmericaby
the pro-European e ementswill lead to Europe’sLiberation.

Europeansarefamiliar with America’s propagandafor export, but
lessfamiliar withitsinterna propaganda. Thispropagandautterly dwarfs,
initsscaleaswell asitseffect, anything Europeanscan readily imagine.
TheWashington regime’sleading interna thesis-which hasnot changed
since 1933-isthat Americansmust be“tolerant” of thealien elements
(which now number roughly 50% of the population), since, after al,
thesealiensare“brothers.” “Brotherhood” isglorified on all public
occasions, by al publicofficids, istaught inthe schoolsand preachedin
the churches, which have been coordinated into the master-plan of the
Culturally-alien Washington regime. Newspapers, books, magazines,
radio,
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televison, films-all vomit forth the same* Brotherhood.” The*Brother-
hood” propagandaisaghastly caricature of the Christianideaof the Fa-
therhood of God and the Brotherhood of Man, but thereisno religious
intent to the propaganda. I1ts sole purposeisto destroy whatever exclu-
sveness, nationd fedings, or racia inginctsmay sill remainintheAmeri-
can population after twenty years of national leprosy. Theresult of the
“tolerance” and “brotherhood” campaignisthat thealien enjoysasupe-
rior positionin America-he can demandto be*“tolerated.” TheAmerican
can demand nothing. Thetragicfact isthat the attenuation of the national
instincts has proceeded so far that one cannot envisagehow aNationaist
Revolutionwould beeven possibleinAmerica

Solong asAmericawas dominated by men of stocksfrom Culture-
European soil, Americawas a European col ony, even though sometimes
vocally rebellious. But the America that has been distorted by the
Revolution of 1933 islost to Europe. Let no European dream of help or
cooperation from that quarter.

What has occurred intheworld since the publication of IMPERIUM,
how theinner development of Europe has progressed, makesit clearer
than ever that theworld-outlook and heroic ethic manifested herearethe
only thing that yet offersEuropeahopeof fulfillingitsmighty Destiny.



THE FIRST INTERBELLUM-PERIOD 19191930

All warsarein someway related to politics, and theaim of Politics
isto obtain power. If astate emergesfrom awar with less power at
itsdisposal than it had at the beginning of thewar, then it haslost the
war. Whose troops return from the battlefield and whose troopslie
dead on it does not matter: military victory may involvereal, political
victory, or it may not. Incidents outside the military arenacan transform
amere military victory into an actual political defeat.

Thusit happened that the chief |osersin the First World War were
England and Germany. The chief victor was Japan; it won no military
victory, of course, for the simplereason that it had not actively par-
ticipated in the conflict. Russia, directly after itsrevolutionary trans-
formation, found itself in aposition that gaveit an enormousincrease
of power, since Germany and the Austro-Hungarian Empire had been
eliminated as European Great Powers. Americawas apolitical vic-
tor, but, lacking political experience and aleader-stratum, it was
completely unable to consolidate its new power-position; henceit
had to abandon most of itswinnings.

Germany’slosses are obvious: |oss of twenty percent of itsterri-
tory, completelossof itsforeign creditsand its colonial empire, loss
of the greater part of itsrolling stock and its mineral wealth, loss of
its prestige-it was robbed of everything under the Versailles dictate.

But England had to resign itself to even greater losses. ToAmerica
it completely lost itsinfluence in the Western Hemisphere and, just
as completely, its former supremacy at sea; to Russia it had to
surrender itsposition in Central Asia; to Japan and Americaits power-
position in the Pacific; and to the coloured world-revolution its
international prestige. The War undermined the British Empire, and
more particularly, it thoroughly undermined the British Rgj. Led by
revolutionaries like Gandhi, the subject peoples of Indiabegan to
take mattersinto their own hands. Soon the Whiterulersdiscovered
that their voice had lost itsauthority. They saw themselvesforced to
negotiate at every moment with the active, awakened, native
population, and, both personally and officially, they had to learn to
behave with great circumspection. Similar things
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occurred among the subjugated peoples of Europe’s other colonial
powers. Everywherein the Coloured World the White European | ost
power and prestige. Inthismanner, not only did thetwo leading European
states, England and Germany, losethe War, but so did the entire Western
Culture, dthoughthat organism, intoto, had not participated militarily in
it. Neutral Holland thus suffered apolitical defeat inthe War, proving
once again that political defeat does not depend on military defeat.

Inthe case of France, political and military victory coincided. Before
the War, France wasthe weakest of the Great Powers; inthe 1920's, it
wasthe master of Europe. Indeed, it felt itself able once moreto play
therole of Napoleon, the opposition vis-d-vis England, and during the
transitory political hegemony of France over continental Europethe
diplomatic struggl e between France and England wasthe most dynamic
on earth.

Thetemporary supremacy of France during the Interbellum-Period
shows the nature of power. Ultimately, power depends upon inner
qualities. Mere possession of fleets, weapons, and masses of troops
cannot provideasafeguard for power. Suchthingsareonly gppurtenances
of power, and possession of themisnot its source. Withinthe political
world, power is constantly in motion. There are strong but shallow
currents of power which can temporarily work against the deeper, truer,
farther-aiming power-currents. France was, inregard toitsmilitary,
industrial and natural resources, to all appearances absolutely securein
Europefor theimmediatefuture. In 1923, ignoring England’sprotests, it
undertook amilitary invasion of Germany. At that time, two German
thinkerswerediscussing the European Situation. When theoneexpressed
hisopinion that within adecade Germany would again be the centre-of -
gravity in European politics, theother, whowasa“realist,” rudely broke
off the conversation. Hermann Keyserling was “realist” enough to
recognise“reality” -any banker’s apprentice can do that-, but Spengler
was thinking of the source of power in Europe, of the Destiny of the
Western Civilisation.

During the 1930’s, French mastery over Europedwindled away like
amorning mist. Therewasno great crisisat that time, no epochal war.
Thevery fact of the European Revolution of 1933 dissolved French
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hegemony without a struggle, without atrace of hostilities. France's
position was due solely to material factors, to simple control of the
apparatus of power. Theinner qualities of the regimethat had this
power at its disposal were not equal to asserting and preserving it.
Thisregimewasthe bearer of no World-Hypothesis, no Idea, no Ethic.
Its dynamism was a crude desire for mastery: it utterly lacked the
feeling of a superpersonal Mission, lacked a world-outlook, a
European Hypothesis. When it was confronted with the European
Revolution of 1933, its power simply evaporated. Bayonets can give
one neither agood conscience nor the Inner Imperativeto rule. The
vassalsdefected, and France suddenly found itself in the position of a
vassal vis-a-vis England. The choice of itslord and master wasthe
last formal act testifying to the political existence of France asanation.

A nationissimply an Idea, not amass of people, not eventheform
into which that mass has been shaped. Thisform isthe expression of
the ldea, and theldeaisprimary. Beforethe ldeathereisno nation;
when the Ideahasfulfilled itself, the nation has disappeared for ever.
It matters not whether custom, form, nomenclature, diplomacy, and
the material apparatus of power remain to convince yesterday-
romanticsthat the nation survives. The Holy Roman Empire survived
asaformuntil 1806, but asapolitical fact it had ceased to exist with
the decay of the power of the Hohenstaufens after the battle at Legnano
in1176. However, in Palitics, facts, not claims, not names, nor legalistic
fictionsare normative. Inreligioustimes, in an age of faith, men may
again use in the realm of Politics words that have long ceased to
describefacts. But in thisAge of Absolute Politics, political fictions
havelost their charm for stronger minds, no lessthan their effectiveness.

Thedeath of anation isaPonderable, an event that must cometo
expression, and its When can be foreseen with sufficient accuracy to
be madethe basis of long-range policy. A nation showsthat it isdying
whenit ceasesto believeinitsMission and its superiority. It beginsto
hate everything new and everything that would driveit forward. It
looks about, and seeks to make defensive preparationsin every di-
rection. No longer doesit striveto enlarge, but is content merely to
maintain, its power-position. To preserve power, however, one must
continually increase it. A nation need not die
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tumultuously inagreat military defeat. Asarule, nationsdie
quite peacefully, sinking deeper and deeper into sterile
conservatism and shrinking back more and more from great
decisions.



THE LIQUIDATION OF ENGLISH SOVEREIGNTY

English policy was senile aready at the beginning of Joseph
Chamberlain’scareer in government. Even hisgrand ideaof English-
German-American world-hegemony, though still aforceful, virile,
aggressive policy, wasbasically static: behindit lay the age-old dream
of bringing History finally to aclose. After Chamberlain’stime, English
policy became completely toothless, and nameslike Grey, Lloyd-George,
MacDonald, and Baldwin show the depths of the descent into nationdl
oblivion, when compared with namesfrom moreyouthful days. Walpole,
Pitt, Castlereagh, Canning, Gladstone. Thegreat Empire Builderswere
eager for every large conquest; their dim successors indulged in
lamentations over the status quo, expending their feeble energieson
protecting it from young and virile“aggressors.” These pallbearers of
the Empiretried to build awall against History by describing Politicsin
termsof Law: Thestatusquois®lega,” every changetherein, however,
is“illega.” Political dynamismis*“illegal:” Power-relationshipsmust be
continued as they were at the time of the Versailles dictate. After
Versailles, England no longer had the national-political energy toincrease
its power; hence everybody wasto be morally prohibited from doing
so, and thismoral coercion was codified in sacred “treaties,” which
were signed on themuzzles of cannon. To maintain England’spolitica
supremacy was“mora” and“lega” -respect for “ international morality
andthe sanctity of treaties’ it wascalled. “ Observing international law,”
“orderly procedurein international relations,” and similar political
absurdities were promulgated. This was not the first time that one
engaged in politicsin order to put politicsinlegalistic wrappings. The
politician who resortsto law and morality to disguise hispower-position
issuffering from abad political conscience, and the politician or the
state with abad conscienceis decadent. Ascendent politicsisnot afraid
of being politics. Decadent politics passesitself off asreligion, law,
morality, science-in short, asanything other than Palitics.

Of course, England’sattempt toimposeitsform on theworld by the
simpletrick of employing legalisticjargon wascompletely futile. Only
the English population was deceived thereby, just as later with the
propagandaabout theinvulnerability of Singapore. But on the power-
currents of the world, which reflect the development of
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superpersonal organisms, thejargon had no effect whatsoever.

Fromtheorigina standpoint of regarding the statusquo asinviolable
only insofar asthe English power-position was concerned, onewent on
tothat of regarding the status quo everywhereas sacrosanct. ThusEnglish
policy, incomplete distortion of Englishinterests, was madeto support
the Serbian, Roumanian, and Bohemian states against the power-currents
that were destined to destroy those artificial political structures.

The cost of adistorted policy must be set high. The state with a
distorted policy can gain no accretion of power; thusevenitsmilitary
and diplomatic victoriesare defeats. During the third decade of the 20th
century, England gradually handed over its sovereignty to Americain
order to continue pursuing itsdistorted policy, apolicy devoted to the
world-wide preservation of the status quo. Naturally, such an unpleasant
fact was not admitted by the representatives of acertain mentaity, and-
naturaly again-thosewho boretheresponsbility for thetransfer of power
shied away from defining the new relationship precisely; for had they
done so, thewhol e policy would have been spoilt. Nevertheless, when
Baldwin announced in 1936 that he would not deploy the English fleet
without consulting Americabeforehand, heinformed the entire political
worldin unmistakable termsthat the end of English independence had
come, that English sovereignty had passed over to America.
I ndependence means being ableto act a one. Sovereignty meansbeing
answerable to nobody except oneself. Neither Independence nor
Sovereignty was characteristic of the English government that started
the Second World War with its declaration of war on Germany in
September, 1939.

When anationlosesitssovereignty, any foreign peoplesand territories
it controls pass, of organic necessity, into the sphere of influence of
powersthat are sovereign. Thus Denmark, for example, asaresult of
the Second World War, was absorbed into the American world-system.
Thisoccurred quiteautomatically; it wassimply aprocess of the Organic
law of the Political Plenum,* which ordainsthat apower-vacuuminthe

*Cf. IMPERIUM, p. 190 ff.



political worldisan impossibility.

A state is not to be regarded as a power unless it can make
decisions alone. Unitslike Switzerland are artificial structures
whose raison d’ etreisto serve as buffersfor the adjacent powers,
and thus owe their existence to the mutual jealousy of those
powers. They are anomalies that can exist only so long astheir
territory hasno particular strategic value for the surrounding Great
Powers. During the 19th century, Switzerland was exactly the
opposite of a power-vacuum. It was the point-of-convergence
for the powers surrounding it and was likewise penetrated by the
power-currents surrounding them. The statecraft of the Swiss
“politician” consisted in abstaining from all politicsand in dodging
all decisions. As soon as Switzerland ceased, in 1945, to be the
convergence-point for the bordering powers, that very moment it
became an American vassal age, without hopes, wishes, fears, or
even official recognition of its status. Throughout the 19th century,
the Netherlands was only an English bridgehead on the continent,
first against France (until about 1865), then against Prussia-
Germany. The Netherlands had no sovereignty, and its military
forces stood at England’s disposal, very tactless though it would
have been to speak about thisin England or its protectorate.

The simple, terrifying truth isthat, through the diplomacy of its
leaders, beginning with Lloyd George, England lost its
independence, parted with its established mode of political
conduct, and passed into the same vassal-like relation vis-a-vis
Americainto which, say, Holland or Norway had passed vis-d-
vis England in the 19th century. It is utterly pointlessto connect
the national demise of England with the compl ete fecklessness of
parliamentary government in the Age of Absolute Politics, to
attempt to construct a causal relationship out of it. For nations
have a certain time-span before them, and their political phase
also has an organically predetermined rhythmic course. Material
factors have nothing to do with the greater movements of the
power-currents within the political world. The merely ephemeral
supremacy of Francein the 1920’s, based solely upon material
factors, isthe best example of thisin recent times.
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ORIGINS OF THE WAR

To understand the origins and the morphol ogy of the Second World
Wa, itisnecessary to grasp thefact that England passed into theAmerican
sphere of influence not after, but before, theWar. In 1942, amember of
Parliament stated that it ppeared to him asthough England had the choice
of becoming an eastern outpost of America or a Western outpost of
Germany. His statement did not cover al the possibilities, and was
imprecise, but it was at | east based on the political fact that England’s
independence and sovereignty had ceased to exist.

English independence began to dwindle away from the moment in
History when English policy sought to preserverather thanto enlargethe
overseas Empire. Inwardly, this point was reached when England’s
Conservatism, which had formerly meant respect for the Past, shifted to
hostility towardsthe Future. The establishment of American hegemony
over the Island could be proved by citing documents, diplomatic
agreements, oversesstelephoneconversations, andthelike. But suchthings,
indispensable asthey areto the historian, thejournalist, and thearmchair
politician, areal quite unimportant from alarger point of view. For the
great, indisputable facts of politics themselves show sufficiently the
underlying power-currents. Neither power nor its movements can be
concealed. What arethosefacts?

Theam of Politicsisto obtain power. Aswe have seen, an elderly
organism aimsexpressy at maintaining the present circumference of its
power, athough the precondition for maintaining power istheacquisition
of more power. From the actual nature of Politics (and accordingly one
could also say, from the nature of superpersonal organismsand thehuman
beingsinther service), itisevident that apolitical unit must not recklesdy
enter upon awar that cannot increaseitspower. Totheentireworldit was
obviousthat England could not haveincreased itspower through awar
agang Germany.

A war that apolitical unitisnot capableof pushing throughtovictory
onitsown cannot increasethe power of that unit. Theterm* palitical unit”
isused hereinthestrict sense, of course, and meansaunit that possesses
true sovereignty and thushasthe ability to decideonitsowninitiativethe
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War-Peacequestion; thereforethisterm cannot begppliedto aresslike Brazil
and Canada. If dliesareindipensable-not merely practicableand useful-for
bringing thewar to avictoriousconclusion, thenthesedlieswill bethered
power-beneficariesof asuccessul war. Theterm“dlies’ describesonly other,
real political, unitswhich can makethe War-Peace decision ontheir own
initiative; and here, too, areaslike Colombiaand South Africaareexcluded.
Obvioudy, not evenwiththeremnantsof itsEmpireand withitsdependencies,
Franceand Poland, could England havedefeated Germany. It must beassumed
that what wasknownto theentireworld wasasoknowntoofficid circlesin
London. Neverthe ess, in September, 1939, England began awar against
Germany.

After theAmericandedlaration of warinDecember, 1941, it wasofficidly
admittedin Englandthat the primary god of pre-war Englishdiplomacy had
cons sted inwinning American military aid. What wasnot admitted, but was
just asnotorioudy certain at thetime, wasthat England’ swar-decl aration hed
been made, firgt, with complete and unlimited confidencein America's
assistancein every form; second, to carry out apolicy that had beensetin
Washington and that in no way meant the continuance of English national

palicy.

It doesnot matter who begot themiscarriagecaled ” collective security” -
amixtureof legdism, naiveté, stupidity, envy, and senility. Thefactiscertain
thet only two powersintheworld bendfited fromthispalicy: RussaandAmerica
ThegovernmentinLondondidnotwillingly favour Russia butitworked, with
full awarenessof what it wasdoing, under pressurefrom the\Washington
regime, exactly accordingtoitsingdructions.

Thesdient point hereisthat thisfact, dthough satisfactorily proved by war
memoirs, confessons, documents, and such, ismanifestinthegreet decisons
themselves. By way of example: If apower entersawar that it cannot win
militarily, and that would not causeany power toaccruetoit evenifitdidwin
amilitary victory, it requiresno searching through history booksto know that
“power” isnot actinginitsowninterests. In other words, itisaprotectorate.
Fromthestandpoint of theWashington regime, theremnantsof the English
State were useful as a means of entangling America in a war against
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Germany, according to the 1916 formula, and the English Island was
vauableasan* unsinkableaircraft carrier” - inthewordsof theAmerican
General Staff-, likewiseasaconduit for men and materiel.

Inthese events, therelationship of England to Americadid not differ
essentially from that of, say, Poland or Serbia. The Washington regime
had England just asmuch at itsdisposal asit did Poland and Serbia. Only
the strong power inacodlition can besaid to haveadlies; theothersmerely
areallies. In 1948, the post-War French government officially appeal ed
toAmericaasthe“dly of France.” Thisappea requiresno explanation.
History consstsof theridiculousaswell asthe sublime.

A statethat needsalliescan never obtain them; it can becometheally
of another, more powerful state, and fight for theincrease of that power,
but the state that needsto dlly isthe subordinate one. An alianceisnever
the sentimental grouping of aclub, dripping with friendship, that the
journalistsarewont to makeit out to be. Onthe contrary, every dliance
hasasits basis Protection and Obedience.* Taken strictly, Washington
and Moscow had no alliance during the Second World War, sincethe
relationship showed obedience, to be sure, on the part of the Washington
regimewithout protection (whichisacorollary of authority) on the part of
Russia InaProtection-Obediencerelationship, the protectorateiswithin
the sphere of influence of the Protector, and therefore must obey it.
However, America ssalf-robbery onbehdf of the Russian war-effort was
thoroughly voluntary, even though it was in complete opposition to
Americasnationd interests.

Two degreesof politica stupidity areto befoundin diplomacy. The
firgtisshort-range: lack of palitica skill, ingbility to carry onany negatiations
successfully and to recogni se short-term advantages. The second islong-
range: lack of political far-sghtedness, ignorance of deeper power-currents
and the Ponderablesof theBecoming. Thesetwo kindsaof political stupidity
gandinthesamerdationto each other astheMilitary SandstothePolitical.
TheMilitary istheweapon and the servant of the Political. Only disaster
can comeof military thought dominating political thought. “WintheWar!”

*Cf. IMPERIUM, p. 194, ff.
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can never be an expression of Politics, for Politicsisconcerned with
identifying the power-currents, choosing the Enemy, and weighing in
relation to the national interest al happenings, inner and outer, accord-
ing to how thewar develops. To el evate the slogan “Win theWar!” to
therank of policy, asAmericadid during the Second World War, isthe
equivaent of saying that thereisnothing political about thewar. Military
thought issimply not political thought. The permanent ambition of all
military thought isto winamilitary victory; the corresponding ambition
of al political thought isto win more power. That may or may not be
implicitinapolicy that ssemsto desiremilitary victory at whatever cost,
for one can probably adduce just asmany historical examplesof politi-
cal and military victory occurring separately asof both coinciding neu-
traly. Likewise, if short-range political thinking constantly prevailsover
thelong-rangein the policy decisionsof astate, theonly possibleresult
isthat state'spolitical extinction. No matter how skillfully executedits
political manoeuvres, if astate hasignored thelarger power-currentsin
puzzling out itspolicy, it will suffer apolitical defeet.

All theseexplanationsand definitionsapply only tored politica units,
for the microscopic destinies of such dwarfish“ states’ as San Marino,
Monaco, and Belgium are compl etely determined by the Destinies of
thetrue political units, the Great Powers, asthe diplomatic concert of
the 19th century liked to call them.

ThePolishofficiasof 1939 were palitically stupidinthefirst sense.
Their country encircled by two Great Powersthat had just concluded a
non-aggression pact, they nonethel ess chose to enter upon awar that
would mean for it direct, permanent political extinction inthe least
desirableform: occupation and partition. Actually, it ispure charity to
call thepolitical dealingsof those officialsstupidity instead of treason,
for shortly after the beginning of the War, they disappeared, going abroad
to live on the capital they were able to amass owing to their policy.
Treason and political stupidity are closely related to each other. InThe
Proclamationof Londonitisstated: “ Treason isnothing but incapacity
when it becomesresolute.” Asused here, theword “treason” refersto
treasonous conduct onthe part of individuas. Anindividua may beable
to better hispersona -economic circumstancesthrough an act of treason,

14



but no group, no class, no organic stratumwithinacountry isever ableto
better the power-paosition of the country through alarge-scaeact of treason.
Inthissense, dl treasonispolitica stupidity.

TheEnglishofficidsof 1939werepaliticaly stupidinthesecond sense
inthat they completdy failedtoidentify thelarger power-currentsandlikewise
totally lacked statesmanlikefedingfor the Definition of Enemy: TheEnemy
isthestatethat one can defeat and thereby gain more power. * Thusmilitary
victory over an opponent whose defest provesso costly that onemust take
inthe bargain agreater loss of power el sewhere must be called political
defest.

These English offida sgpproached diplomati ¢ preparationsfor the Second
World War according totheold tried and true methods. They attempted to
isolate Germany, concludingwherever possblewar-dlianceswith Germany’s
neighbours(the“ Peace Front”). They counted onAmericanaid, trustingin
theWashington regime’ sassurancesthat it would beabletolead Americato
war-despite the geopolitical position of America, despite the unanimous
opposition of theAmerican people, despitethe conflict betweenintervention
andthenationad interestsof America, and finally, despitethefundamental
gpiritud indifference of Americanstowardseven avictoriouswar against
Europe.

Thequestionthey faledto ask was: What isthefind paliticd am?Orin
other words. How will England’ s power beincreased through avictorious
Americanwar against Germany?Had they asked thisquestion, it would
have been obviousto themthat, snce England could not winthiswar done,
any extension of power derived from adefeat of Germany would befor the
benefit of America, or someother power. Theresult of their failureto ask
thisquestionwasEngland'stotal defest.

The suicide-policy of the English regime in 1939-it was continued
throughout the War-hasvariousroots, and the ultimate explanation of it will
keep scholarsand archivigsbusy. Theessentid factsaredreedy well-known.
Firgt, political stupidity alone is not to blame; Some members of the

*Cf. IMPERIUM, p. 137 ff.
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government consciously and deliberately pursued apolicy that was
not pro-English, only anti-German. Second, somemembersof thisregime
werenot officially part of the government, indeed, not even part of the
English organism. Third, and mostimportantly, with Joseph Chamberlain
therichpalitica tradition of England had beenlaidtorest. The succeeding
statesmen were of lesser calibre; class-warriors, like Lloyd Georgeand
MacDondd; pureegotists, capableof representing any dieninterest, like
Churchill and Eden; even obsessed psychopaths, like Duff Cooper.
ThomasHardy didwell tointroducethe Spirit of Irony into hisNapoleonic
drama, The Dynasts, in whichthe paradoxical and theironic makeup the
favourite conversation of Clio. How ridiculousin retrospect now seemthe
effortsof those officialsin London during the period from 1939 to 1941:
They sought to drag Americainto theWar! Inreality, theWar wasfrom
beginning to end acreation of theWashingtonregime. If it ended invictory,
victory could mean only anincreasein power for that regime, or some
other political unit, but in no casefor England. The English nation was
impressed into theWar asavassal that had been madeto believeit was
actingindependently, and it emerged fromtheWar with every characteristic
of acolony. Only thedefinitive, legaistic formul ation waswanting. Those
at thehead of the L ondon regimewho werehonest, if aso stupid, schemed
touseAmericafor their purposes. And precisdy because of their scheming,
they were used to forward the ambitions of the Washington regime
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STRONGER POWER-CURRENTS
IN THE AGE OF ABSOLUTE POLITICS

Beforethe First World War, the most comprehensive single power-
current in theworld was the movement of power out of Europeto the
colonial areas-to America, to the Far East, to the Near East, toAfrica.
Power isspiritual inorigin. That can mean only that Europe, seenfrom
without, fromAsia, Africa, and the Americas-wasin spiritual decline.
England wasthe nation that was then custodian of the Destiny of Europe.
Other European powers had far-flung possessions and interestsin the
world, but none other than England could boast of aWorld Empire. To
the outer world England was the West. However, the English national
|deahad been completely fulfilled in the course of the 19th century; the
English nation, asdistinct from the English People, wastoo used up and
too worn out to bear the burden of the Destiny of Europe. Thisfact
could not be concealed, and so the scales of power between the West
and the Outer Forcestipped over morein favour of the Outer Forces.

Thusit was England’s political weaknessthat ignited the Asiatic
masses anti-Europeanwill-to-annihilation. In 1900, the English Empire,
including the seas on which England wasindisputably supreme, covered
17/20ths of the surface of the earth. To maintain thisstructurein that
form the entire political strength of Europe would have been needed.
Joseph Chamberlain’s project of an Anglo-German partnership was
based upon this insight. Other political minds that had the art of
empathising correctly apprehended the power-current at thetime, and
thewholeworld wasfamiliar with theexpresson Kaiser Wilhelm 1 coined
for thesestirrings: The'Yellow Peril. Thegrest fact of the® Yellow Peril”
dominated the political world-picture beforethe First World War.

Within Europe, the great power-current went from England to
Germany. Thelesser powersFranceand Austriawere bothinthe process
of dissolution, and both passed into vassalage: Austriato Germany,
Franceto England. But already England had entered the organically
inevitable stagein which power movesaccording to thelawsof centrifuga
force. Power-currents moved from England to the strongest outlying
powers, to Russiain Central Asia, to Japan in Chinaand the Pacific,
and to Americain the Western Hemisphere. To Germany, Japan, and
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America, England gradudly lost itsposition in world commerce, and on
theseasit had to yield to the samethreepalitical units.

Themetapolitical explanation for theintra-European power-current
from England to Germany issmple. Thedeclineand inevitable demise of
the English Nation-Ideawaspart of the devel opment of theWestern Culture
fromthefirst phase of Civilisation, theAge of Economics, to the second
phase, theAgeof Absolute Palitics. It was Destiny that England, thenation
with the state-lessarticul ation, to which the I deas of predestination and
laissez-faire had been given, to which they wereinstinctive, towhich
expansion meant abusiness-like plundering of the conquered territory
withaslittlepolitica disintegrationinit aspossble, wastheguardian of the
Western Civilisation during the 19th century. Likewiseit was Destiny, and
not chance, that the coming to an end of that age of liberalism,
parliamentarism, economics, laissez-faire, and trade-imperialisn dsomeant
thecomingto anend of England’ spower. Thenew age, theAgeof Absolute
Politics, inwhich Politicsrulesunconditiona ly over every aspect of lifein
theWestern Civilisation, demandsadifferent type of nation, adifferent
Internationale,* adifferent Universal-Hypothesisto fulfil the Cultural
Mission of the 20th century and the centuriesto come. The Prussian-
German nation isthat one of the Western nationswhose national 1dea
thoroughly correspondsto the Cultural Imperativein thisAge of Absolute
Palitics. For the solution of itstasksthisAge demandsthe old Roman
virtues: asoldierly ethosand honour-feding, politica-organisatory talent,
firmness, conscientiousness, devotion to duty, will-to-power instead of
will-to-plunder. Sincethe Prussian |deaagreeswith the Spirit of theAge,
power flowsorganicaly, naturdly, irresistibly tothefocusof thisldea.

That agenerd war would break out, dl statesmen and politica thinkers
were agreed; only itsform was not foreseen, nor could it have been. The
natural form corresponding to the power-problems posed by the power-
currents-would have been England and Germany versus Russiaand Japan.
Since England and Germany bel onged to the same Culture and had a
common Destiny, asthey awaysshall, any war between thesetwo states
had to benefit powers outside Europe to so great an extent that

*Cf. IMPERIUM, p. 198 ff.
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neither oneof them could have profited fromit, and that quiteindependent
of whichwon amilitary victory and which suffered amilitary defeat.
Therefore, it wasin theinterest of each of thetwo, for itsown well-
being no less than that of the Western Culture, to undertake power-
strugglesonly against extra-European forces.

After theWar erupted into afalseform, viz., into aform that in no
waly corresponded to the power-problems posed by the power-currents,
the outward movement of power from Europevastly accelerated.* The
European Rgj in Indiawas undermined; Japan wasfreed from all fetters
to Europe, and left with Americaasits sole power-rival . Americabecame
theruling power at sea, despitethe Five-Power-Naval Treaty of 1921,
under whichit scuttled 750,000 tons of new shipping. That folly hardly
changed anything, smply because of America sincreased ability tobuild
ships, which may be ascribed to the War, and because of the powerful
spiritual impetus of the War, because of America’ sawakening fromits
century of isolation, anisolation comparableto that of asilkworminits
cocoon. After the Bolshevist Revolution of 1917 and the consolidation
of theAsiatic Moscow regime, Russiaentered the political world asits
most secure power. In Europe, Franceinherited the continental hegemony
that England had striven to take from Germany.

Germany lost power, true; however England lost even more. It shared
inalocal, military victory aspart of aworld-coalitionand paid for it with
ageneral, political defeat. With results, England had applied the great
fundamental of strategy precisdly inreverse: it employed all itsstrength
oninconsequentia pointswhilereserving aslittle of it aspossiblefor the
decisivepoint. Vis-d-visthe Coloured-Asiatic world, England wastill
the custodian of the Destiny of Europe, to be sure, now more enfeebled
than ever, apale shadow of the Imperialist England at the time of the
Silver Jubilee of 1887. England no longer had thefeeling of aMission,
nolonger feltitself called uponto rule-onenolonger spokeof an Empire,
but of “Mandates’ -, it no longer believed initself. Even domestically
England wasin moral and material chaos. The War had resulted inthe
New Age, with its new values, and the discarding of much that was
formerly

*Cf. IMPERIUM, p.565ff.
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significant, and the old Idea of parliamentarism and laissez-fairewas
ineffectual inthisbewildering new state of affairs. A superpersona ldea
that hasfulfilleditself can evolvenofurther. Inahedthy, organicevolution,
England would have adopted the new superpersonal Idea, the new
Hypothesis, and been absorbed into the new Internationale, but the
catastrophic form of the First World War prevented thenormal evolution.
The West was not represented before the world by apowerful, firm
dlianceof England and Germany, militarily and politically victoriousover
Russiaand Japan, but by asuperannuated English Capitalism.

Had theWar assumed the organic form, an English-German codlition
against therising Asiatic menace, it would have ended in aEuropean
victory and brought thewhol e planet under theinfluence of Europe. But
in theform eventstook, the West lost so much of the 17/20ths of the
surface of the earth it had controlled that only about 4/20ths remained
subjecttoit.

And so the two great power-currents continued unabated, the
centrifugal current from Europeto the Outer Forces and the centripetal
current from England to Germany.

Power inembryonic spiritua form streamed from England to Germany
All Europelooked increasingly to the Prussian Ethosfor guidance. This
ideagained irresistibly inmoral force, strength of itsInner Imperative,
and Cultural prestige. Within Europe, another, lesser power-current
flowed, from Franceto Italy, thistimeactual political power. The source
of thiscurrent wasthe Genius of asingle man, Mussolini. He effected
the transformation of Italy by infusing it with the Prussian-German
Socialist Ethos. Sincethe petty-nationalism of the 19th century had not
yet been overcome in Italy, as elsewhere, Mussolini was forced to
associate hisnew State-building Ethoswith the name of Imperial Rome.
Italy and the entire Western Civilisation have no inward connexion with
Imperial Rome, nor did it stand in any relation to them. Therefore, it
may not beamissif thetrueinspiration of hisGeniusismentioned here.
Mussolini himself designated Nietzsche and Sorel asthetwo teachers
who had inspired him. Both were opponents of laissez-faire, bothwere
anti-parliamentary, anti-liberal, anti-democratic; both had strong
authoritarian leanings.
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The centrifugal power-current from Europe outwardsflowed more
strongly to Japan, Russia, and America. Weak headsin England |ooked
disconsolately to the American colony, symbolised in its spiritual
endowmentsby itspolitically moronicleaders, likeWilson, Lansing, and
Harding, and hoped for spiritual leadership and materia support fromit.
That kept on even after Americansdemonstrated loudly and clearly that
they werequiteindifferent to European palitics, astheir Congress showed
when it refused to ratify the Treaty of Versailles and thereby rejected
membership for Americain the League of Nations. In consequence of
thelonging for American domination on the part of acertain group of
Europeans-especidly numerousand influential ontheldand-, thetotally
altered American | eadership that resulted from the American Revolution
of 1933 found an open road to the financial -diplomatic conquest of
France, England, and the Netherlands. Thenceforth Americaintervened
inall intra-European affairs, alwayswith theintention of promoting the
same negative policy, meaning “ collective security,” which can becalled
both anti-German and pro-Bol shevist.

Here are outlined the epochal eventsof the Interbellum Period
1919-1939:

1919

Ver saillesdictate; French hegemony established in Europe.
Spengler’ swork Preussentum and Sozialismusappesars.

1921

Mussolini emergesin History; thefirst open revoltin Europe of
Socialism against Capitalism, of Authority against Money, of Faith
againgt Criticism, of Disciplineagainst Laissez-faire, of Duty-Con-
sciousness against theideol ogy of “ happiness,” of Hierarchy against
Equality, of theWill-to-Power against the Will-to-Plunder.

1923

Franceinvades Germany; high point of France’ spower inits
domination of continental Europe.
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1931

Collapseof theinternational financia structure of Capitalism; economic
catastrophe resulting therefrom; economic depression throughout the
Western Civilisation.

Japan successfully raises its clam to power-monopoly in
the Far East withitsannexation of Manchuria

1933:

On 30th January: The Eur opean Revolution. Revolt of the Spirit of
Authority against Money, of Sociaism against Capitalism; overthrow of
the 1918 pseudo-victory of Capitalism.

The American Revolution of 1933.* Assumption of power by the

Jewish entity. Lasting transformation of American policy through aban-
donment of nationalisticisolationism and theintroduction of aninterna-
tionalist policy. Formation of the Jewish-American Symbiosisbegins.

End of French hegemony over Europe.
1936:

Four-Power Pact: England, France, Germany, and Italy forever re-
nouncewaging war among themselves; thefirg collectiveattempt toform
anorganically determined European Imperium.

August-September : Americasuccessfully intervenestopreventt h e
ratification of the Four-Power Pact, to abort the European Imperium and
to make possible asecond World War-thisin order to destroy the power
of Europeandto forestall therisethroughout theworld of Authoritarian
Socidism tothedetriment of Finance Capitalism.

Thisistheyear inwhich the English PrimeMinister Baldwin madehis
statement about the dependence of England and Franceon America.

*Cf. IMPERIUM, p. 993ff.
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1938:

Munich Agreement for the pacification of Europe. The Four Powers
act together to end Czech domination over Germans, Slovaks, Hungar-
ians, and Ruthenians. Last of the great European effortsto overcome
petty-statism and to establish aprovisiona European |mperiumwithout
anintraEuropeanwar.

American meddling in England succeedsin annulling themutual English-
German renunciation of war and forcesareorientation of English
policy towards setting up awarfront against Germany.

1939

Formation of the“peacefront,” awar-alliance of the Americanised
England against Germany as diplomatic preparation for the Second
World War.

September: Final success of the American policy. Outbreak of the
English War against Socialism and the Reawakening of Authority.

1941

Attack on Russiaby the provisional European Imperium. The War
gains asecond aspect.

November: The Washington regime presentsits war-ultimatum to
Japan asameans of provoking a Japanese attack that would facilitate
theintervention of Americain the European War against the wishes of
the American populace.

December : Japan responds militarily to the ultimatum, whereby the
Washington regime knows in advance thetime and place of the
attack. Compl ete destruction of the American fleet at Pearl Harbor
by Japan-this because the Washington regime deliberately delays
every defensive measure. Americadeclareswar on Europe; Europe
becomesthe chief enemy and is designated the main front The War
expandsinto and showsitself from athird aspect.
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THE THREE ASPECTS OF THE WAR

InthisAgeof AbsolutePalitics, Culture providesthemotivationfor Greet
Wars. From 1000to 1500A.D., theinner-Politicsof Europewasdetermined
by fedty. Themoativation for theintra-European power-strugglesduring the
centuriesup to the Congressof Viennawasreligiousand dynastic; during
the 19th century, it was nationalistic and economic. After 1900, thewhole
planet becameincreasngly activepaliticdly. Thededineof England’ spower
awakenedinthe Coloured World theilluson that theentireWestern Culture
founditsdlf in astate of decreasing power. That wasfa seindeed, but the
outbresk of the First World War and theworld-wideverdict againg Western
Power and Western prestige seemed to confirm thismisconception, Since
the scale of political activity has become planetary, only two spiritual
possibilitiesfor aconflict remain: first, theWestern 1 deaof world-rule (and
for over two centuries, directly or indirectly, theWest actudly did rulethe
greater part of theworld); and, second, the Outer Revolt, whichissimply
the negation of thisWestern Idea. M anifestations of the Western worl d-
empire ldeawere: the British Empire, and al other European overseas-
empires, theAmericans conquest of their continent, Americanimperidism
inthePacific, Germany’senduring desirefor expansonintothe Savicareas
anditspushing back of theeastern frontier of theWestern Cultureduringthe
millennium 1000-2000. M anifestationsof the Outer Revolt were: theChinese
Opium War against England; the Indian Mutiniesof 1857 and 1947; the
ZuluWars, theMexicanrevolt againgt Maximilian, theMexicanrevolution
of 1910; the Chineserevolution of 1911; the Philippineinsurrectionsagainst
Spainand thelatter Philippineuprisngsagainst America, 1900-1946; the
Bolshevist Revolution of 1917; the Japanese War Against the West, 1941-
1945.

Thusthe power-front is seen to be based on Culture asthe dominant
gpiritud frontinworld politics, anddl other palitics, beit primitive, locd, or
personal, isovershadowed by thistremendousdigunction.* Onthe planet
thereisonly oneHigh Cultureintheprocessof fulfilment, theWestern Culture,
Outside that Culture, there are only remnants of dead Cultures, whose
peoples have once again become primitive, fellaheen, like

*Cf. IMPERIUM, p. 2341f.
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the Chinese, Hindu, and Idamic; savages, liketheAfricanand American
aborigines; barbarians, likethe Russansand certaintribesin Centrd Asa
All peoplesliving outs dethe West have perforcetaken over many Western
customsand characterigtics, sincethe uniquely powerful imperiaism of
theWest laysclaimtothewholeearth, and itsperformance hasforced the
peopleof theworld to acknowledgetheundeniableintdlectua and materid
superiority of Europe. Thisdoesnot mean, however, that “ Westernisation”
can ever be anything other than superficial. When the Western Culture
saysYestoitsimperidisticurge, it naturally callsforth areactionamong
those who do not belong to it. Their organic response is an equally
passionate No. When they take up Western methods, it isonly to use
them againgt theWest: If spearscannot defeat Whites, let uslearnhow to
build factoriesand produce machines!

FromaCultura standpoint, the Second World War consisted of three
organically separablewars. Thefirst of thesewasanintra-Cultural war:
England versus Germany. In theterminology of Ideas, it wasawar of
Capitalism versus Socialism. But asthese two great outlooks have an
organic relationto each other, it was actually astruggle between the Past
and the Future, for Capitalism belongsto the Past, Authoritarian Ethical
SocidismtotheFuture. Sincethe Past can never overcomethefact of the
Future, except in semblance, thisintra-Cultura war had only two possible
results: Victory of theldeaof Ethical Socidism or Chaoswithintheentire
Western organism.

The second of these wars began with the attack by the provisional
European Imperium on Russia, the leader of the Outer Revolt against
Western world-rule. The natural, organic form of thiswar would have
been Europe with all its colonies-America, South Africa, Australia,
Argenting, et d .againgt Russiaand the other A atic powers. Thusit would
have ended inthe political destruction of theAsiatic powers, including
Russa, andintheestablishment of Western world-ruleinastricter, more
absoluteform than the Western Empire, let ussay, of 1900.

Thethird of these warswasrelated to the second: the American
war against Japan, like the European war against Russia, was a
war of the West against the Outer Revolt. Inthiswar, America’'s
role was that of aWestern colony, and itsvictory over Japan was
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also avictory for Europe, just asavictory of Europe over Russia
would have been avictory also for America.

Thefirst, theintra-European war, very quickly lost the character
of such, since England’stotal war-effort was brought ever more under
the direction of the Washington regime, and England, likewiseits
remaining overseas possessions, was occupied by American troops.
Thereby the Washington regime wanted to ensure that England would
not attempt to bail out of the War. With the American occupation of
England and the remnants of its Empire, the intra-European war of
England versus Germany ended. From then on, there were two
organically dissociated wars: Europe versus the American-Russian
coalition and Japan versusAmerica. Wherever the English military
forcesfought on, it wasonly for the extension of Russian or American
power, for now there was no longer an English political unit whose
power could be extended by avictory.

ThusAmericabecameinvolvedin all three organically dissociated
wars. Its participation in the Second World War was a struggle for
thevictory of the West, in regard to Japan, and simultaneously for
the defeat of the West, in regard to Russia. Americafought for an
Asiatic victory and against an Asiatic victory.

The outcome of the second organically dissociated war, that of
the European Imperium versus Russia, was complicated by America's
policy vis-d-vis Russia. At the beginning of the War, Russiawas
prepared to conclude peace with Europe, but the Washington regime,
in accordance with its purely negative, anti-American policy of
defeating Authoritarian Socialist Europe at any cost, even that of
national suicide, promised to give economic support to Russia’ sentire
war-effort, so long asit would stay in the War, promised to share
with it in aRussian-American world-condominium in the post-War
period. America' s conduct vis-d-vis Russiahas never had itslike
inworld-history. During the War, Americadeprived its own armed
forces of huge masses of war materiel, which it delivered to Russia
without charge and without any terms of repayment. America
supplied Russiawith: 14,795 aircraft, 7,056 tanks, 51,503] eeps,
35,170 motorcycles, 8,071 tractors, 375,883
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lorries; other machinery valued at 1,078 million dollars; 107 million
yards of cotton products and 62 million yards of woolen products.
(Thisligtingisincompl ete and does not include ships, foodstuffs, railway
materiel, etc.) At American orders huge quantities of armamentsand
other vital equipment were withdrawn from the English Army and
deliveredto Russia, including 5,031 tanksand 6,778 aircraft. Deliveries
of raw materialsreached the value of 39,000,000 pounds. The Ameri-
canviceroy in England, Churchill, confessed in hismemoirsthat one of
hisdiplomatic problemslay in persuading the Russiansto accept these
giftswithout suspicion and with good will. Throughout the War, the
Communist underground movements the wholeworld over received
from North America weapons, munitions, explosives, clothing,
medicines, foodstuffs, and financial support-thisin Europe, in Serbia,
andintheFar East, especidly Celebes, Sumatra, Indochina, and China

It isclear-once again from the simple Organic Laws of Politics-that
the Washington regime in no way pursued an American policy. A
nationalist policy can never be negative. When a nation’s policy
becomes negative, something has prevailed over the national interest.
All during the War, American propagandawas governed by asingle
great imperative: Destroy Germany! In the background was the weak
echo: Destroy Japan! The propagandaleft no doubt, however, about
therelative importance of these two negatives.

Without America' sintervention astheall-sacrificing lackey of Russa,
thewar of Europe versus Russiacould haveended intwo ways. political
destruction of Russia by Europe, or negotiated peace. After the
American war-entry, the second possibility waseliminated. Initsmain
aspect, the Second World War was no longer awar of Europe against
Russia, but afortiori awar of Americaagainst Europe, and thiswar
had only one possible outcome; political destruction of Europ