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Foreword by Robert Spencer

This extraordinary book answers questions that everyone should be asking, but no one is: how has the West lost its mind and made up its mind to commit civilizational suicide? And why do so few people even realize that this is happening, and even fewer care? Why are most people ignorant, and the rest resigned and fatalistic? 

The answers given to those questions and related ones in this book are fascinating and compelling. This is the first and only book to tackle in such depth and from such an enlightening perspective the puzzle of why the free world has now determined to ignore the obvious and, like a massive gang of demented five-year-olds, to play pretend to the end, even if that end means their own destruction.

For the realities in this case are really quite simple. The doctrines of Islam — based on the teachings of its holy book and its founder and central figure — teach that Muslims should wage war against and subjugate under the hegemony of Islamic law those who do not believe. Supporting that fact is the additional reality that for fourteen hundred years now, Muslims have behaved violently in ways that are sanctioned by those teachings. Everywhere that Muslims have gone, some of them — indeed, generally the most devout, dedicated, and knowledgeable — have waged war against non-Muslims and made life difficult for them in other ways that are also mandated by Islamic law. 

Much of this warfare has been directed against Europe and Europeans. It has been such a thoroughgoing and sustained war that many of Europe’s most enduring cultural monuments bear its mark, from La Chanson de Roland to the Commedia to Don Quijote de la Mancha, from the Cathedral of Córdoba to the Hagia Sophia. It has given Europe many of its foremost heroes and saints, and been nothing less than formative for the European character.

But Europe after World War II was weary, weary in all sorts of ways, most of all weary of itself. In reaction to appalling crimes and jaw-dropping evil committed by some Europeans, the continent itself fell into a slough of self-hatred. It no longer wanted to be Europe. It grew indifferent to its past, and that indifference bred contempt. Europeans began to be taught that the noble knights and courageous Crusaders were actually racists and colonialists who must be repudiated, and that every European should be embarrassed about.

Much of this self-hatred took the form of a denial of, or indifference to, the reality of the 1,400-year war that the warriors of Islam had waged upon Europe. Islam is a religion of peace, Europeans and North Americans and other non-Muslims were told. The problem was not Islamic jihad, it was the Crusaders then and now, the original Crusaders who began the tensions by intruding on a peaceful and idyllic Muslim world, and the modern-day Crusaders who were carrying out an imperialist, colonialist project.

Europe and America and Australia, went the story, could and should welcome Muslims now, because they were in need, and because we had wronged them historically. Their beliefs were entirely benign, except where they were twisted and hijacked by a tiny minority of extremists who were dwarfed in numbers and influence by Christian “white supremacists.” Muslims would enter Europe and take up the slack for an aging work force, creating with native Europeans a new, harmonious, multicultural society that would be the world’s prime exhibit of the strength of diversity.

The principal, but by no means the only, problem with this scenario was that it was based on fantasy and fiction. The Islam that we were told was the dominant and mainstream form of the religion had actually never existed in the history of the religion, and did not exist in our own age. Many of the migrants carried their Islamic values, the same values that led their forefathers to wage war against Christendom for over a millennium, into Europe, North America, and Australia, as anyone who was assessing the situation in a clear-eyed manner could have foreseen.

But not only did Europe discard reality and embrace fantasy. Its elected and unelected authorities also began to demand that all of us embrace it as well, on pain of social ostracism and professional and personal ruin. Those who dared to point out what Islam had taught and what its historical record was were excoriated, vilified, and sometimes even fined or imprisoned. It was that old European folk tale, “The Emperor’s New Clothes,” come to life: if one did not embrace the fantasy, one would be punished.

Many books have been written about these facts. But here now at last is one that makes sense of why it all happened. Every politician in the Western world should be required to read Dr. Hampl’s work. But that, of course, would entail their shaking off their comforting fantasies.

Robert Spencer 

Author of the bestsellers The Politically Incorrect Guide to Islam (and the Crusades), The Truth About Muhammad, and The History of Jihad 


Chapter One 

Introduction

The Muslim mayor of the English town of Oldham starts the City Council meeting by inviting an Imam to pray in Arabic. The prayer is followed by an English prayer pleading to Allah to punish all unbelievers. In Great Britain, the National Crime Agency found there are tens of thousands of victims of slavery in the country, some were only 12 years old.  

PayPal closed the accounts of Jihad Watch, Barenaked Islam and the American Freedom Defense Initiative (these groups did nothing worse than map the jihadi attacks against the West). In Sydney the city authorities have banned the construction of a synagogue because the building could be a terrorist target.

Barcelona’s Chief Rabbi urges Jews to emigrate. In one month, Facebook deleted 288,000 “hate” posts. Yet the company somehow forgot to do anything about the Islamic State’s manual of instructions on how to produce explosives to kill the infidels. Denmark organizes classes for terrorists returning from the Islamic State, offering them forgiveness, generosity and kindness, as well as free accommodation and financial support. The EU has declared war on illegal immigration: it prohibited sales of inflatable boats to Libya.

The Pope instructed Europeans that the dignity of migrants is more important than the safety of the local population. In the past two years, the French religious authorities sold 40 churches, while another 27 churches were demolished. It is estimated that another thousand churches will follow in the next decade. The West turns to the East, not the post-Communist East but the other one with deserts and camels.

Alcohol, Denial or the Cruel Truth?

The description above is from a short article by Benjamin Kuras, a Czech journalist living in London, which was published in 2017 in a Czech magazine, yet similar information can be found almost anywhere. When you are confronted with such facts, there are different ways to consider them.

First, you can hope those saying such things are lying or exaggerating. However, it is easy to verify every piece of information presented in the above in just a couple of hours. 

Second, you could decide not to think about it. If you have a few glasses of beer, you might get a peaceful night without nightmares and in a while you’ll get used to living in a world like this. Of course you could replace the alcohol with something else. Many people find comfort in the mainstream media, who constantly seek to reassure that anybody who talks seriously about the collapse of civilization is a lunatic or an extremist, and nobody wants to be considered a lunatic or an extremist. The same attitude is hidden in the old saying: “All generations believed they lived in times of decline and that disaster was coming.” 

Third, you could find some comfort in the belief that the article was written in an absolutely extraordinary month. However, when you open any uncensored news sources, you may find the opposite is true. Usually, it is much worse. 

Can Sociology Be Useful after All?

Then there is the option where you consider it a possibility that we are in huge trouble and it’s much worse than anything Europeans have experienced for generations. Reading this book will be easier for people with this concern and the success of its original Czech version has revealed such people are not so rare, despite how it may be portrayed by the media. 

Many are thinking about potential ways of how the free world can be saved. However, if we want to save or improve something, we need to understand the social mechanisms that caused the current situation or problems. If you try to repair a machine, there is a similar problem; you need to understand how it works, then you have a better chance of making a successful repair. Just as Austrian sociologist and economist Joseph Schumpeter demonstrated 80 years ago. 

This book describes how modern societies work. In particular, it focuses on the mechanisms that led to the current and upcoming collapse of the West. It might be useful to know this book is written by a sociologist. This is what sociology should be about; it should help people to understand why they have troubles and how to achieve their goals. It should also help them to avoid actions whose unintended consequences could later turn against them. 

I admit, in general, sociology has a poor reputation, with few people expecting it can provide solutions for real-life problems. Unfortunately, this reputation is well deserved. Sociologists tend to isolate themselves from the real world. They live in closed sects that breed mutual assurances and foster the belief in one’s own superiority. This also helps to pull money out of other people’s pockets for the funding of grants and university projects. I hope I am — at least to some extent — able to avoid such a destiny because I have always worked in a business environment. At the time of writing this book I am working in a factory. At lunchtime, I do not share a table with an economist or a psychologist, but with warehouse operators, factory workers and technologists. 

Optimism Needed

I would describe my sociological method as “attention drawing/exposition.” I try to systematically observe patterns of behavior and actions and show them to the reader. The reader can say “this is an excellent point” and start to observe the same, or they may say “my experience is different.” I hope the former type of reaction will be more common. In other words, my intention is to help readers rearrange the fragments of their everyday experience. I would like to show something they would not otherwise see. As my method also aspires to be called scientific, it must meet other criteria. These criteria are described in a later chapter. You could skip that if you’re not interested in the theoretical science parts and you won’t miss anything. Nevertheless, despite such ambitions I have tried to write a text that should be accessible and perhaps even fun. That’s if you can be entertained by a fall into an abyss. 

The reader will notice that the book does not have footnotes and citations. Usually nobody reads them, yet they provide an image of respectability and learning. You can usually find them in books that start with a long list of people and foundations that have supported the work and helped the author focus on writing. If you know about such opportunities, please email me. In a second edition, appropriate lists could be referenced but the footnotes would be longer than the text itself. In fact, every sentence could have a reference to other reading material. However this would make the book substantially more expensive and I wouldn’t have the time after doing my regular day job, writing articles for web magazines and spending time on a variety of political activities.

Some manuals begin with congratulations. The marketing department congratulates the customer for the decision to buy this product. I will conclude this chapter with the same congratulation. The fact you’ve got this far is sufficient proof that you belong to the brightest thinking part of the population. I wish you patience with the book and a lot of optimism. We all need it. 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ Wise people notice the mounting problems of Western civilization.

■ Although every generation might feel the same, it is much more serious this time than ever before.

■ We need a more accurate understanding of those problems and in particular their causes. This is why it is so difficult to solve them.

■ The aim of this book is to identify and describe the causes of the imminent collapse of civilization. 

For further reading, I recommend Infidel: My Life by Ayaan Hirsi Ali.


Chapter Two 

Why Our Brain Betrays Us When We Need It the Most

There are risks and inconveniences that we are prepared for. These are problems we have already experienced several times and we know what to do with them. For example, when we want to pay at the grocery store and we realize we have no money; or our car breaks down away from home; or we get hurt playing sports. These are situations we are prepared for and our brain is ready and able to find solutions.  

Then there are the events we are not so well prepared for, because we have never experienced them. Regardless, we are ready because this has happened to people around us before, or to people that seem similar to us, who we have read about in the papers, etc. Therefore, we know we could be mugged, have a car accident, or have our house destroyed in a gas explosion, but we can take steps to prevent them, keeping in mind that if it goes wrong, something can be done about it. In these situations, our brain fulfils its functions. Even though we haven’t been robbed, we easily understand we should avoid some parts of town at night, or that we should buy a good lock. 

When the Brain “Erases” Inconvenient Facts

Have you noticed that the more common and less dramatic an event is, the easier it is to respond? For example, we can prepare for the possibility that our purse could be stolen on a bus by hiding it and making sure we keep some money separate. In contrast, imagine that somebody breaks into your house and they keep you hostage and torture you for several days. This seems to be beyond reality (in a moment, we will show why) and only a few people prepare themselves for such situations. If somebody takes steps to prevent such an event, we often think he could be a lunatic. 

Then there are the horrifying things that none of us (including our parents, friends and even the people we have only heard about) have experienced. Yet they are still present in our collective memory and carried over for generations: An epidemic, national bankruptcy, natural disasters, starvation, war and brutal persecution by secret police forces… These are some of the risks we don’t generally consider, so our brains are far less ready to respond should they occur. Nevertheless, such events can still be described as imaginable. 

Let’s stop for a moment and think about what is imaginable. Our brain is not a machine that impartially collects facts, evaluates them carefully and draws conclusions from them. A person is not a research institution. If this was the case, our thinking would be more accurate, but it would not be practical. In real life, we need to grasp what is going on and respond quickly. Our brain is ready to “recognize” things and events; then we assess how to classify them and what to do about it. 

Such thinking is useful in daily life, but it has a downside. When we run into facts and situations our brains are not able to “recognize” because they are extremely unusual, they are erased. They do not exist for us. 

Only Swindlers Talk about a Disaster, but What If It Really Happens?

This also applies to the risks. When the situation is relatively normal (for example, a risk of our purse being stolen or that we are stranded in our car 10 kilometers away from the nearest village), we orientate ourselves quickly and respond immediately. So, if we are in a subway train full of suspicious-looking people, we make sure our purse is well-hidden. If we hear a strange noise in our car, we decide if it’s better to stop at the nearest garage or continue to drive home. Yet, if we come across signs that a war might break out, or our homeland might be occupied by a hostile power, we usually ignore such hints. Our brain erases such evidence; it will cease to exist. This is the reason why people have been completely unprepared for major disasters even if they had enough information in advance and the development seemed similar to a previous catastrophe. Only when a situation lasts for some time will our brain learn to respond correctly to the risks of war or occupation. 

To make ourselves ready for seemingly unlikely situations (although there is evidence they are almost certain) is more difficult when we are constantly bombarded with warnings about some other alleged threats like global warming, chemicals in food and even Vladimir Vladimirovich Putin. Almost every time the warnings come from people who want to sell us something or who are seeking money from public funds. We have cultivated the ability to ignore such similar scares. 

You Have No Experience with the Collapse of Civilization Yet?

Now suppose there is a catastrophic event that hasn’t happened for thousands of years. What are the chances our brain would respond correctly and we will even take steps to prevent it? Would we at least prepare ourselves and our closest circles? The chances are very low. It is more likely our brain will erase all warning signs. Even if we got them in black and white and in the form of indisputable evidence, it would probably not shake us up. Now if we suppose some people are specifically trained and manipulated to ignore this risk, the hope we would respond correctly is close to zero.

Yet, it looks like we are in such a situation and we face nothing less than the collapse of Western civilization. Do you think this is so crazy that you don’t feel like reading on anymore? This means the brain has reacted as expected. If you don’t continue reading, it’s understandable and I can’t be angry. However, if curiosity prevails and you have a vague feeling that something terrifying is really happening, or that you have noticed things considered absolutely impossible a few years ago are viewed as somewhat acceptable (for example Islamic State followers going on a rampage in the streets of Paris and London), then try to continue. 

When the collapse of civilization on European territory is discussed, it mostly refers to the end of the Roman Empire. However, this was only an unnecessary bureaucratic entity that collapsed in the fifth century. The events had either no effect or had some positive impact on residents. World renowned expert on the collapse of empires Miroslav Bárta notes that Italian villagers welcomed the “barbarians” as liberators. 

In contrast to that, I want to refer to an event that cripples an existing structure in such a way that it is impossible to ensure the basic defensive function of society. This is where a new ethnic group with a different culture arrives and the majority of the men of the original population are killed or enslaved by the conqueror. A few flexible individuals will manage to join the conquerors. The women will mostly become wives or sex slaves of the conquerors. The language, traditions, literature and culture disappear. The culture of the conquerors replaces everything. After a few generations, only experienced anthropologists will find the signs of an extinct civilization. 

They Also Believed It Wouldn’t Touch Them

There is no parallel to such a development in European history. When previous conquerors came to Europe, they formed a ruling caste whose size was much smaller than the original population. They did not have higher birth rates than the native population. Both groups mingled and most of the culture and gene pool of the conquered people survived. A complete replacement of original ethnic groups by another took place in North America a few centuries ago. Such a replacement is taking place in some Western European countries now and it is completely new to this part of the world.  

If we want to understand what is happening to us, we need to study other historical examples. 

■ For example, the end of the advanced Buddhist civilization on the territory of today’s Afghanistan.

■ The end of the Hindu culture on the territory of present-day Pakistan.

■ The demise of Byzantium on the territory of present-day Turkey. 

■ The genocide of the Armenians who were wiped out from most of their traditional homeland.

■ The end of the highly developed Christian civilization on the territory of today’s Syria.

In all these cases, Islam was the predator. On the other hand, we could argue that Europeans destroyed great Indian cultures and civilizations in today’s Latin America. Only a few pyramids in the jungle and some vague folk customs are left of them. I will come back to this later. 

When a Predator Meets a Worse Predator

If we manage to suppress the instinct to erase inconvenient facts, we will see many signs showing the end of our own civilization. This is a civilization that started about three thousand years ago when the Greek tribes settled in the Peloponnese and Anatolia. Their philosophies, together with the nature of the landscape, did not allow for the building of another centralized Empire (such as Egypt, Assyria or Babylon). Thus, a civilization emerged that encompassed the tension between constant rivalry and the cooperation of small units and a civilization with a high degree of personal freedom and innovation.  

This civilization did nonetheless evolve in part into a powerful and predatory form. If the people of the Native American Empires had survived, they could tell the tale. This also goes for the people of the African and Asian Kingdoms that succumbed to the European colonial armies. Yet this civilization did encounter an even worse predator than itself. At the beginning of the 7th century, Islamic troops and guerilla forces took off from Arabia and the European kingdoms crumbled one after another. Today, most people don’t even know Syria and Egypt were part of Christian civilization. From the beginning it was clear that the Muslim invaders would seize some parts of the Christian world and they would gradually eradicate any traces of pre-Islamic history. It was only a question of whether some parts of the West would survive and escape this Islamization. In the first round, the Muslims occupied Syria, Lebanon, North Africa, and other territories. In the second round, they took over Armenia and Greece (both countries today occupy only a fraction of their original territory). Each time, their advance was stopped and some territory was liberated. Yet, we have never succeeded at getting everything back to the way it was. Now, the third round is coming. There is only a small hope that the West will fight it off. This is not a grim forecast into the distant future; it is something being fulfilled before our eyes and will be finished in most of our lifetimes. Unless something very unexpected and dramatic happens that changes the historical path, our generation will see European cities burn, infidels and non-believers killed daily and the Caliphate established. We will also see continuous and chaotic fights amongst various Islamic groups. 

A Few Unpleasant Questions

We have the skills and resources to defend the free world, but our brains are not ready for the current situation. This is something neither we nor our parents, grandparents or even our great-grandparents, ever experienced. Our brains are predisposed to erase the symptoms of disaster. Massive propaganda actually encourages our tendency to delete the warning signs from our brain and in effect attempts to convince people the daily killings and the enforcement of Islamic law are actually normal. 

So once again, if this sounds too crazy, don’t read any further and go back to the mainstream media. Nevertheless, I would advise such people to ask themselves the following questions:

■ Are the number of Muslims in European countries declining or increasing?

■ Are there any natural boundaries where the growth will stop? (E.g., reaching 20% of the population.)

■ Do the increasing number of Muslims and the spread of Muslim-based communities mean they are more willing to adapt to European lifestyles and values? Or is it that their willingness declines? 

■ If there are radical and moderate groups within the Islamic community, will the radicals be intimidated by the moderates or are the moderates intimidated by the radicals? 

■ If the Prophet teaches that apostasy should be punished by death and that a zealous Muslim can execute the judgement anytime, do you think Muslims are willing to leave Islam? 

■ If you consider that Muslim women have more babies than European women, do you think they need centuries to outnumber us? If Muslims represent 10% of the population, it may seem insignificant, yet it actually means Muslims account for about one-quarter of high school students. In a few years, not centuries, most children will be born in Muslim families.

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ The human brain copes very well with the risks we have experienced or we can well imagine.

■ However, if we encounter something that has not occurred for centuries, the brain tends to “erase” the symptoms of the threat.

■ Therefore, when people encounter a threat or terrible events that only occur exceptionally in history, they are totally incapable of responding.

■ Islamic civilization has been trying to completely annihilate Western civilization for approximately 14 centuries. Most of the time, it had a clear upper hand and its military units gradually took substantial parts of previously held Christian territory.

■ Currently there is an attempt to Islamize the remaining part of the West. Our brains tend to ignore the symptoms of this disaster. 

For further reading, I recommend The Strange Death of Europe: Immigration, Identity, Islam by Douglas Murray.


Chapter Three 

Why Our Civilization Is Unique

Is it worth getting upset? Is it simply a natural development we should accept? If it is true that Christian civilization is the worst, cruelest and the most imperialistic the world has ever known, it might be good if humanity got rid of it. Maybe this should happen before the despicable Western civilization destroys Mother Earth. It might also be good to exterminate the white race, if it is the root of this evil.  

You can hear something like this from a significant part of those who have graduated with degrees in social humanities. Taxpayers probably financed their studies or at least heavily contributed, in the hope that this would further support the continuation and progress of our civilization. Instead, enemies of the free world (or in Karl R. Popper’s words “enemies of an open society”) were produced. This leads to great paradoxes, like at celebratory events at Charles University in Prague where historical costumes are worn, ceremonies performed in Latin, and — at the same event — speeches are given on why this Western civilization is so terrible. Someone not so sophisticated might say if the scholars hate Western civilization so much, shouldn’t they do away with the historical European costumes? Instead, maybe they should build straw huts and beat drums. 

There Is No Reason to Apologize for Our Civilization

The systematic falsification of history is one of the symptoms of a civilization which doesn’t like itself. Our own history has been presented as freakish times of darkness, filled with violence and hatred, while most others are seemingly viewed through rose-colored lenses. 

States like the Czech Republic and Poland were under brutal German occupation during World War II. Hundreds of thousands of people were executed with their entire families, or tortured to death in concentration camps, with the Nazis also planning to completely annihilate these nations. This true story was taught in schools and was also often depicted through art in these countries. After entering the European Union, new ways of teaching history appeared, and now it has been reinterpreted in order to render the Russians as the great criminals, Czechs as smaller criminals and the Germans as victims. We see some naïve young people and Soros-funded activists, enthusiastic to “reveal” any information about Czech and Polish “war crimes.” Mainstream media is full of articles about “Czech guilt,” which are completely untrue, but nobody cares. Such a “reconstruction” of history meets understandable resistance with people from families of victims especially upset. We still don’t see the end of this struggle, but at least there is a struggle and everybody understands this is a political dispute. 

That history in previous centuries underwent a similar “reconstruction” is not often recognized. Now nearly anything we hear about of the European Middle Ages, or the period of colonialism, has been reinterpreted to show Europeans in a bad light to the detriment of Europeans. 

Later, we will go back to the reasons why Western Christian civilization produced a social class of scholars that enjoy taking advantage of benefits, yet despise it and seek its destruction. At this point, we will try to address the question at the beginning of this chapter: is our civilization worth saving?

Philosophers who prepared the way for the French Revolution blamed the English, as they argued that their lives lacked any metaphysical dimension. They suggested the English only lived for their stomachs, families, work and trade. Maybe it is still possible to repeat the answer that Edmund Burke formulated centuries ago. Burke’s answer can be summarized thusly: we are happy with things as they are. We are satisfied, as our parents were satisfied. We are satisfied with our religion and with our monarchy. We are satisfied with our families, crafts and lifestyle. We are so satisfied that we are ready to decisively resist anybody who would try to disrupt our world. That is enough; we do not need your philosophy. 

Diversity as a Civilizational Principle

It’s a good answer. However, for those more thoughtful, I give a more detailed explanation as to why our civilization is the best that has ever existed. 

When we look into the history books and read about different civilizations, we see the same story again and again. A group of people emerge; they come up with new ideas, organizational principles, religion and the technology needed to prosper. At first, they dominate a small territory, later they start to conquer the surrounding lands and eventually build an empire. After some time, yet another group of people emerge who have superior skills (e.g. how to work with iron or are able to develop an advantageous military formation). They then conquer the existing empire and build their own with it, lasting until another more advanced group emerges.  

Civilization, which continues to be called the West, is a unique exception from this cycle. It has been this way since its origins three thousand years ago when Greek tribes first started to settle Anatolia. The formation of a centralized empire may have been prevented by the specific natural conditions and terrain of the lands they settled at the time. Perhaps it is explained by the specific characteristics of the population or by something else entirely. Nevertheless, no matter what the reason was, a model of a society based on the competition and cooperation of smaller units emerged. It was a social model that generated constant innovations in all domains of living: technology, politics, philosophy, art, economic management and warfare; no one could afford to be left behind. If an invention was rejected in one city, their neighbors probably still tried it out or improved it for themselves. If an innovation was deployed in one place and it didn’t bring enough good outcomes, others learned the lessons. Gradually something that has no parallel in mankind’s history emerged. The Persians, who were the strongest superpower of the time, learned this when they attacked the Greeks. 

Eventually, even the Greeks couldn’t avoid unification. With centralization, stagnation came and the Greek states eventually became a colony of the Roman Empire. Despite this, the Romans never measured up to the Greeks in areas of education, culture and art. 

An Ideal Mixture

However, this was only a prelude, the real turning point came when Greek thinking mingled with Oriental cults. Even more influential was the religion that resonated more than the cults of Ishtar, Mithra and many others: Judaism. Elements from both Greek culture and Judaism were blended with some aspects of Roman law and a single consistent system was born. At this point, we are not interested in whether it was God’s intervention, providence, coincidence or something else, just that something completely new emerged. It put together elements that can be found in other civilizations, but are not found joined together elsewhere:

Personal freedom and individualism — In the Christian concept of the world, God speaks to each person individually. Social morality, religious dogmas and similar constructs are just control mechanisms to ensure that what is taking place in the inner self of man is not too far from good. The development of individuality and the existence of a personal conscience and having your own opinions are considered to be good. Today we take this for granted. It is so natural for us that we fail to take into consideration that in most other civilizations (and in all the tribal societies), collectivity and collective thinking is considered to be the main good. To come up with your own ideas is a flaw for them. 

Belief in progress — No Jewish or Christian authority has ever claimed they have reached complete knowledge; it is something we could achieve in some vague and distant future. This is the engine driving people to explore new things and question everything. 

Rationality — The basic Judeo-Christian idea is that God is separate from the world and does not control it directly. Thus, people are encouraged to observe the world, to formulate the laws of nature and to subject the world to scientific examination. It is no coincidence that empirical science was born only in the Western world. 

Compassion — The belief that no human being should suffer unnecessarily pervades our entire civilization, actions and thinking. It is related to the idea that those who are worse off than others (e.g. the sick, the weak, the simple-minded and the poor) should all receive special protection. It is also connected with the requirement that any social project should be measured against the impact on the lowest layer of society. Such attitudes can make our life more bearable. 

We must admit that such an ideal has been realized inadequately and still is. We must also admit it took Western people too long to understand that animals should not suffer unnecessarily. However, the fact that we are even able to raise such an objection shows that our civilization is radically different from those where the torture of prisoners is praised and where children are encouraged to gouge out animals’ eyes for fun. 

Reproductive freedom — This doesn’t mean the public funding of abortions, rather it is about the fact that it is a woman who makes the choice to reproduce in Western civilization and men have to compete for this to occur. The extent of free choice has varied over times, but women have always had the option to say “no” and choose some alternative path (even if inconvenient). As a consequence, men try to be as pleasant, strong, masculine and protective as possible. Those who fail in this competition do not reproduce their genes and their characteristics disappear from the population. If the development of the West and its victories over other civilizations show Europeans to be more creative, with better thinkers and bolder fighters, than people from elsewhere (regardless if it is produced from culture or genes), then it is also thanks to this long term trend of reproductive freedom. The rapid decline of men and masculinity in the last two generations reduces this advantage, but it has not been completely erased.

Progress Rather Than a Fight for Survival

Above all, our civilization is incredibly dynamic. It is appropriate to consider what European societies looked like in the years of 600, 900, 1100, 1300 and 1500. How did art transform during these times? What about architecture, clothing, warfare, technology, science, philosophy, religion and mathematics? If we compared European societies two hundred years apart, we would see differences as if we compared two different civilizations. Thanks to this, the difference between the West and the rest of the world has evolved. In the 8th and 9th centuries, Europeans hardly fended off the Arabs’ attempt to conquer Europe. By around the year 1100, the Crusaders had developed an overwhelming technological superiority allowing them to win even when they were outnumbered 100 to one. 

Of course nothing is perfect; the vast majority of the European population didn’t directly benefit much from these developments. For example, the life of a farmer changed very little between about 500 and 1500; life was short, difficult and full of pain. From today’s point of view, it was an incredibly emotionally flat life; it could hardly be otherwise given that to achieve basic survival required so much effort and energy. Famine and/or epidemics threatened these people constantly. However, essential changes were to come: the Reformation, Renaissance, bourgeois revolutions, civil liberties, nationalism and the Industrial Revolution. For the first time in history anywhere in the world, conditions emerged that provided people with the opportunity to live freely, with dignity and in relative material sufficiency. In particular, the destiny of the poorest people improved so much that it surpassed the utopias of even the most optimistic socialists. 

It is difficult for us to imagine the days before the Industrial Revolution. It is hard to imagine that a human’s life could be so difficult and full of suffering that it couldn’t allow for the development of an emotional life as we know it today. Often we don’t realize that some horrific and barbaric practices we see in other civilizations also used to be common among our own ancestors. Indeed, we should not think of our lives as normal and other ways of life as anomalies. A short, miserable and sad life in which people are trying to survive at any cost is more the rule than the exception. Western civilization is an exception, though it is an exception that affects the whole world, as we will show in the next chapter. 

Vicious Questions for Theorists of Darkness

A common interpretation of history claims that Europe was plunged into a long period of darkness until the Renaissance suddenly emerged. Such an interpretation is convenient. It is very simple and it neatly puts history into chapters suitable for primary school textbooks (a chapter on the Middle Ages followed by a chapter on the Renaissance, with no need to look at the connection between them). Such a simplified interpretation fails to answer some basic questions: 

– Where did the economic position that made this possible come from? How did “dark medieval Europe” with lousy weather conditions manage to surpass the rest of the world so much? 

– Where did the military knowledge come from that meant Europeans could defend themselves from outsiders? Consider the Battle of Lepanto. It was one of the defining points of the European Renaissance, in which European naval forces sank the Turkish fleet in a few hours. If they hadn’t been able to do that, they would’ve had to focus on survival, not their culture. 

– Where did the intellectual apparatus of the Renaissance come from? The superficial answer “from antiquity” does not hold water. In the 14th century, Europeans already produced mathematical and philosophical works which were based on ancient classical knowledge, yet had not significantly progressed much further. 

– Where did the bourgeoisie come from? A bold and self-confident social group, working in trade and manufacturing and ready to take power. A similar social group had not emerged in any civilization outside “dark medieval Europe.” 

– Above all, where did the men seeking freedom, knowledge, learning and the discovery of new things come from? It was this type of person who created the Reformation and the Renaissance. It was this type of person who was not intimidated by the Inquisition or the threat of terror or anything else. Why hasn’t the same personality emerged from other civilizations? What does this tell us about the cultural patterns, education and the overall social environment of the times? 

Almost a Perfect World…

The superficial explanation that everything suddenly changed without any reason does not withstand scrutiny. If this had been true, similar civilizations would’ve emerged in other parts of the world. Apparently, this did not happen. We can be critical of the European Middle Ages, but the fact remains that modern Europe stands on its shoulders. If someone wants to remove the Christian foundations, they should explain how they would merge Greek, Jewish, Roman and, to some extent, Germanic elements. The example of the Orthodox civilization shows that only a very minor change in this mixture can lead to completely different results. The West turned out to be almost perfect. 

At least, it is the only civilization in the history of mankind where:

– people don’t have to live in constant fear;

– it is possible to guarantee a reasonable degree of civil liberties for all;

– famine is eradicated and everybody has access to at least some basic medical care;

– general solidarity and compassion are prevalent;

– the arts, sciences and religion are systematically cultivated and their results are available for all.

…That Begets Totalitarian Ideologies

And now, there is a realistic risk that all of this will disappear and be replaced by the most stagnant civilization in human history. That the world’s people will be kept at a 7th century level (less advanced than the European Middle Ages). Those were times when it was normal to chop off hands and feet and stone rape victims to death. Where art and science are regarded as a sin punishable by death; where no modern medicines are available; where slavery is as common as divorce is in our world; where human life has no value and compassion does not exist. Not only will freedom disappear, but even the idea that something like freedom could exist will fade. Islam has demonstrated several times in history that it can do this perfectly — to occupy territory, erase a more advanced civilization, replace it with a life of a 7th century warlord; to change human nature to where people are not willing to live a different way. 

Can your brain comprehend such a risk? I’m not surprised it can’t. Do you have a better answer for this than “this simply cannot happen, because I can’t believe it will”? 

We should not forget the West has its downsides. Constant innovation breeds not only improvements, but also harmful impairments that can bring it to the verge of destruction. After all, Islam was a discarded product of the philosophical school called gnosis; from Western civilization. This philosophical-religious direction took on many forms. The different supporters used a variety of isolated elements from Christianity and Judaism and produced various mixtures for which a “personal revelation” was a mandatory requirement. In the end, a mixture that incorporated the mentality of a barbarian tribal warlord was produced. It gave birth to a civilization that values unlimited submission, stagnation and fear. 

It’s not the only disorder that historical Europe produced. However, those dead-end ways did not stand up to the competition and thus disappeared over time. Yet on an isolated Arab peninsula, Islam grew into a power that was not possible to stop. 

The West continued to produce more poisonous waste. Hegelian ideology is the most recent example. In its Nazi form, it produced Auschwitz and the other concentration camps. The Marxist version killed and tortured tens of millions in the name of scientific atheism. 

If the West falls, it will not be conquered by Islam, instead it will be choked by its own thoughts. 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ Western civilization is unique for its dynamism and rapid developments in all domains.

■ That this applies to all three thousand years of its existence, including the periods that are sometimes called dark.

■ The West is the first, and so far the only civilization in history, that ensures universal freedom, material sufficiency and safety, albeit imperfectly.

■ That it also produces the mental trash and ideology that threaten all of us.

For further reading, I recommend How the West Won: The Neglected Story of the Triumph of Modernity by Rodney Stark.


Chapter Four 

What the Fall of the West Would Mean for the Rest of the World

A discussion about what the fall of the West would mean for its inhabitants and their offspring could create the wrong impression that others would not be affected; that the rest of the world would live as before. Maybe some of us could escape to other parts of the world; much like the Nazi criminals did after the fall of Germany, mainly to Latin America.  

In the following paragraphs, I will try to show why this is not possible in principle. 

Islamic Fundamentalists with European Technologies

A part of the concern may relate to events that would follow from a fall of the West. The Islamic Ummah, Caliphate or anyone else who would control Europe, could use all of its assets to attack the rest of the world. These would be significant — money, factories, scientific laboratories, nuclear weapons and other modern technologies … and particularly the expert brains of the subjected population. European children taken from their parents could be raised as mercenaries. Scientists could serve the new regime in exchange for the promise of a lifetime of tolerance at maintaining their lifestyle… And much more. 

There would be nothing unusual about this. This is exactly the strategy Muslims adhered to after the conquest of Egypt, Persia and Byzantium. The Turks would never have been able to get a hold of the Balkan countries if subjugated Christians had not fought for them. Further, their pirates wouldn’t have been able to control the Mediterranean Sea if Christian slaves hadn’t built the ships for them. 

You can very easily imagine that following a fall of the West there would come the conquest of Latin America (Islamic colonies are already established there) and the annihilation of black Africans (or they could become a supplier for the emerging global market for slaves). A decisive clash between the Muslim world and an alliance of Russia, India and China would follow. Do you find such a description of the future to be too ridiculous? This doesn’t fit your idea about the world? Do you have a stronger counter-argument than just saying “this can’t be true!”?

A World without Western Technology and Medicine

However, let’s leave these speculations behind. We do not have enough information to formulate specific hypotheses on the development of the world if the West falls. It is not the goal of this book to present unfounded speculations.  

The people of the West built a great civilization and not only that; they affected the whole world and made it a better place. I realize members of extinct Indian tribes would not agree. However, the demise of the West will not bring their lives back. Let’s recall the following:

– It was the missionaries and colonizers who gradually eradicated slavery that was common in many other civilizations. If the West falls, slavery will again become common. We are already witnessing this renewal of slavery in Islamic territories “liberated” from pro-Western dictators. I don’t mean slavery in a metaphorical sense, like the people who work in degrading and unfair conditions for large corporations; not even its “soft version” as used by the South in the United States. I am talking about slavery in its brutal ancient form. 

– Piracy, violent raids and kidnapping had been eradicated until relatively recently and it was primarily due to the effort of the Europeans. If the West were to fall, the world would become a much more dangerous place than it is now; billions of people will become prey. If refugees around the world are getting at least some basic aid and genocides are not common, it is mainly due to the efforts of the West. It is naive to hold onto the illusion that such things would remain if the West were to fall. Does anybody believe China or Saudi Arabia would finance aid in sub-Saharan Africa? 

– A significant part of Western medicine and health care is available to everyone: antibiotics, antimalarial drugs, newborn care… and much more. Western technology is often freely available, often with financial support and sometimes even the personnel needed. However, some could criticize Western countries and businesses for not being generous enough when it comes to providing innovations. Nonetheless, if the West falls, the medicines available will fall to a substantially lower level for many parts of the world; a stop to the supply of drugs, doctors and nurses is all that’s needed. 

– It’s not just about medicine. There are hundreds of other items from the stove to internal combustion engines to glasses. These are inventions that help facilitate the lives of billions of people — they were invented and were often made in the West. If the West falls, the flow of inventions and production will slow or even cease. Living standards will radically decline, even in those regions that seemingly have nothing in common with the West. 

The Crime of Exporting Marxism and Democracy

Some might object that the West also poisoned the world with Marxism, Neo-Marxism, Feminism and environmental idiocy. It is true that particularly in Asia, a totalitarian ideology produced by European left-wing academia, caused the death of tens of millions of people. 

European ideologies are not responsible for all violence across the world. For example, genocidal wars had raged for a long time in Africa before the arrival of Europeans, and the situation could not have got worse. Yet they are still responsible for an important part of the evil that is happening now. Even providing medical aid does not prove to be an unambiguous good. Europeans did not ask for a corresponding reduction in fertility rates, yet in some places a rapid growth of population density meant that people had to discard their previous ways of life. Today, they are nostalgic for this and perhaps rightly so.   

We can speculate why some positive elements from European civilization have not moved to South-East Asia or Central Africa. At least some of them have. We can speculate about what could be produced by mixing Europe’s culture with the Asians’ sense of discipline and highly effective brains. Will Korea be the next West? Maybe. Would they be able to merge their sense of tradition and discipline with the freedom and innovative character of the West? Maybe. The ease with which they accept Christianity and capitalism without disruption of their traditional institutions suggests that it might be possible. We can even speculate on whether they could take the positive elements of the West without producing the ideological garbage that caused the death of tens of millions of people in the Marxist (thus Western) regimes of the Third World. Would the Koreans and the Chinese be able to defend their civilization with the same vehemence as Europeans did for most of their history? To answer these questions, we would still need to get into the area of wild speculations. 

One way or another, the fall of the West would be felt around the world. It would be an irreversible change for the worse. Nowhere can the world be truly safe from what Czech President Havel described as “humanitarian bombing” (in 1999 NATO attacked Serbs in residential areas of Belgrade). With the gradual disintegration of the West, anything could happen. 

On one hand, we have the most advanced combat technologies. On the other hand, we live in a system where nobody knows who actually gives the orders and why. Certainly, nobody takes responsibility. 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ The demise of Western civilization would affect the whole world.

■ It is reasonable to assume that Muslims would take advantage of European resources to attack other civilizations.

■ Slavery, high levels of infant mortality, the most terrifying cruelty, famine and other horrible things were erased only due to the efforts of the West.

■ After the fall of the West, these outcomes would probably be reversed.

■ However, the West committed the crime of exporting radical Marxism, which caused the death of tens of millions of people and brought about the suffering of hundreds of millions.

■ Perhaps there is hope that some of the positive elements of Western culture will be taken over by Asian countries.

For further reading, I recommend The Capitalist Revolution: Fifty Propositions about Prosperity, Equality, & Liberty by Peter L. Berger. 


Chapter Five 

Why Ideas and Ideals Are Not Nearly as Important as They First Seem

The following three chapters do not talk about Islam or the development of Western civilization. Instead, they focus on a seemingly unrelated issue. In particular, we will talk about how to study social phenomena. I’ll explain some aspects that are critical for understanding a social issue in depth. Therefore, the reader has the option to skip forward and go directly to the eighth chapter. However, I believe that if you do, some later claims may seem strange or absurd to you.  

We will cover some issues that might be interesting, including conspiracy theories and the influence of ideology on human behavior. We will start with the role of ideology. 

You Know the Story about the Fall of the Roman Empire?

We often hear various narratives that can be summarized as follows: At the beginning, a new idea or school of thought emerges like a belief system of an isolated scholar or philosopher. These new ideas become popular and change people’s lives and behavior. Step by step, society transforms into something different. Then along comes a different school of thought and it proves to be stronger than the previous one. People accept and adopt the new philosophy and this again leads to a change of lifestyle and behavior, with changes in living standards, laws, social institutions, technology and everything else. In short, history is described as a history of ideas. 

A specific version of such a narrative says these societies declined because people ceased to be loyal to a particular idea or belief.  

Although it might not be clear, such an explanation usually lacks depth. Actually, we don’t need to look at the causes too closely; we don’t need to know almost everything about a specific group of people, their lifestyles or motivations. We can sit down in a library, read a few writings and feel we know enough. In particular, such a strategy is tempting if history is written by a philosopher. An intellectual can seemingly do what he likes; however, such an approach will produce a description that does not correspond to reality. Why is this so?

Have the Revolutionaries Read Marx?

Firstly, ideas do not have arms or legs; they do not have swords, shields or spears to fight each other; disputes are waged between people. If we accept that people are just carriers of ideas, it would be like what happens in sci-fi movies, where Martian parasites bite into your brain and force their will upon you. Yes, there are probably situations where something like this could happen. We know the case of St. Paul (at the time he had a different name), who hated and persecuted Christians. When Jesus Christ revealed himself to him, he made St. Paul his servant and the most devoted champion of Christianity within minutes. At least, this is what St. Paul says happened. Without questioning such a dramatic transformation, we can be sure such cases are rare. Indeed, there are other reasons for not believing such an ideology has so much power.

Even if a school of thought changes the character and life of entire nations, most of its followers don’t usually know much about this ideology. Yes, Marxism moved masses, but how many people actually read the entirety of Marx’s Capital? If you tried, you would find it requires a superhuman effort. Even Marx’s easiest work — The Communist Manifesto — is rather difficult to read. Do you think the masses would really read all that? Did the masses understand what the surplus value (the central term of a Marxist economy) is? It is absurd. 

Then again, we hear Marxist regimes were defeated by the ideas of liberty (for example, the ideas of F. A. Hayek). Here, we face the same problem. How many of the “revolutionaries” protesting against communism had ever heard of Hayek? How many people know of him today? Some readers may know of him, and there might even be some who flipped through his small basic book The Road to Serfdom, but that’s probably all. How could Hayek’s ideas have changed history if almost no one knew them? 

No Ideals — Only a Justification of Power

Secondly, if we go deeper into history, we discover the bourgeois revolutions and the idea of civil liberties. In textbooks we find statements that these were the result of either Locke or Hobbes’ ideas, or the ideas of the French Enlightenment philosophers. We face the same problem here. We can claim with a high degree of certainty that their ideas have never left intellectual circles. Ordinary citizens have never opened these complex books. 

For most of history, rulers and warriors use what they need from philosophical books, but only to justify their power. Nothing less, nothing more. 

In his book The Strange Death of Europe, Douglas Murray tries to save the role of big ideas by using the explanation that very educated people read some ideas and provide some kind of a summary for the lower class and this process is repeated several times until it reaches the masses in the form of a vague feeling. For example, the ideas of Marx produced a general anger against rich capitalists. The current multicultural intellectuals have spread feelings of resignation and emptiness. However, would sacked workers be less angry if Marx had not existed? Would contemporary Europeans be less depressed if there were no multicultural intellectuals? If Murray’s proposition is correct, we should be able to identify in large ideological systems a simple list of “cores” that shape their history. We should be able to identify them in advance, not afterwards. Yet, so far, nobody has succeeded to classify ideologies in terms of their future impact. 

Ideologies Used When Needed

If we ignore the “small fact” that almost nobody knows the ideas that are said to change the destiny of nations, we still lack the answer to why some schools of thought win, while others fail. Are the winning ideologies more coherent and logical? Do they contain some brilliant observation the other ones don’t? Are they in a better alignment with reality? Let’s be honest, how many of us in real life are confronted with facts that allow us to assess the validity of the aggregate demand curves of the national economy? We cannot even verify something as obvious as the claim that our Earth rotates around the Sun (or vice versa). We were raised to believe, that’s all. People have virtually no chance to compare ideological claims with facts. 

Thirdly, there are the works of historians and sociologists that complicate the story of how big ideas change people’s lives. For example, consider religion: the usual superficial interpretation of history says that Christianity brought new ideas and a new morality. When individuals accepted them, society was transformed. However, a detailed look under the surface shows a somewhat different picture. For example, look at the interpretation of the sociologist Max Weber: the Roman economy was fully dependent on the work of slaves, and at the same time, contact between male and female slaves was strictly forbidden, so new prisoners of war were constantly needed. When wars and raids did not provide a sufficient supply to the workforce (i.e. only territories populated by tough barbarians were left), they had to make fundamental economic changes. Such a shift required political change and a transformation of family life. They had some idea of what they wanted and needed an ideology that would justify the new arrangement. Newly established Christianity seemed to be the most appropriate instrument that was available. Under such circumstances, it was almost impossible to stop the new religion, even though some emperors were furious and tried to end it in bloodshed. The cult of Jupiter belonged to the de facto vanished world.

Similarly, historian Mary Eberstadt turned the interpretation of European development in recent centuries upside down. The standard interpretation says when people turned away from Christianity, the importance of the family declined, divorce was legalized and fertility decreased. However, Mary Eberstadt claims the decline of the family and fertility may have emerged in many cases before secularization. And vice versa, when American soldiers returned from World War II, they married and had kids and started going to church.

We Are More Rational Than We Admit

Similarly, we could talk about the student revolutions in the United States and Western Europe in the 1960s. Universities had produced thousands of intellectuals that graduated from the humanities and similar fields, but there were no jobs for them. A new way of social organization that created more jobs for humanities graduates was needed. To reach this, a revolution was needed and a justification for such a revolution. Mass enthusiasm for neo-Marxism emerged. It was not the other way around. 

People are fairly rational beings, even though they don’t often admit it to themselves. They tend to believe in those ideas which are convenient for them. If not for them, then for their friends and relatives; in other words, for the social class they belong to. 

People also have some economic and power interests, and some ideas about their life. In line with that, they pick a suitable belief system from the box of ideas available. From that moment, the relationship is usually reciprocal. The belief system helps people to achieve their goals and justifies their behavior. At the same time, this usually imprisons people in their goals and behavior, by describing all other options as less moral. Therefore, it reinforces a certain lifestyle and it facilitates its intergenerational transmission. 

Why does a group select a specific school of thought? It might be a coincidence. It might be a question of simplicity — some groups prefer simple ideas, yet others prefer more obscure or sophisticated ideas. Resemblance to something that people from a group already know might also be a factor, as well as an alignment with attitude and temperament. Promoters of ideologies need to work to get their message to the people, and sometimes they need to adapt the ideology in line with their experiences so they can say “it expresses exactly what we feel.” Or it might be a work of divine intervention or Providence. Who knows?

Murderous Ideologies? No, Murderous Structures

The following chapters will focus on people, their relationships, intentions and capabilities and only mention ideologies and beliefs briefly. They are based on the assumption that if you want to destroy an idea, it is a waste of time to discuss it or to explain its flaws. It is easier to look at who promotes the idea and why. Then we can try to disrupt its powerbase or we can offer a new ideology to the group that will protect their interests as well. 

Some readers might be reminded of Marx’s thesis that being precedes consciousness. Yes, it’s true, Karl Marx was correct on this point. 

Thus, we need to amend the conclusion of the second chapter with the fact that it is not only the West that has been producing homicidal and suicidal ideologies. Primarily it tends to produce social structures where various groups are eager to implement their ideologies in order to promote their own economic and power interests. 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ It is not ideas that are logically more correct or more polished that win.

■ Scholars constantly try to create new ideologies. However, most of them will remain just negligible intellectual toys.

■ An idea prevails only when an important social group chooses to reinforce its interests;

■ the idea, ideology or religion then helps to justify behavior and provide stability.

■ To understand history, it is not important to study philosophy, but instead the interests of the social groups who promote it.

■ Attempts to prove an ideology wrong are a waste of time, it is easier to undermine the position of those who promote them.

For further reading, I recommend The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the Sociology of Knowledge by Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann.


Chapter Six 

Conspiracy Theories

Conspiracy theories don’t have a good reputation. When you suggest that somebody believes in conspiracy theories, you are implying he might be stupid, simple or not able to understand reality by believing in fairy tales. In the past, it was true that “conspiracy theorists” were unable to accept complex phenomena with many actors and unintended consequences. Thus, they resorted to a simple story about the plot.  

Complex Facts, Simple Explanations

A conspiracy theory may take the following shape: A plague begins to spread caused by an openness of the country, poor hygiene, poor nutrition and unhealthy habits. It is not possible to find a single factor that could explain the plague as it was caused by a complex combination of factors that affected each other. In such a situation, somebody might offer a simple explanation — “the plague was caused by witches or Jews, who possibly poisoned the water wells.” From this we don’t have to look for causes and complicated explanations, we have the culprit. 

What if there is a real change to markets and industries have inappropriate structures to adapt to? People will lose their jobs, prices will begin to rise and everybody will be worse off. Nobody will really understand why this is happening, after all everybody is working hard. The situation is ripe for a story about the plot of a few central bankers who decided to destroy the economy for some reason. 

However, be careful, the fact that some explanations seem to be primitive doesn’t mean they’re wrong. Water wells can be poisoned and it is possible a few speculators can artificially produce a crisis; maybe they want to buy up land for a fraction of the actual value (like George Soros — to buy energy networks for a symbolic price). Sometimes we are not able to say whether it was a conspiracy or not. Was Greece almost destroyed before our eyes because the European bureaucracy was not competent or was there a bad intention from the beginning? We may never find out. 

Do You Criticize the Government? You Are a Conspiracy Theorist!

We could skip this entire theme; however, conspiracy theories have lately become a weapon of government propaganda. Do you say the government is corrupt? Then you are a conspiracy theorist. Do you claim the government is incompetent? Get away with your conspiracy theory! There are even “conspiracy theory websites,” most of which never talk about any conspiracy and just show governmental policies that have had a disastrous effect on residents.

We will try to distinguish three types of interpretations: 

Level one — Based on the assumption that people are more likely to believe what fits their interests rather than vice versa. People whose careers are dependent on chemical or mining production tend to believe environmental impacts are exaggerated and the rules should be relaxed. Not all of them of course, but such an attitude is more common than it is among the general population. Similarly, people working in the pharmaceutical industry are statistically more likely to believe in compulsory vaccination. Students who graduate from multicultural studies tend to believe it is morally right to move people from other cultures to our country and spend public money on their integration. 

People are not isolated entities. It is not only about your personal interests, it is also about what people around you believe in. Therefore, even a technician might share enthusiasm for multiculturalism if most of his friends are intellectuals and social scientists. 

Level two — People with certain beliefs systematically reinforce each other. There are magazines, television stations and Facebook groups for that. People gather in coffee shops, pubs, at conferences or the Bilderberg Hotel and tell each other what they love to hear. Such relatively closed social groups develop pressure on those who might call certain beliefs into question; they radicalize. Simple ideas are developed into ideologies and comprehensive interpretations of the world. Some students of humanities might together reach a conviction that it is a human right to move to the European Union. Corporate managers might conclude together that local businesses and local nationalism are detrimental and dangerous to the economy. People from the pharmaceutical industry might believe governments are responsible for public health and therefore it must be a budget priority. Workers in the chemical or mining industry might conclude that ecologists are some kind of terrorists with their objections.

Such unification of worldviews has taken place since time immemorial, always and everywhere and we should not be surprised. If today’s left-wing intellectuals think such processes don’t exist and it is just a “conspiracy theory,” it only shows their lack of understanding of social sciences. In fact, these processes have been analyzed and described for about 200 years. A key work in this area, Karl Mannheim’s Ideology and Utopia, was published almost century ago. We have not invented anything new here. 

Every Conspiracy Is Eventually Revealed

Level three — This is about the alleged or actual activity of a specific group with a defined membership. There could be a conspiracy of a small and closed group to destroy the world, wipe out the white race, enslave blacks or enforce other criminal intent. I wish the world was so simple! Maybe just one bomb at a Bilderberg meeting (or a secret Freemason meeting) could save the world. Unfortunately, the participants of such a secret meeting would quickly be replaced by others similar to them. Gentlemen such as Zuckerberg, Soros and Rothschild have no reason to conspire, it suffices that they have the same interests and worldview. They would act in agreement even if they had never met and there was no contact between them. 

Moreover, it is almost certain that such a conspiracy would be revealed sooner or later. It could take decades, it could be published on WikiLeaks or it could be revealed some other way, but it would happen one day. However, this does not happen. 

It was revealed that U.S. President Barack Obama consulted with representatives of Saudi Arabia on the nominations of his cabinet members. It was revealed that George Soros intended to keep Europe’s borders open for an unlimited number of Islamic colonists. It was revealed that the U.S. Government quietly supports military operations by Al-Qaeda. It was also revealed that Saudi Arabia spent billions of dollars on influencing Western politicians and intellectuals. At the time of writing this book, an article written by German experts, funded by the public, was published in the American journal Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of the United States of America (PNAS). The study describes experiments in which they administered chemicals to their subjects in order to change their political views. They did not find anything groundbreaking; however, the fact that the German government financed such research is appalling and it’s so terrifying many might think it is a conspiracy theory. A lot of other dirt was revealed; however, no hint about some overarching conspiracy exists.  

I’m not saying there are no big conspiracies, just that it is very hard to prove something doesn’t exist. However, we can understand the development of civilization by solely using facts that are clear and proven. 

Therefore, I don’t accept the conspiracy theory that Putin deliberately sowed doubts among people to distrust their governments in the West, as it is not proven with facts.

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ The term “conspiracy theories” refers to very different approaches.

■ There is a tendency to label inconvenient facts as “conspiracy theories.”

■ It is natural for people belonging to the same social group to share the same political ideas.

■ It is also natural that people reinforce each other with these attitudes and they build groups and organizations to promote their ideas.

For further reading, I recommend Coming Apart: The State of White America, 1960–2010 by Charles Murray.


Chapter Seven 

The Conservative Right Perspective

There is an established method to measure attitudes towards other races. People have to answer a set of questions, like “Would you mind if people from Mongolia lived in your country?”, “Would you mind working with a Mongolian in your job?” or “Would you mind if your close relative married a Mongolian?” 

I have repeatedly said I would have no problem if my daughter married a black or Japanese man or if my son chose an Indian, for example. I am happily married to a white woman, but my life could’ve taken a different turn and I could’ve married a Cuban or Korean girl (assuming she could accept our culture). This is even more so for friendships or at work. However, I just can’t help it; I don’t know how to judge people by their skin color as I don’t think it makes a person better or worse, it’s just a simple fact. 

I mention this because lately most of the Western world has been overflowing with professional intellectuals who are not able to sensibly participate in sophisticated discussions. Instead they are quick to shout “Racist! Fascist!” etc. Initially, when I started getting such reactions, I tried to defend myself, yet it got tiresome. “Are you saying I’m a racist? Ok. Do you have any other arguments?”

This attitude of wanting arguments over insults has gradually become common among many freedom-minded people of the world and was finally embodied by conservative right political movements, at least from a Central European view. We are tired of being screened by teenagers from progressivist universities. They can feel free to shout out and call us extremists, but we also should not care. By not caring about the insults we will suddenly gain freedom and stop worrying about every word we hear and we will have no problem joking about anything. I highly recommend this to everyone. 

I have nothing against Africans and I love movies with Samuel L. Jackson and the black conservative Herman Cain is among my political heroes. At the same time, I have no problem sharing a picture of Barack Obama labeled as a monkey or discussing Herrnstein’s theories about intellectual differences between the races. 

Therefore, only three types of claims are considered in the following chapters: 

a) Claims that are supported by the facts.

b) Claims that contradict the facts.

c) Claims that we are not able to verify.

At the same time, we will not distinguish whether the claim is progressive, regressive, patriotic or globalist. Our objective is to understand complex phenomena, not to promote any ideology; there are other platforms for this. 

In this chapter, I wanted to say:

■ It is irrelevant whether some fanatic of political correctness calls you a racist or a xenophobe.

■ Either you have strong arguments, or not. That’s all.

For further reading, I recommend Treason: Liberal Treachery from the Cold War to the War on Terrorism by Ann Coulter.


Chapter Eight 

An Issue That Is Infinitely Complex

There is nearly a general consensus that Europe, or the whole of Western civilization, is not doing so well. Even if we take into account the natural tendency of each generation to see youth as decadent, the picture remains grim. In addition to other things, a number of objective indicators show that the situation is getting worse.  

Nevertheless, there is much less agreement on what the causes of these changes are. It is possible to debate which changes are signs of decadence and which are steps toward a better future. However, both sides agree that the current changes make Western societies less stable and our civilization less resistant as a whole. 

1) Most Western nations have lost the determination and probably the ability to protect their borders from unauthorized entry of non-citizens. Even the ability to prevent those who pose a security risk or those who are likely to disrespect local laws from entering has basically vanished. And that’s not all; even the ability to detect those who cross the borders is disappearing. Yet the ability to control its own borders is a fundamental function of any country. 

2) The principal legal and political mechanisms through which “the people” exercise their will have stopped working. When people succeeded in implementing democratic systems, it was in order to make the will of ordinary citizens superior to the will of the elites. Constitutions are in place to ensure the will of the people is applied thoughtfully, reasonably and without undue violence. Such protective policies are important.

 However, in the majority of Western countries, the situation has shifted so much that people cannot influence any important decision implemented by governments. If there is any influence the people have, it plays only a minor role. Democracy is becoming an empty slogan. The populations, representatives and members of parliaments, ministers, intellectuals; none of them believe in it. The existence of regular elections, written constitutions or constitutional courts doesn’t change anything.

3) Corporations, special entities similar in many aspects to private enterprises, have gained more power than governments of smaller countries and possibly more power than governments of some big countries. They have gained the ability to impose their will regardless of the law and at the expense of local businesses and, in particular, at the expense of the local population. 

4) Although economies officially continue growing, the living standards for the majority of populations in Western countries is on the decline. Economists agree that the times of increasing prosperity, which has lasted more than 200 years, are over. Individuals who are in their fifties today will be the first generation who will be worse off than their parents, with their children even worse off than them.  

5) Income inequality has been growing at an accelerating rate and the differences in income are increasingly seen as unreasonable and unfair. 

6) Society is divided into two separate social classes that don’t share the same lifestyles, values, worldview or even basic idea of what is good and bad. The contacts between these social groups are disappearing, with the barriers between them getting thicker. Even worse, the sympathy and solidarity that works across the system is fading. 

7) The media have great power to influence the thinking of individuals, as well as policies, legislation and all other areas of life. Yet this power is not connected to any responsibility. Actually, it is not clear whose interests the media work for, who runs them and who should have this responsibility, although there are many theories. 

8) The quality of education has been decreasing. Everywhere in the Western world, many children know less than their peers knew a generation ago. Of course, this has repercussions for other educational levels.  

9) For the first time since the Industrial Revolution, there is a generation that is not physically able to defend their country. This is not only about poor physical fitness. The majority in Western countries don’t know how to handle weapons and many young men are unable to physically defend themselves if needed.

10) Most Western countries have effectively dismantled their armies. They have been replaced by expeditionary corps and huge bureaucracies. With the exceptions of the USA, Switzerland and Israel, no country has a fighting force that could realistically defend its own territory; even against a weaker and less technologically advanced opponent.

11) Masculinity is fading away. Whatever the cause is, men have been showing less and less traditional male traits for several generations and this trend is accelerating. This is significantly more apparent in the educated upper class than the working class.

12) The birth rate is declining and almost no developed country is reproducing itself. Men are increasingly refusing to take responsibility for their children and more women are choosing not to have them at all. 

13) The percentage of children born out of wedlock and the number of single-parent families have been growing. Children with such family backgrounds tend to have more problems like failing in school, contributing to higher crime rates, working for lower income or not at all, and being unable to live in a stable partnership. 

14) Each generation is becoming more hedonistic. The demands are increasing yet younger people reject commitments and obligations. It is especially obvious in workplaces, where we’ve seen an entire new industry emerge focused on imposing a basic working discipline on a generation by using capital letters. The same trend can be seen in families, clubs and neighborhoods…the entire society. 

15) Computer games that were originally assumed to brighten the senses often work like a drug. Many young people, especially young men, are often not able to break away from the screen. They struggle to build any real relationships; they even lose interest in the other sex. It is true, not everybody is impacted in such a pathological way. Still, extensive groups are heavily impacted and some impact can be seen in millions of young men. 

16) A growing percentage of the population is affected by a variety of mental health problems. Psychological disorders have been rising quickly. In each generation, psychological problems are more widespread than in the previous one. Moreover, therapy is often more focused on how to make the environment more accepting and tolerant, rather than on normalizing behavior. Increasing levels of mental illness affect a wide range of institutions, from families to sports teams, schools and workplaces. Institutions that used to work flawlessly and to a large extent organically are often distracted from achieving their original objectives and pressured into providing therapy. This trend is probably the most visible in schools, which often move away from learning and instead focus on “understanding,” “support,” “protection against psychological aggressions,” etc. 

17) People lose confidence in the political system. It’s not only that people don’t believe in particular politicians, they consider the whole system to be bad. More and more populations perceive their countries as hostile entities. Voters don’t feel they are represented by their elected representatives. Bigger and more expensive election campaigns don’t help either. Among those who eventually come to vote, an increasing number just cast protest votes.

18) A political class has formed that is almost completely isolated from the rest of society. In fact, the political environment has effectively restored behavioral patterns that were typical of royal courts before the Industrial Revolution. The old courtiers and today’s political class are linked by their contempt for ordinary people. Unlike the old courtiers, today’s contempt is also associated with feelings of hostility and hatred. 

19) A common moral basis or value system that would connect people from different classes and social groups is dissolving. For an individual, it is increasingly difficult to find something solid to build his moral decisions on. 

20) The work ethic is deteriorating. The understanding that hard work is worthy of respect, even if it is poorly paid, has vanished. Some social groups (particularly those with the lowest income) have effectively lost their ability to have a job, but also to perform routine domestic work or even repairs to their house.

21) An incredible increase in bureaucratic obligations chokes all areas of life. People are less able to monitor their bureaucratic duties, let alone comply with rules. In the Czech Republic, a judge of the Supreme Administrative Court admitted the system of rules is so complex even the courts aren’t able to follow it. The Czech Republic is a “young country,” which should mean it has a less complicated bureaucracy than “advanced democracies.” 

22) The NGO sector (non-profits) underwent a metamorphosis and what were formerly charitable organizations have transformed into strong players with more power to affect policies and legislation than voters. This sector has effectively isolated itself from ordinary people and begun to treat them as enemies. 

23) The proportion of students and the number of graduates in various disciplines has changed. The numbers of those that could be the most valuable to the national economy, particularly technical professions, are declining. Conversely there is an incredible surge of pseudo-humanities disciplines in which students learn about political ideologies rather than learning to think. These students are strongly motivated to build and maintain a social structure that provides them with a life funded by taxpayers. 

24) Countries hold financial debt levels to an extent that would have been unthinkable in the past. It effectively means public debts can never be repaid. The fundamental insurance of the past — states declaring bankruptcy — is not a tool used anymore despite it having worked at times in the past. 

 Overall, national budgets are closely interconnected with each other, including pension funds and banking systems. An unexpected financial collapse of a country directly affects other countries too, which could erase private savings and leave pensioners without means. 

25) There is some evidence that the mass use of tablets and smartphones has resulted in a measurable reduction of the cognitive skills of a whole generation. Young people have trouble concentrating for long and are not able to fully comprehend the same comparably complex phenomena that their parents did. 

26) Public authorities have lost the will and determination to uphold the law against aggressive groups of foreigners who don’t respect their borders or who settle in the country but promote their own cultures and legal systems. Western European countries have surrendered their whole territory to these groups. If authority is used, it is often against the existing complaining population. 

27) Freedom of speech has been stifled in a way that used to be known only in totalitarian systems. Use of social networks, even private correspondences and phone calls at work, are all monitored. If somebody expresses dissenting opinions or shares information the government doesn’t want disclosed, they risk criminal prosecution. Media groups in previous generations defended freedom of expression, but now they approve of such censorship and often call upon it to be tightened. 

28) Racism is on the rise; but now aimed against whites. In contrast to earlier forms of racism, it does not involve a “protection ethos” where the allegedly superior race “takes care” of the lower race; which in reality means oppression. Instead the new racism is focused on the genocide of the bad race. The new anti-white racists are therefore closer to the German Nazi version than that of the old “Southern” slave-owners. 

29) Science and critical thinking are being replaced by the pressure to accept doctrines that don’t stand up under critical inspection — think global warming, multiculturalism, gender studies etc. This trend has become particularly debilitating at universities, where they are losing the ability to play their crucial role.

30) Internet pornography has become an epidemic. Philip Zimbardo, a famous U.S. psychologist, showed it has dramatically affected male sexuality. The brains of many men are dependent on pornography and may even prefer it to real sex. Men are losing their ability to pursue a woman, which has destructive consequences for their ability to form stable relationships and build a base for raising children. 

We have listed thirty disastrous trends, but we could easily continue to 300 or more.

Intuitively, we suspect most of these negative trends are somehow linked. Some are causes and others are consequences. This means if we solved or at least significantly mitigated one problem, it would bring relief in other areas. This also means almost none of these problems could be resolved until we deal with the problems in the background. 

At this point, we make no attempt to resolve anything, just understanding the problem is incredibly difficult! Obviously, we have encountered something that managerial theory calls an “undefined problem.” This means in addition to not having the necessary input information, we also don’t know what kind of information we need. 

Overall, this also seems to refute any conspiracy theories. The negative trends are so broad and complex, it is clearly beyond the capabilities of conspirators. 

One way or another we will try to unravel this complex problem, otherwise we cannot move on. 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ Today’s Western societies face major problems in all areas, including politics, democracy, sexuality, schools, military and religion.

■ These problems are interconnected. It is often very difficult to determine what is the cause of this and what is next.

■ This often creates a feedback loop as multiple issues reinforce each other.

■ No group of conspirators would be able to cause all of this.


Chapter Nine 

Bureaucracy, a Seemingly Unconnected Phenomenon

Every day we hear there are too many rules and legislation is too complex, which undermines the efforts of all businesses. So, can bureaucracy also be a sufficient explanation for the moral decline of civilization? Wouldn’t it be more logical if it was instead considered a consequence of moral decline?  

Let us set this question aside for a moment as I explain something seemingly unrelated. 

When Bureaucracy Is Useful and When It’s Not

Using a simplified version of one of the oldest sociological definitions of bureaucracy, we can say that in bureaucratic organizations:

– Each case is dealt with by someone who has appropriate training for it.

– Each matter is resolved using predetermined rules.

– Written records are produced every time. This makes it is possible to check later who worked on the issue and whether everything was done in accordance with the rules. 

Today, we probably don’t appreciate how huge progress has also brought about the “invention of modern bureaucracy,” especially when compared to the chaotic organization of preceding centuries. In the past, no one had control over anything and power was abused so often, it was not considered to be a failure but just the standard to expect. Many authors claim the introduction of bureaucratic rules into businesses and public institutions had a greater positive impact on productivity than the introduction of machines. Even the smallest organizations today operate by some rules. 

At the same time, we all know that as a consequence of bureaucratic control, people can lose sight of their actual work purpose and focus mainly on creating records. Dealing with piles of regulations mostly results in endless frustration and even intimidation. The same occurs for failing to respond as required, and in extreme cases people can even lose the basic ability to work normally (with too much energy wasted on paperwork). When an inspector arrives at a school today, he does not look at whether children can count (as he would 100 years ago). He wants to see the records that show everything is in accordance with the complicated rules set by the national authorities.      

I live quite close to an elementary school that was rated as “exemplary” (the highest standard) in computers. The computer room of this school had been out of order for several years, but the supervisors didn’t know this because they spent all their efforts checking strategic documents, all of which were perfect. I believe almost every reader can think of a similar situation from their surroundings. It is a normal part of everyday life in advanced Western societies. 

Death, Taxes and Bureaucracy

In a bureaucratic world, it is necessary to make sure the formulation of rules and records do not exceed a reasonable level; yet it is often very difficult. 

For us, it is essential to understand:

– No one can avoid bureaucratization. Simply because chaotic organizations without rules cannot compete with those which are governed by some rules. 

– However, it is very difficult to keep bureaucracy under control in order for it to be effective and helpful. There is always the risk that the paperwork will replace the work itself. 

– The larger and more complex an organization is, the bigger the risk of inefficiency.

– Bureaucratization significantly affects human behavior and thinking. 

Immortal Corporate Bureaucracy

It is important to understand that when we talk about bureaucracy; it’s not just about government ministries, public offices, banks or the army, it also applies to organizations that masquerade as one. For example, let’s take a look at corporations. They don’t often talk about rules and directives; they prefer to talk about “key performance indicators,” “strategic processes” or “implementing a customer focus.” A mythology using terms like effectiveness, efficiency, key objectives, measurable indicators, strategic programs, customer focus etc. (which are just bureaucratic phrases) is cultivated. However, it’s still nothing more than a mythology. It is still the same old paperwork but these days they are transferred to the screens of tablets. The difference between a government ministry or a large bank and say a technology corporation is nothing other than the popular phrases and buzzwords used. 

Sometimes people believe corporate bureaucracy is somehow less bureaucratic because corporations must be productive; otherwise they would go out of business, right? Do you know of a single case where a corporation goes out of business to the extent where offices are cleared and all furniture and assets are sold off at an auction? Unsuccessful corporations are usually taken over by a different corporation and the same managers usually sit on the same chairs in the same building and create further programs for “implementing the new corporate strategy.” Anyone who has learned how to survive in a bureaucratic organization usually has a safe job for the rest of their life. Indeed, the takeover of one company by another creates a great opportunity for programs such as the merging of corporate cultures, acquisition of communications programs, and thousands of other meaningless activities that pile up more rules and open up new jobs and roles. 

Bureaucrats from the Department of Public Relations

A more detailed view shows that even people working in small businesses might be part of the bureaucratic apparatus. These companies do make a profit yet are actually incorporated into the greater bureaucratic system. Typically they provide training, legal services, public relations services and even ethical audits (if you don’t know what that is, it doesn’t matter, the important thing is you can make money doing it). The highlight of this sector has to be “compliance.” That’s where one bureaucratic organization invents the rules and another bureaucratic organization pays a private firm for advice on how to comply with these rules. For example, these two organizations could be two separate ministries of the same government. This doesn’t occur because of an exceptional case of corruption; it is just standard practice in the work of large bureaucratic organizations. 

It is important to understand that many activities labeled as “small business” in published statistics are only a wheel in the bigger corporate machine. Often many private businesses operations are also another way to reward bureaucrats. 

We cannot forget about NGOs (non-governmental organizations) either, and I don’t mean sports teams or local charities. I mean political organizations which are closely linked with big bureaucratic organizations. They are financed by bureaucracies and they act in accordance with them. Activists within them later often move on to bigger bureaucracies. These NGOs need to be included in the overall picture. Examples of these NGOs are Open Society, Amnesty International and Greenpeace.

Business and Bureaucratic Creativity

Until now, the reader probably hasn’t learned anything new, but here’s something you might not have noticed; the bureaucracies are not completely full of dummies. On the contrary, there are many incredibly inventive, creative, and dynamic people in them. 

Let’s compare the bureaucratic creativity to a traditional small company. Take the entrepreneur with a few employees; he likes his work and enjoys it when his customers are satisfied. Nevertheless, he still needs to make a profit. He is constantly forced to ask himself whether this or that activity is profitable. He might take a smaller profit for personal reasons, such as feeling sympathy for a particular client or enjoying a piece of work, but the company cannot survive with little or no profits. Importantly, most companies cannot afford to operate with a significantly lower profit than their competitors in the long-term. The businessman is therefore forced to concentrate on profitable activities and is also under pressure to regularly come up with new products or services that his competitors don’t have. If he doesn’t, someone else will soon enough and he’ll be out of business. 

As a consequence, companies use incredible ingenuity and creativity in developing what to produce and offer. They constantly look at what customers need and what they would be willing to pay for that need. If a new problem arises in homes or businesses, thousands of businessmen ask themselves: Is this an opportunity to launch a new profitable product or service? Sometimes, even if there isn’t a problem, companies will try to convince potential customers they do have a problem and they should buy the solution using their product or service. Pharmaceutical companies are a great example. They see any health problem as a profit opportunity. If people are not sick, the companies try to persuade them they would be healthier if they used some vitamin pills. This same principle can be seen in any industry. 

Most entrepreneurs don’t really distinguish between helping customers and earning money. They want both and these objectives effectively merge into one in their minds. This entrepreneurial effort is the engine that constantly moves society forward. It brings new technologies, new business arrangements and new services. 

The Sale to Defenseless Customers

In contrast, we tend to think of bureaucracies as dull and inflexible. Do not believe this. Of course, bureaucrats (let’s call them managers) don’t seek profits; they instead focus on raising their budgets and the powers of their department. Otherwise, everything is exactly the same. Suppose there is a manager who is exclusively determined to help the clients but neglects the general effort to raise the budget and powers. Sooner or later he will be pushed out of the bureaucracy, in a similar way that an entrepreneur without profits is pushed out of the market. 

Therefore, we see similar creativity and dynamism in the bureaucratic systems as in the private sector. The only difference is that bureaucracies provide only one product — the rules and regulations. The emergence of bureaucracies regularly fuels incredible creativity about what could be organized, regulated, censored and controlled. All the new forms that must be created and filled in are even more work to do. At the same time, of course, there is the requirement to increase the budget. 

Bureaucratic creativity has one significant advantage over business creativity. You can choose not to buy a new product, but you can’t refuse a new regulation. Corporations, who might be strong enough to resist them, rarely do. This is because of the very nature of bureaucracy; each new legal regulation is a pretext to introduce new compliance programs and adopt more complex internal guidelines, all of which will require higher budgets with more people in various departments and even new bonuses. At the end of the day, the impact on corporate profits will be negligible. New regulations give large corporations an advantage over small businesses who usually can’t afford the legal teams and extensive accounting departments to comply. 

Small businesses and individuals do not have enough power to resist bureaucracies. The State Treasury, which bears the costs of bureaucracies, cannot resist either as it is simply only a bureaucratic structure. Therefore, we witness an incredible flood of rules and regulations, whose implementations accelerate over time. Just as Volkswagen can produce more cars, the modern bureaucracy can also produce more new regulations. The basic principle is the same. 

I Serve the People, but I Mainly Raise the Budget

Suppose a new problem arises in the country we live in. We tend to view the responsible ministry as one big brain (even if not very effective) that tries to solve the problem or at least mitigate it. Mistake! In fact, different questions are repeated again and again in every office. Will this allow us to increase our power and budget? Can I get more power in the ministry? Who else could threaten my budget? The effort to solve the problem is only a supporting role in the bigger picture. If any bureaucrat only preferred cost-effective solutions, they would not last long in the system. Thousands of creative minds are looking out for their own benefits by promoting personally advantageous decisions. The final decision is the sum of all these small decisions. 

That’s not all either. A gigantic selection engine that identifies people capable of succeeding in a bureaucratic organization also exists. People are sorted by their ability for scheming, suppressing their own consciences, quickly changing their attitudes and other necessary traits. Those who don’t have the right characteristics fall out or end up at the bottom. At higher levels these personality traits with mutual motivations combine to reinforce each other.

This can explain why many countries adopt programs despite them producing clearly disastrous results elsewhere. For example let’s consider the so-called inclusive education. More than 20 years ago experts from the U.S. National Education Association noted that inclusion is not good for every child. Overall, general inclusion reduced the quality of education for millions of children, particularly from low-income families. The British experience was the same. Nevertheless, these programs are rated as being very successful and they also bring in thousands of new jobs in public service and NGOs. Therefore, we see other bureaucracies being strongly motivated to adopt these programs in their countries. 

The general principle is that we shouldn’t be surprised when many public and corporate programs worsen a situation. Educational reforms usually reduce the quality of education; social programs often make the situation of the poor worse and programs for the integration of immigrants don’t prevent the formation of isolated ghettos full of radicals. Naturally, if the matters were resolved, it would be difficult to ask for any increase in the next budget. Conversely, if a situation deteriorates it makes for an easier case to demand more money, resources and employees in the next budget. 

People Are Rational Beings, Even the Public Officials

All this means if the bureaucracies spiral out of control, they will ultimately destroy society with their streams of new rules and regulations. The political and economic regime eventually begins to crumble, people gradually start to ignore them and create their own network of relationships. Finally, the system crashes, the air cleans and everything starts more or less from scratch. In the Czech Republic, we experienced this in the years 1989–90 when the communist regime collapsed. Our ancestors also experienced this during the state bankruptcies of the 19th century. 

This is the natural cycle of bureaucratic life and it won’t make a difference even if bureaucrats hand out cards with job titles on them, such as “consultant,” “director of the department,” or “manager.” 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ No organization can do without a bureaucracy, otherwise it would fall into chaos and corruption.

■ There is a risk that real work is replaced by meaningless administrative reporting and the filling in of forms.

■ Bureaucracies not only occupy ministries and the public domain but also “private” corporations.

■ Different terminology does not alter the essence of bureaucracies; a manager and an expert are just different labels for bureaucrats.

■ Some non-profit organizations and private companies specializing in consulting and similar activities are part of the bureaucratic system.

■ As entrepreneurs are motivated to constantly increase profits, bureaucrats are similarly motivated to increase their budgets and powers.

■ Anybody who doesn’t want to play this game will lose their position in the bureaucratic system, yet it doesn’t happen very often. The selection mechanism ensures high-level bureaucrats (managers) get people with the necessary characteristics.  

■ Bureaucracies are just as creative as the business sector. However, instead of offering new products, it produces rules, bans and restrictions. 


Chapter Ten 

The Elites: A Clarification

If the world is managed by bureaucracies, it opens up the question of who actually governs. Yes, there are presidents, CEOs, chairmen, general secretaries, who may issue a command, but who is actually able to enforce their will? 

Powerless Ministers

Suppose you become the owner of a corporation with tens of thousands of office employees. You generally talk with a narrow layer of top managers. As long as you want simple things that don’t cross the interest of anybody (e.g. to launch a new product), everything goes smoothly. However, if you come up with something substantial your employees don’t like, you will be living in an episode of the British TV series Yes, Minister. Managers will patiently explain to you how this or that is not possible. If you make the decision anyway, you will disrupt a number of internal directives, the organization will cease to function and errors will begin to accumulate. You won’t be able to figure out who is actually responsible for it. You won’t be able to find out if this is the natural course of things or if it is intentional sabotage. But that’s not all. You will also probably find out you have violated some of your directives, regulations, or a contract with a partner bureaucratic organization. You can expect legal action, possibly on the basis of a law pushed through with the help of the same managers from your organization. However, you won’t be able to trace that. 

If you start to behave aggressively and fire your managers, the bureaucracy becomes unpredictable. The sabotage will increase. In the end, you’ll find out you’re totally helpless. The best you can hope for is a truce. With a bit of hope you might enforce your will gradually, piece by piece. Sometimes you succeed, sometimes not. 

It’s not a brilliant perspective. This was a hypothetical example of when one person becomes complete owner of an organization. In real life, nobody has such power. Every owner has to consider co-owners or other interest groups. All of this increases the power of bureaucracy.

Yes, there are cases when a politician or an owner can change something fundamental, even against the opposition of the bureaucrats. In recent years, we have seen it in “young” countries, like Hungary and Poland. But these cases are relatively rare as bureaucracies are more likely to win. What does that mean for common people? Where do the various Rothschilds and Rockefellers rule from? 

Many Organizations, One Layer of Bureaucrats

Sociologists and economists have dealt with the question of holding power in the bureaucratic world for decades. Now it seems the highest layer of bureaucrats, members of boards of directors, corporate vice presidents, big department managers and alike, are the ruling class. They perfectly understand the functioning of the system and they can use their knowledge to their advantage. They are unmatched in intrigues and power games.

However, you should not expect every large organization to have its own level of super-bureaucrats that are at war with each other. Instead it is the same social group of senior bureaucrats that are in charge of a variety of organizations, ministries, corporations, large media, universities, etc. This is shown easily by looking at the resumes posted on LinkedIn. This is how a typical career of the member of the super-elites looks like: he was in management of a large corporation for several years, afterwards he got a post in an international organization, such as the European Bank for Reconstruction and Development, then he moved into public office. In the meantime, he was on the Board of a large nonprofit organization. His wife has moved along a similar path in different corporations. She might even work for his direct competition. Their kids go to elite universities and are active in carefully selected multicultural NGOs that work as a prep for a super-bureaucratic career. 

Members of this elite know each other, they studied at the same schools, go to the same restaurants and have similar views. They spend their holidays in the same places and tend to move into the same neighborhoods. Don’t they sometimes fight against each other? Yes. Professional football players also play matches against each other, but they are still friends and defend their common interests. It is no different with top bureaucrats. 

The New Aristocracy

They are often called the “elites.” In sociology, one can find the concept of “new upper class.” We’ll call them the new aristocracy because of the way they keep their power.  

If we look in more detail, we will see that these elites consist of a more elite sub-group and the ordinary elite. And if we look at this selected sub-group of the elite in more detail, we will see once again a similar distribution. And we can proceed further until we find the several thousands of individuals who control the world’s largest banks, corporations, ministries and the media. 

It is often assumed there is a closed group of a few families that stands behind this bureaucratic system and that the super-bureaucrats are in a servile position to them. This notion is based on the statistics of wealth distribution. It is very appealing because it is simple. However, I’m afraid it is not realistic to assume this group holds all the power. There are at least two reasons that speak against it. 

First, the big owners would very easily find themselves in a position à la “Yes, Minister.” They wouldn’t be able to directly control the large bureaucracies, the dependency is at least mutual. This means that even those who stand at the very top of the wealth pyramid are forced to take into account the interests of those below them and to seek their support. Second, if the members of this isolated group married only among themselves they would quickly degenerate. Yet, they do not give their daughters to blue-collar workers or their sons to shop assistants. The Rothschild daughters marry senior managers of Microsoft and Siemens and the two groups gradually coalesce. The super-rich support their children’s marriages to children of super-managers, invite them to dinner parties, go to the same theatre performances and, of course, have the same views. 

In addition, the super-rich do not constitute a group large enough for creating and keeping its own culture, values, customs, cuisine, music taste, religion, etc. They can live in castles instead of luxury villas but they share the world-view of the bureaucratic new aristocracy. 

The Court of King Louis, Not King Arthur

Then, why do we call them the new aristocracy? Because of the gradual growth of bureaucratic organizations and the formation of the elite, the old division between the royal courts and the people has reemerged. The courtiers are different to other people. Of the many royal courts of different times, the courts of the last French kings serve as a good example. Ostentatious luxury, perfumed wigs, statues of herdswomen, effeminate manner and never-ending intrigues. To maintain a position in the royal court was not at all simple. One error and an individual becomes the subject of gossip, falling out of favor and eventually having to leave. To succeed, very particular skills were needed. It doesn’t matter whether a person is a good manager of his estate or how he performed in a battle. The ability to scheme, choose the correct “friends” and to quickly leave them, flatter influential people, to show no scruples and constantly demonstrate loyalty and correct opinions, were the skills that paid off. It required a powerful brain but also a character trait we could very politely describe as ‘the adaptability of views.’ In contrast, the people ready to fight and with consistent views were disqualified. The royal courts of the late Bourbons were not the place for real soldiers. 

And precisely such environments are now replicated in the glass palaces, ministries, corporate centres, transnational NGOs, and organizations, such as the European Union, the World Bank, the United Nations and the like — the world of suits and PowerPoint presentations. If you find such a claim exaggerated, look at the books about how to succeed in your job (understand: how to be successful on the higher floors of bureaucratic organization). There is no advice on how to do your job. Such materials usually focus on the question of where to sit at a meeting to be noticed by higher managers, how to choose your friends, which phrases to use during presentations and how to dress properly. Or spend a few hours browsing LinkedIn. You will quickly see the craft of being a high manager requires only two things. First, you have to correctly judge the distribution of power. Second, you have to flatter the right people. Is that different from the decadent royal courts? 

What the New Aristocrats Are Like

What is typical for this group? Besides the fact that it is a group penetrating all organizations, here are its typical features:

■ The new aristocracy is absolutely international. Their language of communication is English, its members do not affiliate themselves with any nation. They are at home everywhere, they do not feel particularly close to any country. 

■ Its members are very smart. When we see the output of the European bureaucracy, we tend to think they must be idiots. But no! They are very successful in what matters most — in getting budgets and strengthening their own position. The life in the bureaucratic system is a life of constant scheming and playing complex power games. This requires a similar brain capacity as if playing several simultaneous chess games. After all, the results of IQ tests or the American SAT tests confirm the same thing. 

■ They might excel in their brain performance but they lack in other areas. The courage, the ability to say things openly, manliness, a sense of responsibility … these are not traits that would lead to success in the scheming environment of the courts or the modern bureaucracy. When you read an interview with a successful corporate super-manager who talks about performance, be sure that he excels at something completely different. He knows whom to flatter and when, he is able to usurp somebody else’s work and blame someone else for his failure. It is easy to recognize people with similar traits. 

■ They differ from ordinary people not only by their wealth and power but also by their way of life. 50 years ago, the members of the upper and lower classes shared the same ideas about life. The main difference was that the upper class could afford bigger cars and bigger homes, while the lower class had to make ends meet. In contrast, today they are groups with different cultures, different concepts of life, different ideals, and different ideas about good and evil. 

■ Membership in the super-bureaucratic elite is largely inherited. It is not about some certificate of aristocratic origin but about the ability to rise within bureaucracies. It is about the brain (it’s still a chess game) and also about elegant taste, habits and more. This means children born to members of the new aristocracy come into the world with higher chances. They are naturally considered more talented, they receive a better education, grow up in more stimulating environments, and are often part of a more stable family (you might be surprised that members of the new aristocracy divorce less often than members of the lower classes). Thus, when it comes to the entrance examination to the elite school, children from lower classes are unable to compete. They can’t even compete at the job interviews for the global consulting firms or in the power struggle for positions in NGOs or public administration. 

The IT Guy as an Ally of the Aristocrat

Despite this trend, the new aristocracy is not completely closed. You don’t find many working class guys there, but the children of senior officials sometimes manage to climb quite high. This helps to keep the lower strata in obedience. It creates the impression that everyone has a chance (although it really is not true). Thousands accept the politically correct opinions and the desired patterns of behavior in the hope that they will get a great career. Only a tiny fraction of them succeeds. The imitation of the new aristocracy, however, has another effect. If people accept the value system of a particular group, it means they are controlled by this group. They lose their ability to see that the rules of the game are set against them. Moreover, even these subordinate groups are not doing badly. Although they must accept the role of the new aristocracy, they can compensate for it in their relationship to those who are on an even lower level. It works the same way as in the old days in the royal courts. 

To make the picture complete, we have to mention social groups that are not part of the new aristocracy but that live in harmony with it. Consider for example IT experts working for large organizations. They enjoy more freedom than the new aristocracy, though not as much freedom as the working class (at least in the sense that they can ignore the political correctness and other ever-mounting recommendations and regulations). Even a brilliant IT specialist can be fired without notice if he expresses an incorrect opinion. For his relative freedom, he pays with lower income compared with the new aristocracy. However, for us, it is essential they adopt the fundamental worldview of the new aristocracy, including the contempt for the lower social classes. In case of social conflicts, they will be on the new aristocracy’s side. It is logical and rational for two reasons. First, their kids have a good chance to become new aristocrats. Second, the large information systems and complex technological tasks are closely linked to the large bureaucratic organizations. A small family business usually does not need a lot of complicated systems. And if so, it is because it needs to comply with the requirements from some gigantic bureaucratic system. 

There are dozens of such groups that live in harmony with the new aristocracy. 

Conspiracy or the Effect of Social Structure

The international nature of managerial super-elites creates a global hierarchy. It is dominated by the management of global organizations (e.g. European Union, United Nations, the headquarters of corporations and the largest NGOs). The lower elites at the national level bend down in front of the global elite and everyone hopes he will be promoted to the international environment. And then, in turn, there are the lower groups that hope to get to the national level of boards of directors, presidents, and vice presidents. This represents a spontaneous control system that is more effective than any formal command. 

Nevertheless, few of the members of the bureaucratic elite would openly agree with what we have openly and cynically described. In fact, they invest an enormous amount of energy in sustaining the image that their work is extremely important, they perform brilliantly and they are extremely useful for the whole of humanity. Only the reactionary nationalist rednecks seemingly don’t understand what corporate managers take money for. It is difficult to convince yourself (I am a former corporate manager and I know what I’m talking about). Moreover, billions are spent on propaganda and on the suppression of independent thinking that calls into question the importance of the bureaucratic apparatuses. Try speaking sometime with someone who succeeded in such an environment and is now retired. You will learn incredible things. 

Please note, I am not developing a conspiracy theory and I am not talking about a conspiracy. I am only describing how social structure works. Many can benefit from such a situation and are strongly motivated to continue supporting it, but this does not necessarily mean it was built intentionally. 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ The actual power is held by a group of top bureaucrats, such as financial directors and vice-directors.

■ The power of this group lies in the fact that it can balance the interests of all other groups and manipulate them.

■ This social group penetrates all organizations. A top manager is in all respects closer to the top executives from other organizations than to his subordinates.

■ The richest families in the world blend with this social group. We call this social group the new aristocracy.

■ The new aristocracy is international and is isolated from ordinary working people. It has its own culture, morals, values, dress code, and leisure activities.

■ There are a lot of similarities between the new aristocracy and courtiers of the royal courts in decadent times. They maintain their status in a similar way, hence they share similar character traits.

■ Members of the new aristocracy have typically very powerful brains, but their intelligence focuses on intrigues and playing power games. As a rule, they lack character traits such as directness, courage to fight and masculinity.

■ The new aristocracy creates the illusion that the members of the lower classes have a chance to become new aristocrats. Therefore, some other social groups adopt the lifestyle, views and the overall worldview of the new aristocracy. They hope it will help them to advance on the social ladder. In fact, this is similar to how local elites picked up the mores of the royal court.

■ This creates a global bureaucratic system. At its top, there are a few thousand people who control the biggest banks, governments and corporations. They control the lower level bureaucrats but they are forced to respect their interests. The lower-level bureaucrats have the same relationship to those who are under them. This goes all the way down to the middle management of the national offices of each organization.

■ There are also groups that live in harmony with the new aristocracy or the silent alliance. The IT experts in large organizations are a good example.

For further reading, I recommend The War Against Boys: How Misguided Feminism Is Harming Our Young Men by Christina Hoff Sommers. 


Chapter Eleven 

The Problems of Civilisation Are Caused by Bureaucracies

It is no surprise to readers that bureaucracies do exist and tend to flourish. Hardly anyone doubts bureaucracies can inconvenience, making life more complicated and cause plenty of difficulties. That this seemingly minor feature of modern Western society is the most serious cause of the forthcoming irrecoverable destruction of civilization is a claim that may be difficult to accept. 

Of course there are many theories about what causes the decay of the West. Initially it may seem like there are an endless number of explanations. However, if we dig deeper, we get down to two basic views, which — in different modifications — are repeated again and again. 

Is It Moral Decline or a Conspiracy of the Powerful?

Firstly: Moral decline. According to this explanation, people of the West have shifted away from the founding principles and fundamental values of the free world. The Catholic version of this theory puts the critical point somewhere between the Middle Ages and the modern era. This is assuming that everything has actually gone wrong since then. The Protestant version believes this point was around the beginning of the 20th century. Both theories assume that this decline in morals and religion didn’t result from something else. They claim the decline of morality and religion is the primary cause for most of the problems of the Westerner. We talked about this kind of thinking with a fair amount of skepticism in Chapter 4; however, we are still obliged to explore if this theory offers a better explanation than the expansion of bureaucracies does. 

Secondly: The conspiracy. This theory suggests there is a group of people with the intention of destroying the free world, including Western civilization and eventually the white race. It is often believed that this group plans to build their new empire on the ruins of the West. In this new realm, an elite group would rule over the enslaved masses, involving the entire world population. There are different descriptions for this secret group. It is often assumed that this group owns a special secret knowledge and many people also think this conspiracy circle might be a Jewish group. Although there is no exact definition of this alleged or real group, some names of certain members are listed time and again. We may be tempted to cast away this theory, but our methodical honesty forces us to test any theory. Importantly, several assertions have recently been confirmed which used to be considered crazy conspiracy theories. What if there is a grain of truth in some of those conspiracy theories that seem silly now? 

Our hypothesis based on the growth of bureaucracies being out of control is simpler, more transparent and doesn’t need references to a mystic space that cannot be explored. These features should be enough to prefer such a theory. Nonetheless, it provides us with a clearer and more logical explanation of current developments in the West. This will be further demonstrated in the remainder of this chapter.

I concede the following passages are focused mainly on contemplative readers, so for many others they may be boring. If you skip them and read the summary at the end of the chapter, you won’t miss the basic points. 

Growing income and social differences: Across the entire West, the income and wealth of the upper 3–5% of society have increased, while those of the lower two-thirds of the population have gone down or stagnated, with the gap widening.  

Our explanation: Energetic bureaucracies flood all economic sectors with redundant regulations, preventing people from working usefully and thus causing poverty. Overall, they steal many powerful brains from productive industries. Many smart people spend their talents within power games inside big organizations writing useless directives, when they should be investing their efforts into developing companies with technical inventions and delivering product innovations. The new aristocracy hasn’t been impacted, mainly due to its ability to take growing amounts of resources from other parts of society. 

Moral decline explanation: The tested theory fails to explain growing income and social differences. Before the Industrial Revolution there were much bigger differences in these areas and they were supposedly idyllic times. 

Conspiracy explanation: Initially this theory provides us with some strong arguments. However, if several tens or hundreds of people ruled over everything around the world, why would they let millions of their managers get rich and powerful? Also, the new aristocracy is already large in number; perhaps it would make sense if the majority of the big new aristocrats were involved in the conspiracy, but this is obviously not true. 

The new upper class (new aristocracy) has separated itself from the rest of society. It has developed its own system of values, lifestyle and culture. Solidarity and social cohesion between the people of different social classes have faded away.  

Our explanation: For new aristocrats, it is easy to be separated from ordinary people because they are focused on other kinds of tasks and problems. Their lives and thinking are fully focused on managing and influencing power in their organizations, as well as raising their budgets. Therefore they need different qualities and skills than those of ordinary working people. These differences impact their upbringing, schooling, skills they need, lifestyle, culture etc. Contempt for lower classes must be carefully developed because this is one of the features that differentiate new aristocrats from lower-class members. 

Moral decline explanation: It may be suggested that after the disintegration of the common moral and cultural framework, each social class built its own. This theory doesn’t explain how, in the times before the alleged high morality fell, the class divisions were so deep and impassable.

Conspiracy explanation: This doesn’t explain why the gap is actually between the millions of managerial-bureaucratic elite members and the lower classes, and not between several hundred “global dominators” and the rest of the world’s population.

The gradual disappearance of masculinity; replacing men with sloppy and unmanly creatures is impacting family life and women. 

Our explanation: For the new aristocracy to be successful in their specific environments full of power games and intrigues, you obviously need a different set of skills and mindset than, say, for winning a rugby match. The system naturally tends to promote people with high abilities in understanding emotions with low levels of direct aggressiveness. Markedly masculine personalities mostly fail in such conditions and are bound to be relegated to the lower classes. This is confirmed by studies that show masculine personalities are found more frequently in the working class than amongst the new aristocracy hipsters and the social strata closely below them.

Moral decay explanation: Traditional values have disappeared. The traditional perception of sexuality is also disappearing; the border between male and female is vanishing. Men are not encouraged to take responsibility and women are not encouraged to support their men. This is a strong explanation but it fails to explain why biological instincts are not as strong as they used to be. It also doesn’t explain why the masculinity of the working class, which has a higher percentage of boys growing up at homes without fathers, is not impacted as strongly as the higher classes. 

Conspiracy explanation: It is conceivable that a secret society, such as the Masonic or Bilderberg ones, manages to spread chemicals that cause the destruction of masculinity. Even if we accepted such a theory, how could we explain the differences between the social groups and classes? Why is there a relatively low impact on the masculinity of hooligans and yet such a dramatic impact on activists of NGOs?

The birth rate is falling, yet the percentage of children born out of wedlock, and who are thus raised and nurtured by incomplete families, continues to skyrocket. The reputation of the family as an institution is in decline; the common ability to see the principal difference between a normal family and alternative ways of cohabitation is vanishing.  

Our explanation: The expanding bureaucracy is constantly looking for new activities, including those that replace natural legacy institutions. For thousands of years, people unified themselves into relatively small coherent groups that enabled them to survive and satisfy their needs. This necessity is now fading away. The programs organized by (mostly governmental) bureaucratic agencies which offer more comfort, with almost no mutual duties or obligations but with the abundant financial resources and strong backing from the coercive power of big organizations, are all trying to erase hereditary competition — the normal family. The bureaucratic structure of the modern state successfully (or seemingly so) replaces the need for children to act as old-age carers of their parents; another basic motivation that has driven the raising of children is being destroyed. The same bureaucratic unit can often provide a mother with more reliable financial support than many husbands, which also encourages single motherhood. 

This explanation for the decay of family structures is supported by the fact that low-income social classes are impacted more than higher-income classes. This can be supported with statistics from around the Western world of divorce rates, numbers of single motherhood and unmated cohabitation. This is because payments from a government bureaucracy can compete with a worker’s wage, but not with the compensation package of a high level manager. 

Alternative ways of cohabitation provide bureaucrats with a welcome pretext for creating programs and allocating budgets to support such alternatives and fighting against their discrimination. Why aren’t there similar programs to support the traditional family? There may be some, but they are usually insignificant and quite rare. Traditional families are often coherent units and don’t have enough problems (in comparison with alternatives) to warrant participating in bureaucratic programs. Therefore, the traditional family doesn’t deliver enough justifications to raise budgets and powers for bureaucracies. 

Moral decline explanation: People who decide not to have children or who raise children in non-traditional families do so because they have lost their sense of duty or lack the discipline to accept the restrictions of morality. This explanation doesn’t seem bad; however, it doesn’t clarify why the low income strata are disproportionally represented in these situations.

Conspiracy explanation: The hidden rulers prefer isolated individuals dependent on bureaucratic programs over cohesive families and that’s why they promote a social strategy with systematic propaganda focusing on weakening family values and commitments. It is quite a strong explanation. However, it contradicts the strong thesis that the very same rulers will need masses of slaves. An environment with weakened or no families will mostly produce snowflakes for slaves, unusable either as soldiers or as workers. 

The media have gained enormous power to manipulate and control people’s views. Why are various local elites, who would be expected to offer resistance to such pressure, so inclined to succumb to this manipulation? Why is it now easier to manipulate the relatively rich and educated people rather than common working class people? (As we have seen with the impact of big media on election results.)  

Our explanation: In the upper echelons of bureaucratic organizations and royal courts, long-term survival is conditioned by having the correct opinions. Permanently looking for correct opinions and their adoption is a critical part of the job for all members and wannabes of the new aristocracy. They also must be able to demonstrate their correct beliefs ostentatiously.

Craftsmen, technicians, remaining small business owners and similar people, derive their social position from their own skills in the traditional meaning of this expression. Their political and social beliefs have much less importance, if any. Such people don’t afford themselves the luxury of challenging beliefs promoted by big bureaucracies, nor the luxury of reading or seeking alternative sources of information. Their skills determine their social position and not their opinions.

One challenge to our view is that readers of so-called conspiracy websites can be manipulated just as easily as mainstream readers. But keep in mind that an “incorrect bigot” must spend energy in seeking out this information and usually compares various sources and contexts to create his view. This is different from his fellow citizen, who simply switches on his TV or goes to a mainstream website and accepts everything presented. 

Moral decline explanation: People can’t rely on their strong moral fundamentals; with religion gone or never having been present, there is an empty space in their minds. This empty space can easily be filled with ideologies spread by mass media. 

It looks like a pretty good explanation until we consider if the so called moral people of old times were more resistant to media manipulation. We don’t have a direct answer because there were no mass media in those days. Nonetheless, there are many historical situations recorded where entire towns were moved by a single emotional speech to commit horrible atrocities. It doesn’t seem that embedded strong morals protects one against a demagogue.

Conspiracy explanation: The ruling group is naturally interested in the unlimited manipulation of people. It gives us a reasonable explanation as to why media push society in a certain direction. However, this doesn’t answer the question of why upper-class people are more inclined to be manipulated by media, at least on political issues. 

Education is in decline: It has become the new normal for each generation of parents to be surprised at how limited their children’s knowledge and competencies are. Surveys such as PIAAC show this is not just an impression but a reality across the West. This is despite a growth in educational spending and the introduction of special initiatives addressing areas such as inclusion, diversity and equality.  

Our explanation: Maybe you should like it? After all, the number of clerical jobs created is increasing. The number of jobs at NGOs focused on “educational reform” and “equal chances in education” are also growing. There is a continuous need to increase competencies and therefore budgets. The system becomes more complicated, non-transparent and eventually uncontrollable. Everything works as it should work. 

Moral decline explanation: One explanation could be based on the fact that children are not taught morality and discipline at home, school or anywhere else. This is why it is very difficult to teach mathematics and other relatively pedantic subjects; the pupils are simply not patient enough. Furthermore, moral decline theorists claim that current teachers are more selfish than previous generations and they aren’t that interested in children’s competencies anymore. This explanation is consistent and seems quite strong (which doesn’t mean we agree with it).

Conspiracy explanation: Hidden rulers and manipulators need ordinary people to be stupid, uneducated and easy to manipulate. Ok, this makes sense, but would they also support a decline in technical and craft skills? We can expect they will need manipulable yet skilful dependents. 

New totalitarian ideologies spread around Western nations with breathtaking speed. It seemed that fascism and communism were definitely dead by around 1990 and there was a common hope for the future of democracy and human rights. Now many Western states treat their citizens worse than communist regimes did in their later years. This is exacerbated by new ideologies, including feminism, multiculturalism, political correctness and radical environmentalism, whose followers despise civic rights intensely. In some cases, their aggression and violent behaviour are comparable to Adolf Hitler’s SA and Stalin’s youth organizations.  

Our explanation: For bureaucracies, it is natural to support the spread of totalitarian ideologies to justify their interference in more areas of human life, thinking and conscience; which is important for claiming new authorities and responsibilities. They mostly don’t support nationalism as this is historically connected to ideas like self-governance and the rule of law, which doesn’t create a suitable environment for the implementation of more bureaucratic programs. 

Moral decline explanation: With the lapse of religion and a sense of natural order, the emptiness created has now been filled with superstitions and ideologies, including the totalitarian types. The moral decline also resulted in the loss of respect for human life and privacy, which has strengthened totalitarian tendencies. Strong explanation.

Conspiracy explanation: Hidden rulers support the spread of totalitarian ideologies as they are the tools to clamp down on points of resistance. It could be a strong explanation. Groups like Soros’ Open Society do promote totalitarian ideologies. However, this fails to explain why this effort meets no opposition among the educated classes.  

Many Western governments don’t insist on enforcing the laws of their countries anymore. Neither do they protect the culture of their nations. They clear out space for Islam and even support Islamic supremacy. Citizens who criticize this trend are often prosecuted. Islamic communities have already gained many advantages over the rest of Western societies, often contrary to the law.  

Our explanation: Strict enforcement of the law is mainly about police patrolling the streets and detectives and courts working effectively. It offers only limited justifications for the raising of administrative budgets and the establishment of new social units. From a bureaucratic point of view, it would be much better to re-educate the Islamic population, supervise them, visit families, support Muslim women in their emancipation and motivate them to inform police about domestic violence and so on. A huge bureaucratic organization can grow with all that. However, it would face strong and organized resistance from the Islamic community, which would result in endangering budgets. Importantly it would definitively close access to funds from Arab states and cooperative international foundations. Saudi Arabia spends more resources on the global promotion of Islam than the Soviet Union spent on the promotion of communism.

If we buy the story about the oppressed Islamic minority that needs special protection and privileges, we get into a situation where bureaucratic structures can apply their solutions. Protection of alleged minorities has been a proven method for extending bureaucracies and increasing budgets for many decades; you can simply and effectively use off the shelf “products, systems and ideologies.” Are there any worries about chaos erupting in society? Absolutely not! The more troubles, the better it is for bureaucracies, as more organizations, programmes and offices will be needed. If a jihadist successfully stages an attack, it increases the bureaucracies which create new opportunities, such as psychological care for the few people impacted and de-radicalisation programs. Imagine how many psychologists, volunteers, coordinators and supervisors can make money if there is more chaos? 

Moral decline explanation: It might be suggested that government representatives have lost their belief in the traditional values Western civilization was based on. Therefore, they are not able to confront the aggressive requirements of other civilizations. This sounds quite reasonable; however, this theory fails to explain why the same people are so strong at suppressing protests from their fellow citizens. Why governments don’t insist on neutral technical rules focused on ensuring security and economic effectiveness is also missing with this explanation. 

Conspiracy explanation: A certain group of people wants to Islamize the West and is sufficiently powerful to implement it. This seems like a logical and strong explanation; although it opens up lots of new questions. If these people are simply corrupted by Saudi money, we should also look at who the richest and most powerful in the world are. A typical list of globalist owners of banks and corporations include names like Rothschild and Rockefeller and not Saudi and Qatari leaders. 

If the secret rich and powerful are working at subverting the West to reach their business goals, they would have no interest in a full implementation of sharia law in Western countries. We would expect them to have a planned solution for stopping the spread of Sharia law. Unfortunately, this does not seem to be the case. 

The current wave of mass migration has no parallel in European history, and perhaps in the history of any other civilization. It can only be compared to some massive raids and to the enforced move of nations organized by the edicts of a few empires. It is easy to understand why people in poor countries are motivated to move to richer and safer countries. However, we can’t understand why European elites enforced the opening of their borders and why they support mass flows of immigration. They are fully aware of the horrible and destructive impact this has on Western countries. The humanitarian justification is so weak and unconvincing that we don’t want to offend readers by using more space for it.  

Our explanation: A more detailed explanation will be offered in the following two chapters. For now, we are reminded that high-functioning societies, where people are empowered to solve issues on their own, are a nightmare for any bureaucrat. Such harmonic societies don’t generate a sufficient number of requirements for new programs from NGOs and agencies. If society falls into chaos with a long-term struggle, it will justify the unlimited growth in programs for integration, minority protection, equal opportunities, multicultural approach organisations etc. The more troubles, the better it is for bureaucratic structures. 

Moral decline explanation: Leaders of the West lost belief in their own civilisation and consequently the determination and ability to protect it. Maybe, but why is the will to close borders so strong among lower classes, while the new aristocracy loves mass migration. This implies that only the rich and powerful classes are affected by moral decline, yet most theorists of moral decline claim the loss of values is the same across all classes.  

Conspiracy explanation: This perspective is very strong. Does a hidden group of the powerful exist, which has the ability to initiate migration streams and stop them, and has the power to open and close borders and deport masses of migrants? Until now, we have only seen a one-way ability to open borders and bring in migrants. We have not seen an ability to close borders and send migrants back. If the hidden elite has only a one-way ability, it is suicidal or very silly to support Islamic immigration. 

Keep in mind even new aristocrats are also negatively impacted by mass immigration. While they may feel quite safe in their luxury quarters with massive security measures, simply walking through the center of Paris or swimming in Saint Tropes is too risky for them now. It doesn’t seem such a perceivable loss is compensated with something else. 

National debts are at levels that were inconceivable at any time in the past. What’s worse, it seems nations have lost their ability to stop their debts from mounting or at least from significantly slowing down. National governments not only take loans out during wars and times of deep crises, but also in peaceful times. Everybody knows this arrangement must crumble sooner or later, but there is no real reform being prepared. Not even the Greek debt crisis was a sufficient warning. This is despite the economic impact cutting so deep that an entire generation had to leave the country and/or can’t afford to raise children, bringing the future existence of the nation into question. 

Our explanation: Members of bureaucratic structures are mainly interested in the budgets of their departments and not in the overall long-term balance. However, budgets for employee benefits and office operation are often difficult to justify and such proposals often anger people. If the costs of benefits are only a small proportion of the larger program (say 5%), the public will usually accept this without too much protest. Therefore there is a strong motivation to escalate spending. 

If there was a strict up-down control, the ruler could set an overall budget and let the departments fight against each other for their share, but this rarely happens. As we mentioned before, one power of the new aristocracy is based on its ability to understand the interests of the lower echelons of the bureaucratic structure, find a balance between them and manipulate them. The new aristocracy is therefore not able to limit budgets, except in the short term. 

Moral decline explanation: In earlier times, people felt responsible for the reasonable management of assets, now they refuse to accept restrictions. They want all the benefits simultaneously and they want them now. Do you think this sounds great? The only trouble is that it counters reality. Quite often in the old mythical times of embedded moral and religious values, the kings, dukes and their courts were too costly and luxurious to maintain, which regularly resulted in bankruptcies. 

Conspiracy explanation: Conspiracy theorists can’t offer a reasonable answer except for the hypothesis that national debts are a tool for confiscating the properties of lower-class people. However there are more effective methods for achieving this. 

The large net of rules and regulations that control everyday life and business is so heavy that it de facto leaves no space for normal living. The Supreme Court in the Czech Republic has declared that the number of regulations is so high that no one can have knowledge of them all. Also, you often can’t follow a regulation without breaking another. The court noted that even its justices aren’t able to have all knowledge of existing regulations. The Czech Republic, as a relatively new member of the EU, has much less bureaucracy than the “more advanced” democracies. Being in such a situation can accelerate the implementation of new laws and regulations! This gives unlimited power to government agencies as anyone can be punished at any time because nobody can comply with all the administrative obligations.  

Our explanation: Based on the understanding that everybody follows his interest and wants a higher budget within his bureaucratic structure, therefore it is logical that the number of regulations expands. Can we expect anything else?

Moral decline explanation: A popular explanation argues that with moral decline, human behaviour is not sufficiently regulated by moral rules anymore and therefore needs to be regulated with formal laws. However, in reality, most new regulations don’t replace traditional moral rules. They either cover other areas or are directed against traditional moral rules. 

Another explanation is that people with the loss of moral barriers try to use new regulations against their neighbours, fellow citizens, business partners, employers and employees. If this was true, we would also see a growth in criminality, which we don’t see. Mostly, new regulations usually bring advantages to members of bureaucratic structures — activists, clerks, consultants, etc. 

Conspiracy explanation: It is extremely difficult to argue why a powerful hidden group would be interested in overloading societies with regulations. If people who meet these regulations in their everyday life are not able to keep up to date with the knowledge, it would be utterly impossible for the members of the hidden circle. Importantly, why would they want their slaves spending most of their time on bureaucratic procedures rather than on useful work? If all of us are de facto slaves of this hidden group, they would be interested in exploiting us as much as they can. 

Freedom of speech has been considered a sacred value for centuries. For many Europeans, it was so important they were ready to fight revolutions and even died for it. Recently, freedom of speech has been neglected and become inhibited at all levels. “Extremism” was redefined so that it covered common political debate. New totalitarian concepts such as “hate speech” and “offensive speech” have been introduced. Topics which the public are mainly interested in (such as the impact of migration) are banned. People are fired from their jobs for expressing views which are different from those of the new aristocracy. Contrary to the past, where freedom of speech could only be limited by independent courts, today the decisions are made by activists, managers and ordinary employees of government agencies.  

Our explanation: Limitations of free speech creates great opportunities for bureaucracies. They can report on new activities, establish monitoring units, evaluate, submit and approve action plans and so on. Overall it protects them from criticisms of their spending, because such criticism can be suppressed by describing it as dangerous hate speech. 

Moral decline explanation: The idea of freedom of speech is closely connected to concepts such as consciousness and the value of a human personality, etc. If these concepts are subverted, freedom of speech as a value cannot be sustained. This is a strong explanation. 

Conspiracy explanation: The hidden ruling elite don’t need people who think and discuss ideas independently; the destruction of freedom of speech is an important step towards their enslavement. This is also a strong explanation. 

Conclusion

The list of issues we have considered is not exhaustive, yet it is sufficient to demonstrate our notion that the development of bureaucracies and the new aristocracy is the basic cause of civilization’s decline. This may be simple and unexciting although it does provide more explanatory power than most of the alternative views. It is still reasonable that in some situations, alternative models can also offer pretty useful explanations.

We are definitely not stating that there is an explicit agreement between all members of the bureaucratic super-elite and the new aristocracy. Obviously there are conferences and other opportunities for rich and important people to share ideas and tune their views. Nonetheless, the basis of their “common will” stems from the fact that each bureaucrat/manager follows his interest and that these small wills eventually contribute to a single big decision of the organization. From the outside it may even look like an orangutan has escaped from his cage and spread around the papers, decisions and stamps randomly. Virtually all decisions established by big bureaucratic organizations result in some deterioration; however, when viewed from their particular units and departments, everything seems very effective. All participants are successful in their efforts at raising budgets, which is their main goal, meanwhile civilization collapses without having any impact on their management bonuses.  

In terms of finding a remedy, there is no simple solution; there is no evil center that can be bombed away nor is there the head of an octopus that can be cut off. People can only follow their own interests rationally. 

In this chapter I tried to express that:

■ The emergence of large bureaucratic structures and the establishment of the new aristocracy as a separate social stratum are a sufficient explanation for all the difficulties of the contemporary West, including the West’s collapse and the clash with Islam.

■ Moral decline, if it appears, is a result of bureaucratization, rather than its cause.

■ Different groups of very powerful people try to reach their particular goals, which are often destructive for Western civilization. However, there is no evidence of a single plan agreed to by all members of the top elite nor of their coordinated efforts.

■ What may look like a single plan by all the powerful people is actually the natural result of big bureaucracy and the new aristocracy.

■ Under such conditions, defense of the West is very difficult; it is impossible to destroy a center of evil, because no such center exists.

For further study, I recommend Government Failure: A Primer in Public Choice by Tullock, Seldon and Brady.


Chapter Twelve 

The New Aristocracy’s Sympathy for the Efforts to Replace European Nations with Something Better

Bureaucratic structures are not something that has suddenly appeared, and neither is the emergence of the “new” aristocracy, which is not entirely new. Charles Wright Mills analyzed this trend in his famous books of the 1950s, White Collar and Power Elite. Also, F. A. Hayek wrote on this topic during the Second World War, although he confused the power of bureaucracy with the power of the state. Joseph Schumpeter released his famous book about the coalescence of state and corporate bureaucracies in the 1940s. 

Big bureaucracy has come into being so gradually that we cannot define its beginning. We can only find time periods where the development was especially fast, such as the 1960s. 

The New Aristocracy and Its Enemies

There is big bureaucracy and the new ruling elite, but the opposition has also gradually emerged. Many people are critical of there being too many forms, processes and regulations but their complaints usually result in very little change and this is accepted as standard. 

Nevertheless, there are also groups of people whose vital interests go against paying more money to bureaucratic structures and against being subjected to more and more regulations. They can be compared to historic villagers and craftsmen who objected to new taxes on covering the expenses of the royal courts. Very little has changed since then. 

Different definitions of social classes that oppose the big bureaucracy can be given. All of these definitions include people that:

a) Are not dependent on bureaucratic structures (or at least think they are not dependent).

b) Don’t have the abilities necessary for claiming membership in the new aristocracy. 

c) Feel they would be better off without sophisticated bureaucratic rules. 

Some small business owners, for example, are told by professional politicians that they are tax evaders, rule breakers and parasites on the economy. A young person working at the bank administration desk may not understand what the departments of well-paid experts on social responsibility and equal opportunities are good for, but will understand that her salary could be higher without having to pay all of these experts. Many people who are taxi drivers, factory workers, teachers, nurses, police officers on the streets and the thousands who are part of other professions and roles, might not complain aloud, but the view in their mind is clear. 

Roots of Revolutions

We do not claim these people don’t need an environment created and sustained by a bureaucratic system, often they do. This can include proclaiming and updating rules and delivering other services necessary for the smooth and reliable cooperation of masses of people. However, people feel that things have gone too far. They feel that regulations are disproportional, budgets are absurd and the new aristocracy simply exploits them. 

Two basically antagonistic social strata have formed in Western societies. It is especially important to understand that these differences are not just focused on economic and power interests, but go much deeper. They also differ in ideas about lifestyle, favorite meals, fashion, music, values, political views, etc. 

A Royal Court versus a Village

It is a normal part of relations between courts and villages to often live in mutual balance; however, who is on top is sometimes different. It is possible an imbalance can lead to an uprising, which can sometimes be suppressed. There have been examples of course, where an uprising can end with dead bodies of aristocrats impaled on spikes. Everything is possible. In terms of the relationship between social groups, Western societies are seemingly back in old times, although not in terms of violence and hopefully that doesn’t change. 

Of course, society is not only made up of new aristocrats and low-class workers. There is a broad range of other smaller social groups that protect their interests and often join one or the other side of a main social conflict. However, the relationship between the two main social classes is crucial for the development of society. 

The Moral of Aristocrats and the Moral of Rednecks

Each side of a conflict develops its own “moral framework.” A moral framework explains the world so that it is absolutely clear that the requirements of our side are righteous while the opposite side is unjust and should retreat. From the upper side, we are told that the new aristocrats bring light, goodness, human rights, equality, protection of the Earth and everything wonderful and fair. Those who resist are rednecks, bigots, racists, sexists, etc. They are called “stink” (a quotation of a Czech newspaper editor trained by Soros’ Open Society Foundation), human trash and their very existence endangers everything good. They are even a threat to the planet Earth. Viewed from the lower side, it is about the conflict between honest workers and their exploiters — political class, corporate top managers, bankers, their children in NGOs and other grim groups benefiting from the oppression of the poor. 

For the new aristocracy, it is easier to develop and keep its picture, because it controls the media and education systems. Communication and marketing experts are mostly members or wannabes of the new aristocracy, or of allied social groups. The lower side of the class conflict develops its picture in a mostly amateurish way and can only use limited informal communication channels. Only a very limited number of ideologists and communication experts are available to the lower class. Moreover, the new aristocracy can actively prevent lower-class people from understanding their interests. It can use an extensive toolbox of censorship methods, from the banning of people and views on social networks to creating sophisticated fake news. And these are all used. However, if the feeling of injustice is strong enough, the lower class will adopt a suitable ideology in the end. In recent years we have seen it across Western countries where we see the panicked reaction of the new aristocracy, often claiming that working class interests are actually those of a foreign power. 

Low-class opposition against the new aristocracy relies on values such as nation, family, work, masculinity, femininity, pride for national history, basic social solidarity, and many other “smaller” things known from everyday life. In the USA it is also Christianity. It is no surprise that the new aristocracy tries to ruin these values because they are the key factors for winning a class conflict. If you succeed in destroying the moral framework of a social group, you prevent them from resisting. 

A Group Ideology Is Born

To the new aristocracy with its fledgling conflict with the plebeian classes, it was quite natural to consider and embrace the idea that European nations, their customs, culture and even languages should be erased. This goal could be reached by mixing people from differing cultural spheres. In the beginning there could be chaos, but eventually the new aristocrats will have created a new culture of new people perfectly submissive to the educated classes. In some aspects, this utopian idea can be compared to the American melting pot where people from different backgrounds are merged into something new. However, in this case, the melting pot would be controlled in every detail. Can you imagine how many government agencies, NGOs, new jobs and mind-blowing budgets would be necessary for such a task? It would be enormous.

Keep in mind that such visions are typically not organized from a single centre. It is more likely people will pursue their own interests, primary budgets and bonuses. People tend to sympathize with ideas that justify such interests. They talk to other people from the same social group; they mutually reassure their own views; they encourage each other to more radical positions and sometimes they specify details of their common belief. Conferences are organized or they take part in them and read the same articles as their peers and discuss them. There is pressure on those who don’t agree (with the idea that the breaking up of European nations is necessary). Don’t forget that what we describe is a contemporary version of a royal court, where the eager expression of conformity is mandatory. 

Common social processes have therefore led to a situation where there is determination to destroy national cultures and colonize Europe with people from different civilizations; this is an obligatory sign of membership in the new aristocracy. By the way, it also means that applicants for membership in this elite group must be especially zealous. This is especially the case for young editors or young, unpaid volunteers of NGOs with ambitions to become corporate social responsibility managers. 

What Everyone Does

While this belief was becoming the new normal, it materialized into books, papers and other documents. Of the most discussed is the so-called Kalergi plan, which should be called the Kalergi vision, because no real blueprint was made. From the 1920s, Coudenhove-Kalergi promoted his concept to abolish nations and to create a single global folk with the same brownish skin who would be members of a single global civilization. It may sound like the work of a madman, but Count Kalergi was supported by many important personalities, including Albert Einstein. Kalergi died in 1972 regarded as a highly respected humanist.

There are rumors about a supplement to the Kalergi work explaining that the newly created race should combine high working morale and low intelligence, to be suitable for factory work. However, this document has never been found; I am afraid we’re looking at fake news here. Nevertheless, if Kalergi wrote something like that, it would be ridiculous. Factories also need highly qualified people and not just a dumb mass. Further, nobody knows why or how the mixing of races would result in a dutiful and laborious people with a low IQ.

The ease of general acceptance for Kalergi’s ideas is more striking. Kalergi’s vision was accepted because it wasn’t revolutionary. Most members of elites supported the same view and they still do. It met very similar opinions — so similar that many people might think that top managers, bureaucrats and activists are Kalergi’s students or even members of a secret Kalergi circle. The reality is simpler; Kalergi’s thinking was typical of his social class, therefore everyone thought like this. 

Don’t Tell People

At the time when Kalergi started his activities, the Frankfurt School was established. This community of left-wing intellectuals tried to integrate the ideas of Karl Marx and Sigmund Freud and shared the belief that humanities researchers have the right and duty to create a new world with a new humankind. Ordinary low-class working people were considered nothing more than an input for the creative activities of these new artists. A “Third World proletariat” was expected to play a key role in their plans; however, the philosophers at the Frankfurt School didn’t know how to move Third World masses into Europe; they didn’t concentrate on such technical issues. Disciples of the Frankfurt School gained control of education systems across the West in the following decades. The ideology developed by the Frankfurt School became the official doctrine of big bureaucracies. The main reason for their victory was explained in previous chapters. It appeared that these ideas satisfied the needs of the bureaucratic upper class perfectly. It was extremely useful in justifying the requirements for new budgets and powers. 

The third illustration is from 1995 when the agreement of the Euro-Mediterranean partnership was signed. Its main goal was to strengthen the business and cultural contacts between Europen countries and Middle Eastern Islamic countries. A plan for the relocation of 56 million Arab Muslims into Europe was also included in the document. The contract was updated several times in the following years, but the intention to support Islamic colonisation of Europe was not touched. It is available on the website of the European Commission; just type “central Mediterranean partnership” into your search engine.  

Citizens of European countries didn’t know what was signed by their representatives, and besides, no particular action followed anyway. A new agency was established, a budget was dedicated, and everyone was happy. For us, this is another illustration of views prevailing among the new aristocracy. 

Experiments, Not on Animals

The list of pro-immigration activities is not complete as none of the plans and intentions are realized fully, but all of them show how the new aristocracy is thinking. If you are sitting in a luxury office or a film studio, it might be absolutely evident to you that Europeans need to be diluted and mixed with more enjoyable people and that Western civilization should be replaced by something better. You simply cannot imagine anyone not liking this idea, except for some insane individuals. You are probably especially upset by Western patriots. Today bureaucracy is international and none of its members belong to a particular national culture and none of them have an emotional relationship to a specific piece of land. Luxury neighborhoods are the same across the world and so are steel-glass headquarters. Inhabitants of such an artificial world simply don’t understand that somebody could be so silly as to profess a deep adherence to a particular nation. As expressed by John Lennon:

Imagine there’s no countries

It isn’t hard to do

Nothing to kill or die for

And no religion too

Imagine all the people living life in peace, you

An ordinary redneck might ask what happens if millions of people from an incompatible culture are moved to his country. He will worry about the formation of ghettos, no-go zones and maybe even civil wars. If he is more educated, he might be aware that history doesn’t know of any similar migration wave. The migration period at the beginning of our civilisation was slower and even the Hun raids were not as massive as today’s migration waves. An ordinary redneck might feel sentimental, with a fond desire to return to a small pictorial village. A place where all the people have the same skin color, culture, history and language. If you replace such communities with a colony populated by Chinese, Afghans, Arabs, Nigerians, Swedes and Cubans, the result might be fancier, but we know something essential and beautiful is lost. Even if these people manage to coexist peacefully.

Highly Intelligent People — Collective Imbecility

Don’t forget that the upper echelons of bureaucratic structures work as royal courts did. If you want to succeed, you must not challenge the preferred dogmas. On the contrary, you are expected to demonstrate that you believe in them and, ideally, show you are ready to go further (but not too far) than the ones you’re up against. This environment is full of people with very efficient brains that are entirely focused on power plays and fighting for budgets. If you want to survive, you need to learn to suppress all doubts and in time you may find it quite pleasant. In the end, you enjoy participation in hunting suspects who challenge the correctness.

To sum up, belonging to the ascendancy is conditioned with the belief that an unlimited number of culturally non-compatible people must be moved into European countries, no matter the consequences. 

Therefore, a group of powerful brains doesn’t produce bright ideas, but instead a collective imbecility, so totalitarian in its thinking that it will bring on the destruction of our own civilization. 

It is not surprising that after World War 2 most of the European governments started a continuous relocation of millions of people into their countries, mostly from Turkey and Arab countries. There were different reasons; sometimes a real need for workers, sometimes for cultural enrichment and often for humanitarian considerations. Regardless of the reasoning, the immigration stream has strengthened because bureaucratic structures have strengthened. There have been more indications that Europe is moving to a disastrous — as we have already shown — new aristocracy, which is highly resistant to reality. 

Powerless Quiet Majority

The other side of the conflict doesn’t have any interest in being diluted, replaced or enriched. Among other reasons, it is because many lower-class people experience the real results of the attempts to integrate immigrants in their everyday life. A question could be asked as to why the majority have not asserted their will through elections. The simple answer is that the new aristocracy has managed to eliminate democratic mechanisms. European people can vote in elections and elect their representatives, but the ruling class has got robust tools for ensuring the newly elected join the elite in time. The elected representative eventually adopts upper class customs, culture, interests and views, all of which make him part of the elite soon enough. Accepting the views of the represented people is out of the question in all countries of the West. In Switzerland, it is a little better because the people can enforce a plebiscite, yet even the Swiss experience shows that pressing bureaucratic elites to submit to the will of the people and accept the results of a referendum is close to impossible.

It would be threatening enough on its own, but in the meantime, something else happened that nobody in the West expected; the pre-historic monster called Islam woke up. 

In this chapter I expressed that: 

■ A long-term conflict between the new aristocracy and lower classes exists.

■ Each side of this conflict develops its view of the world and morality that justifies its requirements.

■ The new aristocrats mostly believe that after breaking European nations, their culture and lifestyle, the world will indeed be better off. 

■ Something new, better and more subordinated to the will of the new aristocracy will accordingly be built on the ruins of European civilization’s legacy. 

■ Masses of people from other civilizations are moved into Europe to reach this goal.

■ This belief in the advantages of mass migration is shared by a substantial majority of members of the new aristocracy. This consensus has been achieved through spontaneous processes rather than a systematic communication or education. 

■ The new aristocracy also believes resistance against mass migration and preserving European nations is deeply immoral. 

■ Lower-class people don’t agree, but they have no power to assert their view. Democracy doesn’t work.

For further study, I recommend Europe All Inclusive: Understanding the Current Migration Crisis by Václav Klaus and Jiří Weigl.


Chapter Thirteen 

Islam

What does Islam mean to us? For some Islam means a wise and cultivated people that are attacked by European nationalists unreasonably. For others Islam means beheading, stoning and other barbaric practices. In any case, violence and atrocities are not our main problem with Islam. A brief visit to Auschwitz will convince anyone that members of our civilization can commit horrible acts too.  

Islamic for a While, Islamic Forever

What is really horrifying about Islam is its rigidity. While the West is dynamic and always full of innovations, Islam is the direct opposite. It has existed for more than a thousand years, yet it hasn’t changed since its beginning. During the centuries, some things have changed from time to time because of outside pressures or under the brutality of a ruler. Once such conditions pass away, Islamic societies return to their origins; as if they were made of rubber. 

We have even seen this in our times. A few decades ago, conditions in many Islamic countries were quite similar to Europe. Many people dressed and behaved like they did in the West and in some aspects, they even adopted Western ways of thinking. When a secular dictator fell, the pressure passed and, like rubber, it is now returning to its original shape. Islamic society is returning to a period which we call the early Middle Ages. Islamic thinking does not know the concept of history according to our understanding. It only knows falling away from the prophet’s instructions and then the recovery of obedience and to lead an exact imitation of his life. 

There is no way out, which is another horrible feature of Islam. Leaving Islam is extremely difficult and risky for individuals because there is capital punishment for those who do. Even in regions with a tiny Muslim population, where Islamic law is not accepted, the apostate will spend the rest of his or her life in fear that somebody will appear and carry out the judgement. This is the reason why some people that would prefer to have nothing to do with Islam remain Muslims, at least formally. It seems that this is the case for about one quarter of European Muslims. A ban on Islam would mean liberation for them, but the European new aristocracy sides with the radicals and fundamentalists. The reasons will be explained later. 

Still there are some people who have gone down this dangerous path, away from Islam. However, there has been no case of a community or a nation leaving Islam. Elsewhere there have been changes. Countries that used to be animistic have become Catholic, some nations that used to be Catholic are now Protestant. Other countries have moved from Buddhism to Christianity. Some countries with a Christian heritage have become atheistic with a strong influence of Buddhism. Such changes are not frequent and are always accompanied by tension and conflicts yet they still occur. Only Islam is exempted from this dynamic movement; what becomes Islamic will stay Islamic forever. 

Bloody Borders of Islam

This inertia is backed by the fact that Islam creates a different type of personality and community in comparison to both modern Europe and medieval Europe. Even in times that are now called the European Dark Age, we find that the Islamic influences on personality, family life, upbringing, values, authority and basic social structures always produced rebels. Even if a rebellion was drowned in blood, other heretics were soon born. The fires that ignite insurgents have not died down and people longing for freedom have always existed, but Islam produces its own features and personal structures in people. 

If Muslims organize a demonstration, it is not for freedom, but for a blinder and more profound submission to the teaching of their alleged prophet. Again and again, we face the fact that most Muslims despise freedom and find pleasure in perfect obedience. It seems that many of them do not have a personality in the contemporary meaning of this concept. Rare attempts to reform Islam have failed because not enough people were interested. 

Islam is perfect at occupying territories and annihilating much more advanced civilizations. It can replace a subdued civilization entirely and erase all of its memories. To achieve this, a superior tool called jihad is used. Jihad is not just wars and terrorist attacks, but a whole set of activities focused on destroying everything non-Islamic. Jihad includes wars, threats, migration, marriages, charity, terror and criminality, corruption, organizing civil conflicts and gaining influence in media and education systems. Jihad works perfectly. Having a thousand-year difference between the West and Islamic civilizations brings no comfort either; Islam has got a collection of advanced civilizations as trophies. 

It is essential to understand that Islam is not just a problem for the West. It is not true that the West’s collision with Islam was only caused by failed politics in the Middle East. Some people believe if we stopped meddling with Islamic countries, we would avoid difficulties; do not accept this. China is facing Islamist aggression, so too is Russia. Burma, Hindu countries and communities in Sub-Saharan Africa have all faced Islamic aggression too. Anybody who has the bad luck of neighboring with an Islamic population faces aggression. Most of these states and civilizations had reasonable politics and did not commit any aggression towards Islamic countries, yet they were attacked anyway. Samuel Huntington described this situation as the “bloody borders of Islam.”

…Already in the Streets of European Cities

How could we be so silly and move the borders of Islam directly into the centers of European cities? In part this was caused by the error of thinking that Islam was already dead; this will be discussed later. However, the main reason this occurred is because there are no real governments in Europe. Kings belong to the past and common people have no chance to influence politics with only bureaucratic structures remaining. The new aristocrats are not here to notice problems and they are definitely not here to solve problems. Their success is based on raising budgets, power plays, intrigues and zealously demonstrating that they are the same as other courtiers, in that they share the same ideas and don’t sympathize with any rebellions.

If a person emerged among politicians and managers who broke the rules of the game and raised an alarm, he would immediately be removed or silenced. He would gain independence but lose access to money and influence with the media. In other words, he would be independent but powerless and probably poor. When the problems with Islam started to emerge, the new aristocrats used all their brain capacity to prevent the problem from entering their minds. They have since developed the techniques of suppressing reality to perfection. Now within a few minutes of a mass murder they can state with sincerity that there is no conflict in the civilization and that the complaints of lower-class people are a more serious threat. 

History as the Continuous Islamization of Europe

We don’t need to discuss whether Muhammad really lived or how his life looked. It is sufficient to accept that in the middle of the 8th century, the doctrine of Islam existed in its current form, both the Sunnah and Shia versions, and that attacks against neighboring societies and civilizations were underway. We don’t need to spend time on those who disappeared irrecoverably since. However, it is relevant that Muslims also seized significant parts of the West. Around 600 AD, Northern Africa was a Christian region in terms of culture and civilizational order. The same was true for areas that are now Turkish. Most of Armenia was where Turkey and Azerbaijan are situated now. Syria was formerly a Christian country, and the list goes on.

It has all been wiped out, even the memory that there used to be Christian countries in these territories is lost. The loss of historical awareness has gone so far that Crusades focused on the protection of areas with a Christian population are now labelled “aggression.” Europeans managed to take back Spain, Southern Italy and the Balkans, but these are only a small part of the space previously gained by Islamic invaders.

The Islamic effort to conquer Europe has never ceased. Islamic civilization has gone through many internal wars, but a predatory look towards Europe connects all the quarrelling groups. In times when Muslims had few troops fit for military service, they contented themselves with smaller raids, assaults and the making of slaves. Today, a generation of politically correct historians don’t like to be reminded of the truth, that there hasn’t been a single year of peace between Islam and the West.

Fatal Arrogance of Contemporary Europe

It was only after the Industrial Revolution in the 19th century that Europe reached a technological super-advantage that enabled it to occupy Islamic countries. Only then did the permanent raids and attacks from the Muslims stop; they succumbed to their conquerors quite willingly. It seems to be a feature of Islam — to attack mercilessly if they outperform the other side and to easily comply if they face a stronger party. They complied with all the requirements of the Europeans quickly. Consequently, the impression grew in Europe that Islamic civilization is quite similar to ours. Romantic images of harems, belly-dancing and chivalrous rulers were accepted, including the myth about an alleged golden age of Islamic science. This illusion stated that a Muslim has the same type of personality as a European and the only differences are the insistence on oriental carpets, special cups of coffee and the muezzin’s call to prayer (instead of church bells ringing).

It was incredibly silly and arrogant, especially when we are reminded that in previous centuries Europeans understood that in different civilizational spheres you find people with different customs and personality features. It was expected to find different perceptions and notions of good and evil. It was obvious to Europeans that communication between such groups of people is very difficult. A tribal cannibal will never understand why we are against eating our enemies, even if he complies with our ban on cannibalism. Some centuries ago it was clear that Indians would never understand why we disliked something as common as widow-burning. We worked hard at it but their brains weren’t able to accept our strange ideas. 

Nonetheless, the Industrial Revolution came, together with the era of uncritical belief in scientific progress, and Europeans started to think people from other civilizational spheres were somehow only immature. If we gave them enough time, their brains would mature and they would be the same as we are. An idea that the same type of personality prevails across civilizations was closely connected with this. That is, we all have the same hunger for freedom, the same readiness to innovate and the same belief in peoples’ equality and have similar relationships between men and women. These could be found across most civilizations and the only difference would be the circumstances they are in.

Because there was no phenomenon similar to Islam in Western history, Europeans put it under the label of “confession” and the idea appeared that Islam was only a strange copy of Catholicism with differently dressed priests. This arrogant error started to prevail in European intellectual circles, got into school curriculums and was implanted into all generations of Europeans.

The Illusion of an Unreligious World

The theory of secularization followed. Its different versions vary in radicalism, but all of them share the belief that religions and confessions were only a historically limited phenomenon. They were expected to lose most of their influence and probably become extinct in the foreseeable future. The old times were religious and then science came with people attending church less and less, which would eventually cease altogether sooner or later. People won’t be interested in God and won’t be restrained by Christian morality. Some scholars stated this enthusiastically and called it “liberation.” Others described the same trend with anxiety, that social stability and cohesion can’t be preserved without churches. 

However, nobody doubted that secularization was underway and that it was irreversible. If they had looked a bit deeper, they would have found that some facts didn’t fit neatly into this picture. For example, do you know when church attendance reached its highest peak in the USA? Did you guess the 18th century or sometime in the 19th century? Church attendance in the USA peaked in 1965. This is the year when preparations for flights to the Moon were in full swing. Other statistics show the second half of the 20th century was the fastest period of expansion for Christianity in history. A significant part of Africa, Latin America and South-East Asia became Protestant within a single generation; in some areas Catholicism grew as well. However, hardly anyone noticed it, except the odd missionaries. The official explanation persisted that religious times were over and only irrelevant groups of believers remained who were expected to disappear in a few generations. Of course, Islam was supposed to be at the end of its life too.

Tehran Breakthrough

The first shock came in 1979 when the Islamic Revolution started in Iran with masses of “bearded engineers” emerging from nowhere. These people with quite a good education and knowledge of Western technologies had previously been expected to adopt Western values, but they didn’t. On the contrary, they were ready to sacrifice almost everything to return their lives and society to that of Muhammad. They whipped away a political regime friendly to Western values and erased civil liberties. They enforced the wearing of Islamic headscarves — hijab — and destroyed most of what had been built in Iran over the previous century. They restored the early Middle Ages using modern weaponry. This was not the Middle Ages from their point of view, it was the social order required by Muhammad to be implemented over the entire world one day. 

Western people were comforting themselves that this was only a temporary move. The great American sociologist Peter L. Berger forecast that “secularization forces will storm Teheran” and we will see their revenge. No way! More and more nations have moved to an old Islamic regime since Iran. With outer pressures dismissed, the rubber returns to its original shape. Big and modern nations, such as Turkey and Indonesia, are also coming back to Islam as it looked centuries ago. 

The second shock came ten years later. Salman Rushdie, a British author and quite a loyal Muslim, wrote a witty book, which most of us would consider trouble-free and strongly sympathetic to Islam. Don’t forget Islamic civilization doesn’t have a sense of humor and we saw the Iranian Islamic Court sentence Rushdie to death in absentia and offered a reward for his killing. Thousands of Muslims that lived in the United Kingdom and who were considered “moderate,” marched on the streets of London and demanded the death of Salman Rushdie. Public personalities that sympathized with Islam and seemed like nice people until then, argued in TV discussions that killing Rushdie was legitimate. There were some calls for tolerance but such voices were at the margins and never had considerable influence. The British Islamic community become united and demonstrated that Islamic law prescribed by Muhammad is more binding than British law. British Muslims demonstrated their belief that they have the right to kill anybody who dares to confront them. 

Perfumed Wigs in Time of War

If this happened in a country with a normally operating government, either democratic or led by a dictator, a reaction would follow. Thousands of radicals would be deported, state supervision of mosques implemented, Islamic schools cancelled and programs fighting fundamentalism implemented. Secret services would get special orders and social workers would be sent to Muslim households to make sure that no barbaric practices are in place or tolerated. 

However, Islam woke up when there was no real reaction from the government of the United Kingdom. There was no king with any real power and no mechanisms enabling the rule of the people. Only the new aristocracy existed, the imitators of the old royal courts, where all effort is concentrated on wigs, vogue and power games. From such an environment, manly and great-hearted people had already been driven out. Only those limitlessly loyal to the bureaucratic crowd remained. Instead of a strong defensive reaction, a competition started in assuring that everything was great. Some budgets were raised and there was some chasing down of people who had previously warned society about Islam, but there were only a few such people among the new aristocracy. The majority of politicians, journalists, intellectuals and corporate managers understood that negative press coverage is more dangerous for them than radical Islam is. 

A continuous flow of setting up new authorities, non-profits and other organizations started. Most of them focused on the persecution of rebels who complained about or even clashed with the Islamic community; disrespect of Islam became a serious criminal offence. This move resulted in establishing new jobs for experts on discrimination and racism in the public sector and corporations. Huge money was also given to non-profit organizations that were multicultural.

Why did the reaction go this way? Partly it was because the current ideology of the new aristocracy claimed that everything traditionally European was bad. This helped justify giant re-education projects and programs, and authorities and non-profits to support this. It was natural for the crowd of cowards to follow. If a group of brave people had existed among the British elite at the time, they might have reversed the trend. Instead of budgets for fighting Islamophobia, budgets for preserving Western civilization could have been created. There were no such people. The new aristocracy had been refined away from brave personalities for at least ten years before then. Even Margaret Thatcher did not dare to go any further than just provide Salman Rushdie with police protection. This very limited step still attracted strong criticism, not only from Muslims, but from many European intellectuals as well.

To sum up:

■ Old Islam was awoken.

■ Europe demonstrated its vulnerability against threats and violence. 

■ Previous efforts to get as many people from other civilizations into Europe and “dilute” European populations did not slow down. If bureaucratic positions and budgets are secure, there is no reason to change anything. 

■ The prevailing mainstream ideology started to claim that Islam was not a specific phenomenon and, at the same time, it needed special protection. An ordinary person could see the contradiction in this, but European states are led by people who have learned not to challenge a prevailing view. 

Lunacy? Only the Everyday Operation of Bureaucratic Systems

People started to feel the elites had gone insane and conspiracy stories began to spread. No wonder, it is difficult to believe somebody could be as silly as the European politicians, analysts, journalists and other professional intellectuals. The Islamic side saw the same. Saudi rulers and many leaders of radical groups started to understand this situation was very favorable to them. They realized that if they contributed funding from Saudi foundations, they could treat the European intellectual leaders as inferior servants. The attack began. Initially they moved their people into Europe by the thousands, then by the tens of thousands and by the millions in recent years. Their power is growing with each Muslim living in Europe, which enables them to keep the borders open and demand more concessions. 

We can’t be angry with them, they are doing exactly what Muhammad ordered them to do and what they have done for centuries. 

Interestingly, have you noticed how much the meaning of “multiculturalism” has changed? Originally, it covered the living together of all cultures, from Western to African tribal cultures and including Islam, Hinduism and Confucianism. This has disappeared; today “multiculturalism” has been shrunk to the preaching of submission to Islam.

The West could have rebounded, but unfortunately another mechanism was switched on that eliminated all attempts to resist. We will cover more about this mechanism in the next chapter. 

In this chapter I tried to express:

■ The biggest problem connected with Islam is its tendency to return back to its original version, which is more than a thousand years old. 

■ This tendency is built into the very base of Islam and is connected to the type of personality created by Islamic civilization.

■ During 1400 years of Islam, there has never been a peaceful living together between Islam and any other culture. It is not just a matter for the West; it has also been experienced by Hindus, Buddhists, black African tribal kingdoms and everybody else. 

■ After the Industrial Revolution, Europeans reached a temporary advantage so big they started to believe Islam would become history. 

■ At the end of the 1970s, Islam re-emerged in its traditional and historic aggressive form. Europeans were not able to react. 

■ Psychological and social features, preventing people from answering aggression with a defense or with a counterstrike, prevail among the new aristocracy. 

■ The victory of the ideology, stating that Islam is not the problem but intolerant Europeans are, is the logical result.

For further reading, I recommend any publication by the Center for the Study of Political Islam.


Chapter Fourteen 

A Story about an Enclosed City Helps Us Understand Why Everything Is Worse Than We Thought

Imagine a fortified city that is under attack. The city has walls which are tall and strong, but they are surrounded by the enemy. The defenders are standing firm on the walls and warding off one assault after another. There are sufficient supplies and the city has a very good source of drinking water. If the defenders keep fighting, the enemies will eventually leave exhausted and the people of the city will save their lives, liberties and estates. It the city falls to the aggressors, its inhabitants will be killed with their wives and daughters likely to become sex slaves. 

Economic Interest and National Defense

Everybody defending on the walls has neglected their private businesses and lives, which of course is necessary. However, let’s look at the situation from the point of view of Mr. Foxy, a citizen of the city. There are basically two possibilities in front of him:

a) He can ignore his business and join the others defending the walls.

b) He avoids fighting on the walls and concentrates on his business instead. As he is the only one with an active business with everyone else on the walls, he makes a fortune. When the fighting ends, he will be without injury and wealthier than the others. He could then acquire other businesses and hire the brave defenders as his employees, becoming a magnate. 

Life, freedom and the property of Mr. Foxy will be saved by other fellow citizens. He loses nothing by avoiding the war. 

This means it is rational to not join in with the defense, but instead spend all efforts on continuing your private business. In economics this is described as a “black passenger strategy.” It only makes sense for Mr. Foxy to defend the walls if his participation is the difference between victory and defeat. 

Treason Must Not Pay Off

Let’s go further. Perhaps Mr. Foxy is not satisfied with just the money he makes while others risk their lives defending the walls, especially when he could be making much more. He could secure a contract with the enemy, taking a considerable sum to open the city gates during the night. Enemy fighters would break into the city, forcing the defenders to heroically fight and push them out of the city. Some citizens will be killed while many others will be badly injured. The advantage for Mr. Foxy is even bigger now; compared to his fellow citizens, he is untouched and very rich. 

If we agree that everybody should follow their economic interest, we would recommend Mr. Foxy to do this. After all, if he doesn’t secure a contract with the enemy, another one of his fellow citizens probably will. If the city falls, the one who opened the door has a better chance of being set free than anybody else. 

Members of our civilization are rational beings and they tend to follow the private interests of themselves and their families. Therefore it is clear that only a few fools will defend the walls, while the majority of the others will compete to be the first to open the city gates. 

Is this immoral? If there is a big group of gate openers, they could collectively create a moral justification for their behavior. They could mutually assure each other that the city is full of disgusting xenophobes and because of its historical guilt the city deserves to be plundered. They would be assured that the attackers are in the right and they deserve compassion and help. In the end, the openers feel they are a morally higher people than the defenders they despise.

If members of our civilization are mostly rational beings and it is therefore rational to open the city gates, why aren’t all cities captured and plundered? The answer is social coercion. This ranges from implementing social values into the minds of individuals by mocking those without bravery to executing traitors. If somebody decided to benefit from opening the city gates, he could be hanged immediately. Such pressure is a critical element of every successful defense. The execution of deserters is as important as shooting the enemies. If someone is not ready to use violence against his hesitating fellow citizen, he will be killed anyway as his children become slaves. This is an iron law of history. 

Social Coercion inside Out

Now imagine there had been chaos and anarchy in this city for a long time and nobody cared about its defense. Gate openers would gain control over city hall, courts, media, churches and schools. With the enemy already in the city, the traitors are supported. The mechanism of social coercion is now working in the opposite direction; treason is no longer punished, but bravery is. Those who defended the walls are executed and those who call for arms are imprisoned. Naive people who shoot at the invaders are laughed at and excluded from good company. 

This is the current state of our civilization. The gates are open, walls have been breached and defense mechanisms are ineffective and the door openers have kept almost all of their power positions. Defenders of the city may hope they can keep an area for a while, but there is no hope of defending the entire city. 

It is especially remarkable that door openers already control the education system. They have changed it into a giant indoctrination system focusing on convincing young people that the Islamic invasion is a great good and that only very bad people want to prevent it. This includes several groups of lies and manipulations:

– Blatant lies about Islam and its history with its alleged “golden age” and the alleged fair treatment of Christians and Jews. The allegedly tolerant Caliphate of Cordoba and the untrue list of Islamic inventions and so on. Everything has been falsified many times over, but only a few people spend the time researching the scholarly literature on it. So the same lies are repeated again and again in the media, written into textbooks and confirmed by the “Islamic departments” of universities who are supported by Arab countries. 

– Blatant lies about our own civilization. While we can’t deny black moments in our history, there is something bad in the history of any state, nation and civilization. The point is that our bad moments are further exaggerated, overdrawn and supplemented by untrue statements. Overall a pressure is enforced where everybody is made to feel personal guilt for the history of his nation. Those who don’t express personal guilt aren’t good people. 

– Blatant lies about other aspects of history. New generations are told that terrorism has been a part of the European lifestyle for many decades, maybe centuries and that it was normal for Europeans to be afraid of attending public Christmas fairs. Perpetual mass migration waves are explained as an ordinary part of history in each nation. 

– Consistently stating that living together will require the Europeans to accept all Islamic requirements. If a conflict appears, it will always be the Europeans who are responsible. The lie that Islam has always been part of European societies and its coexistence was peaceful is connected to this. 

A Generation Brought up to Its Own Destruction

The generation growing up in Europe has been led to cowardice; psychologists even talk about a “learned helplessness.” Meanwhile, young Muslims are taught to hate unbelievers and trained to fight; that the conquering of another civilization is close to being achieved. 

Although houses are only burned down occasionally and white women are only taken into sexual slavery in some regions (such as the English town of Rotherham), the trend is surely heading in this direction. Appeasing phrases, such as “Muslims don’t want to come to our country,” “there are hardly any Muslims here,” “the vast majority of Muslims are moderate,” “it has nothing to do with Islamic terrorism” and “we will be able to keep our values,” will fill the media for years, but it won’t make them true. 

Comparison between the Battle of Tours (also known as the Battle of Poitiers) and the Siege of Vienna are often cited, but today the situation of Europe is much worse. Even if the defenders of the West had lost either of these battles and the Muslim armies had flooded other regions, there would’ve been other distant areas that could’ve resisted. There are no such distant areas today with Islamic communities scattered around Europe like the metastasis of cancer; only little Hungary resists. 

Only a small proportion of gate openers clearly have bad intentions, as most of them are just bureaucrats. They will keep doing their best to get larger budgets and move to higher positions in their organizations and, of course, keep the graces of the new aristocracy. They are not trained to think of anything else. If one of them opened and read this book, his well-disciplined brain would probably displace all the ideas included. He would quickly cast it aside as the thoughts of a “nationalist xenophobe” and focus on something seemingly more import. That might be to support a program which provides minorities with more public toilets. To make sure programs are well-funded and positions are created for experts, supervisors and project managers are his main focus. In the end, he is assured by his friends that readers of this book are stupid and primarily motivated by their frustration with poverty. The truth might be that people who are able to think about civilizational issues are unlikely to compete for minority toilet grants. 

Death, Revolution or Occupation

Returning to our story of the enclosed city, there are basically two ways to save it. A revolution or an uprising is the first of them. This will require a fast and deep shift of power with a brutal discouragement of door openers and a quick building of the defense. Keep in mind that the openers are not interested in an erasure of their own civilization; they are just narrowly focused on their budgets and membership in the new aristocracy. Most of them would quickly adapt if there was a significant change in power. 

The second alternative requires the arrival of a foreign army able to confront the enemy. Such an army would need the support of most people living in the city. 

Readers can determine what the probabilities of these scenarios are. 

The situation of the West has never been as bad as it is today, but it could’ve been much worse. 

In this chapter, I tried to express that:

■ If a country, empire or civilization is attacked, it is more advantageous for individuals to betray than to join the defense.

■ This is why socials mechanisms preventing people from committing treason are an essential part of any defense. 

■ This defense mechanism now works reversely in the West. Treachery is rewarded, bravery is punished. 

■ The education system and big media work together to create psychological features in the young generation that prevent people from defending themselves and renders them useless for the protection of their countries and civilization. 

■ Defeat is the obvious result of this situation; a very weak enemy can destroy such a civilization.

■ This collapse of defense is a result of the work of bureaucratic systems and the everyday life of the new aristocracy; evil intentions don’t play a key role, if any.

■ The defense can’t be rebuilt without re-establishing a means of punishment for treason. It can only be achieved via revolution or via a third-party intervention.

For further reading, I recommend The Clash of Civilizations and the Remaking of World Order by Samuel Huntington. 


Chapter Fifteen 

It Could Be Much Worse

After finishing the last chapter, the reader might feel the darkest scenario has become a reality. Don’t believe that, it could be much worse.  

Previously, we described how the new aristocracy emerged. We have shown that political power, decision-making and wealth moved to the hands of a narrow group that in many ways resemble the former royal courts. Not the royal courts as a community of fighters, but the royal courts of the decadent period; perfumed wigs and scheming, with an extreme focus on one’s feelings — we know all about this history. This time only the stage has changed, with the games played out in buildings made of glass and concrete. 

The Poor as Allies of the Conquerors

The rise of the super-elite has reduced lifestyle opportunities for the majority of the population. There are a number of reasons why this happened:

■ The ruling group does not resemble the normal working population; they don’t share the same worldview nor do they hold the same values.

■ The solidarity between the ruling group and the controlled is disappearing.

■ The ruling group no longer believes their position depends on the prosperity of those below them.

■ They constantly introduce nonsensical regulations that make the lives of normal people difficult, while strengthening the power of corporations.

■ Differences in wealth and lifestyle opportunities are rapidly increasing.

■ When we consider such a difference as disastrous, it’s not about being envious. The truth is that if the inequality becomes too high, freedom is at risk. The rich have the ability to bribe officials and judges, to affect legislation and to seize precious resources.

■ The new aristocracy mercilessly attacks the lifestyle and basic self-respect of normal workers.

In short, there are not only winners with this social change, but losers too. It might seem logical for lower classes to join the Islamic aggressors. This could happen when their anger against the powerful is combined with the illusion their new masters couldn’t be worse. Such logic might be aided by the reasonable-sounding idea that workers, taxi drivers and nurses will always be needed.

It is easy to imagine the working class massively converting to Islam, with the cities occupied by football hooligans under the crescent moon. Assertiveness and militancy typical of the Western lower classes could join with the grim determination of Islam. Something like Islamic units of the SS could emerge.

It wouldn’t be the first time in history. For example, the Islamic conquest of Byzantium was certainly helped by the poor’s sympathy for the invaders. The fact that the poor ended up in slavery is another thing. Similarly in the Hindu world, members of the lowest castes often joined the conquerors. To take advantage of those who are not content with the existing order is a usual tactic of conquerors. Europeans also used such a strategy during their conquest of Native American empires. 

Hitler’s Legacy — Anti-white Racism

There are only a few cases in the West where poor people have joined up with Islam, although not in large numbers. This doesn’t happen often because of the racial card; Islam has incorrectly been declared a race (so the opponents of Islamization are therefore racists); but mainly because a strong anti-white rhetoric has emerged. 

It is worth noting that old European racism was different. It was associated with the idea that the supposedly inferior race was childlike. The whites, who were considered to be smarter and more responsible, were obliged to take care of these inferior creatures, keep an eye on them, force them to work regularly and teach them discipline and more. Of course, the reality was usually very different — it was about forced hard work in mines and on plantations, meaningless punishment and torture, humiliation and disrespect for their fundamental human dignity. The ideological discourse was dominated by the patronizing and nurturing ethos — adults taking care of silly children. In those times, the fact that they took blacks onto their plantation could even be viewed as a sacrifice.

In contrast, Hitler’s racism was substantially different. He never claimed the Jews were like little children that needed to be looked after or that they should be made to toil in the gardens. He had this stance for example against the French. With the Jews, he believed they represented the essence of evil and must be killed or at least isolated on a remote island. He maintained that their presence itself made the world a worse place.

This Hitlerite version of racism feeds the current anti-white racism that talks about the alleged guilt of the white race. This guilt has a mystical quality; it can never be atoned for without the physical annihilation of all whites. As correctly noted by Douglas Murray, it’s a phenomenon we only find in the West. No one blames the Mongols for the bloody raids of Genghis Khan’s hordes. No one blames the Turks for the Ottoman slave trade, which exceeded anything known in European or American history. Why? They don’t allow it to be stated. These countries don’t have elites who are paid for the production of artificial problems that are financially dependent upon making people feel guilty (and thus willing to pay). 

The Fatal Mistake of Multicultural Intellectuals

Yet in the West, celebrities and university professors openly talk about the need to exterminate the white race. Zealous female students produce Facebook posts declaring they would never have a baby with a white man because they don’t want to bring another white monstrosity into the world. Many young activists suffer from depression. They are not depressed because they don’t know anything or are lazy and need their parents to support them. They are depressed because they are white. In progressive schools, white girls play with dark-skinned dolls because they are expected to reject white children.

Young men, particularly young working-class men, get a clear message. If you’re born a white man, it doesn’t help if you convert to Islam; you will still be white. This is bad news for individual men, but it is good news for civilization. White men from the lower classes have no other choice but to resist.

Nevertheless, Islam is not racist at its core. Its fundamental message is what the Prophet commanded is good for every person; black, white, yellow and brown. Racism was only added by white Western intellectuals. What was their motive? There is no head office deciding that “from now on, we will propagate a white genocide.” There are just individuals who defend their interests in maintaining or obtaining membership in the new aristocracy through budgets and power schemes.

The Competition of Anti-Civilizational Extremists

We have already talked about the new aristocracy at length; let’s remember even this social group is internally divided. It has its allies and there are those who aspire to be members and all these people play a vital role in social dynamics. Therefore there is a whole range of people who are involved in the activities of the courts of the new aristocracy. On one hand, there are those who have gained positions at universities, ministries, multinational corporations and NGOs, or at least those who are able to get money from these sources.

On the other hand, there are naive girls that protest on the streets, running around with “refugees welcome” banners and risking their lives and safety in immigration centers. They hope the new aristocracy will take them in; in reality only a few will succeed. The majority will lose most of the skills needed for a normal working life. They are not able to break free from their destiny and will remain forever in a servile position that is — in many aspects — worse than the position of workers on corporate assembly lines. They are left with the pride that they have the same views and tastes as the aristocracy and that they don’t belong to the poor. The more desperate their personal situation is, the more arrogant they become, which is all they are left with. 

Somewhere in-between, there are those who have already achieved a certain position (they have their own small NGO or work as assistants at a regional university) and try to climb further up. There’s nothing strange about this; the royal courts were divided similarly. This underachieving but ambitious group is crucial to understanding radicalism. 

How can an assistant professor from a regional university become well-known enough to attract the attention of large news agencies, which might lead to an offer from a top university? How can the head of a tiny NGO attract the attention to get a managerial position in a multinational NGO or to become the director of diversity in a large corporation? There is a contest to come up with the most absurd declaration or demand. If somebody comes up with nonsense, everybody else has to find something more absurd. Thus, “equal opportunities” were logically transformed into a demand for the genocide of all whites. Should I guess that the next goal is to annihilate the entire human species?

The Invisible Threat of Islamization

In one way or another, by linking Islam and racism, a very negative scenario has been averted. 

Another very negative scenario could be described as a gradual and peaceful Islamization. The Muslim community could follow the strategy of small conflicts, with the population of the Western world possibly not aware of what’s going on. By way of example, it might start with a popular park in the middle of the city where local people have walked their dogs for years. After a while, Muslims begin to cause conflicts at the park over the dogs. The city administration decides to ban the entry of dogs into certain parts of the park; nobody cares, as there is enough space elsewhere. After a few years as the prohibited zone expands, no one remembers dogs were ever allowed in the park. Years go by and the ban gets stricter to a point where after 30 years, it is forbidden to have a dog in the whole city. All this seems normal; everyone got used to it slowly. At each small decision, the city just looked for a compromise between the demands of the Muslim community and the others. The reasonable majority accepts each of these decisions as it’s easier to not argue over small things. 

The same scenario might occur in the educational system. What does it matter if Muslim students don’t participate in Christmas events? We aren’t fanatics. When everybody gets used to this, a new complaint comes in that having a Christmas tree next to the principal’s office is offensive to Muslims. Ok, we’ll put it in a less exposed place is the reaction. If the Muslims want to have some program about Ramadan, we won’t argue about that and we can also put up with some teaching from the Koran for two hours per semester. It’s also okay to skip a chapter or so from certain textbooks, so what? If such changes happened within two or three years, most people would rebel, but if the Islamization of the education is divided into hundreds of tiny steps over 30 years, no one will notice. What were originally secular schools built on a Christian heritage, will change into orthodox Islamic schools. 

Say a body of a woman is found who was stoned to death; an investigation might proceed with some reluctance. Over time, investigations meet with more resistance to the point where everybody quietly accepts that if an adulterous woman is stoned to death, the perpetrators won’t ever be discovered. Eventually the police accept that they shouldn’t enter particular zones at certain times. After 50 years, Europeans will accept public stoning as normal behavior. 

The Competition among Gangs and Violence

The processes I have described as hypothetical are already in progress. Nearly all countries of former Western Europe prosecute the defamation of Islam (the defamation of Christianity, Buddhism and Hinduism are not persecuted). A few years ago reactions against anti-Semitism were very hard, today this is silently accepted. The laws against female genital mutilation have also ceased to be enforced. Many legal systems have incorporated polygamy and child marriages. In recent years, we have seen some countries slowly begin to accept the Muslims’ right to rape unbelievers and their children. No one has declared it officially, but they are reluctant to investigate these actions. Sentences handed out are usually lower than a non-Muslim would get and the offender is often acquitted. Changes are processed in such small steps over time that none seem to be worth talking about. 

Nevertheless, the changes have not passed unnoticed for two reasons. One is that the Muslim community pushed for these changes too fast; the other is that Muslims started to kill non-believers. Initially it was with bombs, but when more security measures were introduced, they switched to knives. When the easy availability of dangerous knives disappeared from kitchen stores, they switched to cars. Now concrete blocks and bollards are in place and there are plans to rebuild cities separating pedestrian zones from cars. In the meantime, Muslims will come up with something else. Reports of new attacks come every day; it is very hard to pretend we see nothing. The European Commission has released statistics claiming that the current number of attacks is lower than before the establishment of Islamic communities. Only few people believe this. Even those courtiers, who must loudly profess the multicultural dogmas, admit fear in private. The risk of invisible Islamization has passed. 

If there was anything like a Central Command of Jihad or if these events were controlled by a conspiracy center, these attacks could be prohibited. In any case, Muslims don’t need these commanders to dominate Europe. The reality is that the broader Muslim community consists of a huge number of competing groups and gangs. They fight for power within their communities and for the money of sponsors from Arab countries. Further, if someone is under suspicion for not being zealous enough, he may be the next murder victim. There is nobody in the Islamic community that can stop the attacks. 

There Is Nobody to Liberate Anymore

The two worst negative scenarios have not taken place and they are very unlikely to happen in the future. Nevertheless, the former West is still a conquered territory. In the largest European countries, the Muslim community comprises around 10% of the population. Such a number would not be intimidating if this 10 % were divided evenly across all age groups. In reality the proportion of Muslims among young people might be twice this number in the UK, France and Germany (we don’t know because the necessary statistics are not always published). If their birth rates are higher than those of non-Muslims, half of the children in the next generation could be Muslims. Even if immigration was to immediately and completely stop, the Muslims could conquer the West by the wombs of their women in a single generation or two.  

The best scenario the former West could hope for is a division similar to apartheid. There would be the Sharia zones, perhaps controlled by rival gangs and a zone without Islam. The Constitution would have to be changed to prevent the inhabitants of one zone outvoting those from other zones and to make sure their legislations wouldn’t interfere with each other. There would probably be fences between the zones and each would have its own militia. The non-Islamic zones are likely to be richer and they would be the target of frequent raids. 

London, Southern France and Malmö (Sweden) were conquered as irretrievably as Syria or Egypt were. Besides the fact that the cities have been de facto taken over by Islamic gangs, the population has been replaced. There is nobody left to liberate. The later negotiations begin about the division of European territory, the smaller the non-Islamic part will be. However, we all know such negotiations won’t start in the foreseeable future. Muslims have no reason to ask for them, they expect the whole of Europe will be theirs soon enough anyway. On the other side, there is no real government, only officials protecting their sphere of influence who have no motivation to solve anything. 

This book began with the claim that the current disaster is so far from our normal experience that our brains are not ready to admit it could occur. What if our civilization has some defense mechanisms still in reserve? Is it really true that something like this didn’t happen in the past? In fact, some historical events suggest what might happen. 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ The threat that European lower classes would join the Muslims has been prevented for the moment.

■ A new wave of anti-white racism means white people (and particularly white men from the working class) have no other choice than to defend themselves.

■ The threat of invisible Islamization has also been prevented; the behavior of Islamic communities is too violent.

■ It is no longer possible to get back some parts of Europe because the population has been replaced.

■ The division of Europe between Islamic and non-Islamic zones is the best hope Europeans have.

For further reading, I recommend Submission by Michel Houellebecq.


Chapter Sixteen 

Historical Lessons from Past Crises

Our situation is uniquely difficult because the West faces three types of problems that reinforce each other.  

Bureaucracy, Social Conflict and the War of Civilizations

First: bureaucracies are killing society. The new rules and regulations grow so fast it is almost impossible to live, do business, raise children or anything that is a standard way of life. There is nothing that can’t be prohibited tomorrow or limited by devastating regulations. Smart young people don’t want to do any real work; their ambition is to be part of the large bureaucratic structures. Even judges of high-level courts admit there are too many regulations and the rules are often so complex, they can’t be understood. 

This is something almost everyone agrees with, yet only few realize what’s going on. Prior to elections, most political parties promise to reduce the bureaucratic burden and simplify processes. However, the situation gets worse after each election. We shouldn’t blame the evil politicians that seemingly try to destroy us; they don’t understand the nature of the problem — the existence of unmanageable bureaucratic structures. 

Second: there is hostility between the social classes. In all societies and civilizations, there are people at the top and there are those at the bottom. All societies are divided between the aristocracy and the common people, the free citizens and slaves, or the party officials and ordinary workers. In good times, though, their coexistence works symbiotically. Those at the bottom are provided for by those at the top in return for social stability and security. Those at the top have always despised those at the bottom while those at the bottom have envied those at the top. Nonetheless, both sides know it could be much worse. 

Today we are in a situation where both social groups hate and try to destroy each other. The differences continue to grow and any stability is only an illusion.  

Third: the West faces a massive attack from another civilization. I am not saying every Muslim living in Europe is a combatant or there is a centralized plan for the conquest of Europe organized out of some headquarters. There are many mutually competing Muslim groups, but they all share a common goal — the conquest of the West. It is also clear that these groups have tens of millions of followers in Europe (some of them enthusiastic and some lukewarm) and the West is not in a position to defend itself. 

The Decline of Morality as a Result

Some readers might be disappointed that I haven’t included moral decline. Moral decline is the consequence of these challenges, although I agree that moral decline makes the trend even stronger.

Floods of bureaucratic regulations undermine traditional institutions, customs, centuries-old patterns and proven moral beliefs. People not anchored in traditions and moralities are less resistant to the introduction of new regulations. The circle is closing; loss of morality supports new regulations, new regulations support the loss of morality. 

As a consequence of the hostility between social classes, the new aristocracy tries to subvert the lifestyle and moral beliefs of common working people; this weakens their ability to defend their interests. 

The successful Islamic occupation of Europe has led to a growing number of Europeans to believe that the Muslim lifestyle and culture are stronger, and therefore better, than their own. Such a belief leads to more demoralization and contributes to the destruction of existing patterns and ways of life. Young people are particularly vulnerable. Why should they prepare to be parents if they live in a country that will soon disappear? If they don’t want to have children or pursue any long-term plans, why complicate their lives with any thoughts about values? 

These critical developments occur simultaneously and reinforce each other. The new aristocracy supports the Islamic efforts to conquer Europe. Arab petroleum finances the activities of European multicultural intellectuals, which further widens the gap between intellectuals and ordinary citizens. Together Muslims and the new aristocracy try to get rid of national cultures and remove all traditional liberties. There is a very long list of similar mutual feedback which continually worsens our situation. This only shows that it is very difficult to define the steps to improve our situation; the problem is too complex. The monster has too many lives and as each head is cut off, another grows back instantly. We will come back to the issue of resistance, but at this point we need to understand the situation deeply. 

The Garbage of History

When we face a question that is too difficult, it helps to break it down into smaller pieces. In our case, we can raise two less complex questions:

– Suppose there won’t be an Islamic attack, how will bureaucracies and their relationship to the rest of the population develop? What will the relationships between social classes look like?

– Suppose the West doesn’t struggle with the expansion of bureaucracies and class relations, what will the developing Islamic occupation look like? Not forgetting there are always some people who join the conquerors.

The example from 18th century France can help us with the first part. Back then, the decadent and internally disintegrating royal court pursued its wasteful lifestyle in isolation from the rest of French society. They had no ability to see what was going on outside the court while they continuously increased consumption and brought the country to the brink of famine. These and other problems accumulated until the nobility was swept away by the revolution. After several decades of turmoil and violence, the modern French capitalist society emerged. The revolution was not the work of the French people but of the alliance between the mob and the philosophers — a pathological group the nobility cultivated for their own amusement. They probably assumed it would increase their superiority over the common man.

However, if there hadn’t been a revolution (other European countries didn’t need to have a revolution), the changes would’ve come anyway. The aristocracy was an isolated social group that had nothing to offer others and its importance was in decline; it was unable to admit there was even a problem. Also, the nobility gradually faded away, losing its power and often its possessions. A century later, European societies were dominated by factory owners and other entrepreneurs. The ablest members of the aristocracy became part of this newly dominant social layer or joined the modernizing military. The demise of this decadent social group did not mean the end for the entire society. On the contrary, for society as a whole, its demise was a relief. 

In Eastern Europe, a similar development occurred in the final decades of Communist rule. The elite party officials had created a self-absorbed group immersed in baseless slogans and procedures. People gradually stopped paying attention to them and instead created their own networks for services and other products to be exchanged. It only took a small external incentive to cause the whole social group of party officials to vanish. The most capable members joined the newly forming strata of business people. Other examples of “fallen empires” were often merely the falls of their bureaucracy. When the Roman Empire fell, farmers rejoiced; nobody missed it apart from a few. 

Who Will Replace the New Aristocracy?

Contempt for the new aristocracy continues to grow among ordinary people. The members of the new aristocracy are still able to fight for their budgets and powers, but aren’t able to resolve banal issues. They aren’t even reproducing themselves, with many European leaders being childless. It’s like there is a regulatory mechanism ensuring the worst don’t reproduce. The new aristocracy is at the end of its life cycle. The inability to comprehend any real problem with the tendency to shift attention to issues such as the gender identity of domestic animals, while also loudly advertising its own annihilation, is a sufficient testimony of its vitality. Very powerful brains are useless if they are not associated with energy, commitment and practical life experiences. 

There is the logical question of who will replace the new aristocracy. Which social group is likely to dominate in the next phase (assuming the West will still exist)? We have already briefly mentioned many of the unintended outcomes from the operations of bureaucratic structures, which mainly impact the lower classes — more than the new aristocracy is affected. Examples include a lower quality of education, the disintegration of family life, declining birth rates, the growth of non-marital fertility, the deterioration of physical fitness, the declining work morale, dependence on computer pornography and computer games and much more. Some of this might sound like the usual laments of older generations, but many things are demonstrably changing for the worse. The social group that more effectively overcomes these issues will dominate the next phase of social development. 

Faded Glory Can Be Restored but Not Repeated

Here we come to a lesson from European history. In the history of Western civilization, there is no returning to the past. For example, consider religion in the Middle Ages, where societies were relatively uniform. Although some heretics were produced, there were effective ways to eradicate them in order to maintain social stability. Despite this, the number of heretics multiplied with such speed that modernized institutions which intimidated and killed them couldn’t keep up. The Reformation came along as a massive religious movement that claimed it had the same roots as Catholicism. However, in reality, it was radically different. The difference might seem relatively small today because the Catholics eventually adopted some of the Protestant views. During the Reformation the differences were unbridgeable; Protestants rejected principal Catholic dogmas. They considered Catholics to be heretics, with their boss seen as the incarnation of the devil. Such a rupture brought up the question of whether it was possible to live in such a divided society.

The first response was the idea of returning to the old days where European society was religiously homogenous, but this required one party to give up their beliefs. Europeans spent the next several centuries in unnecessary wars until they understood it’s not possible to return to the past. In the meantime, they came up with a completely different model — a state based on fundamental Christian values but at the same time religiously neutral. This way the state could act as an arbiter in disputes between Catholics and Protestants. The idea emerged that a person could be a citizen and a member of a particular Church, without the two identities being related. When atheism later entered the picture, it was naturally incorporated into this system as another confession.

This new model of separation of church and state not only ended years of wars, but also proved to be beneficial for the advancement of sciences and living standards. Religion also greatly benefited with the emergence of new mass religious revivalist movements. Church attendance and general knowledge of Christian doctrines reached new levels that used to be unthinkable in old times. 

Revival Does Mean Repetition

I used religion as a specific example as it demonstrates the general principle. Throughout its 3,000 years of history, the West has never successfully returned to the past. Not once has the West had aspects in place that have collapsed and later been successfully re-established. Muslims are great at returning to the past, but people anchored in Christian cultural environments are not. It is important to be inspired by what worked in the past and to understand why some things worked well. However, this knowledge is only significant for the creation of new solutions and not for a returning to old ideas.

Internet pornography has become a reality and it can’t be erased from the world. It doesn’t make sense to pretend people don’t watch it. You could try and convince them not to and make them feel guilty, but it won’t work. Instead, we need to look for a model of marriage and sexuality where an intimate life thrives despite internet pornography. 

Once people discovered they could divorce, forgetting about the possibility was never likely. All attempts to limit the possibility of divorce will meet resistance. We are looking for a model that will produce a stable relationship, at least until the children grow up and where the divorcing spouses pay the costs and not other people or society as a whole. 

We don’t want to go back to the days where wars between European countries were a constant threat, where huge resources were needed to maintain a war capability and where warriors became rulers of our societies (often with poor abilities in other areas). However, we do need countries, including the smaller ones, which can defend themselves with men (and maybe women) who are able to fight. 

The less than a century-long experiment of atheism has supported the notion that society can be stable and defendable in the long run, without a common religious basis. Nonetheless, communities of scientific atheists did create their own dogmas and ceremonies that seemed religious. While it seems that traditional Christianity might be respectable, it can’t be revived as a mass movement. The radically anti-civilizational stance of Catholic and mainstream Protestant churches has put the final nail in the coffin of traditional Christianity. We can only guess at what future developments will look like. It’s possible a new version of Christianity could emerge founded on old Biblical texts. It is also possible East Asian influences could enrich it. South Korea, China and other countries in the region have produced their own variants of Christianity, which are well integrated into their national cultures. 

The West as a Series of Trials and Errors

The economic model based on corporations has failed and it is uncertain if it is efficient anyway. If it turns out, from a purely financial point of view, that corporations are effective, there is a certainty that the negative impacts to culture, lifestyle and democracy are not serious enough to outweigh any economic benefits. Nevertheless, it’s clear that going back to the medieval model of small and closed economic units and craft guilds is not possible. We are looking for a new model. 

We could say the same thing about dozens or hundreds of other areas. Individual segments of old systems could be recovered and bring inspiration; however, we are looking for a new structure and new solutions. 

It’s this basic principle of European history that has made the West so dynamic; vitality is produced by competition among various ethnic, national and social groups. Each group has adopted various novelties, with some innovations working and some less than useful, while others turned out to be harmful. In the end, everybody accepted what they found tested best for them.

If unmanageable bureaucracies and the rise of isolated elites were the only problems of the West, it would be enough to just wait until the system collapses. In the meantime, we could build communities and networks with their own value systems and lifestyles. But it would be a constant struggle with some risks. The bureaucrats would try to suppress all the alternatives for two reasons. First, the existence of alternatives calls into question the bureaucratic demands for more power and larger budgets. Second, support networks are able to resist too. Social workers being able to take children from families who are lonely and can’t activate a network of resistance is an example of this. Social workers are only humans who don’t want inconvenience but can work against vulnerable groups. 

Defense against Population Replacement

Now let’s consider the problem from the other side. Suppose the West didn’t face the problem of uncontrollable bureaucratic structures and an isolated super-elite. What if its only problem was the invasion and occupation of incomers from a different civilization? What would the possible scenarios be? One logical outcome is the fall and demise of the civilization. European history doesn’t give us many examples of successful resistance as similar situations are rare. Typically conquerors created a new aristocracy that gradually merged with the subjected domestic population. We don’t have an example where invaders brought in their own people and replaced the original population. Even with territories that were conquered by Muslims, the original population still prevailed for centuries. This made it possible to liberate the territory, which is different to today where population replacement is underway. To free France from Muslims would be as meaningless as liberating Egypt from them. 

We might get some insights from the Irish with their resistance against the English, whose occupation had used population replacement, military strength and economic coercion. After centuries of unsuccessful uprisings and subsequent waves of harsh repression, the Irish separatists (patriots) shifted their attention to the domestic supporters of English domination. The Irish didn’t build a centralized resistance movement but instead created large educational societies and small independent guerrilla groups. They didn’t target the English, but the Irish traitors. From time to time they killed people, set fire to their houses or “only” robbed them. However, this was enough to gradually create a climate of fear. British occupation forces were not motivated to investigate such matters because they were viewed as internal Irish problems. This strategy prepared the ground for a successful rebellion that broke out when the English were weakened by World War I. If we go back to the metaphor of the surrounded city, defense starts by restoring discipline among the defenders or potential defenders. Only after that, can they engage with the enemy. 

Strike Back and the Strategic Alliances

Furthermore, history teaches us that if a territory is occupied by one power, the resistance movement often looks for help from other powers. To get rid of Hitler, one turns to Stalin and vice versa. 

Suppose the migration wave (or “occupation” as Hungary’s Viktor Orban puts it) was the only problem of the West. Europeans could probably react with stricter sanctions against the “welcome” activists and their supporters, and build an alliance with Russia, China or India. Next, there would be elections or an armed insurgency or military coup that would lead to a radical change of the political situation. Afterwards, territories still under Islamic law would be attacked and regained. Some of the colonists would be deported; others would need to adopt European culture because political Islam would be banned. 

The West of the early 21st century is in a unique situation and faces several problems at the same time. The new aristocracy can still finance itself and allocate sufficient resources to allied social groups. It is able to bribe potential opposition leaders by absorbing them as new members and by financing repressive institutions. The living standards will continue to decline for the rest of society and the government won’t have enough resources to guarantee basic security for the population. Yet the new aristocracy continues to get richer and finance the repression against its opponents. The new aristocracy helps the Islamization, and the Islamic community often supports the new aristocracy. 

Those Muslims who would be interested in peaceful coexistence and adopt European culture have to face hostile actions financed by European governments and the new aristocracy. Those who have openly abandoned Islam face a particularly strong hostility. This spreads an atmosphere of fear within the Islamic community and encourages its radicalization. 

The new aristocracy controls most of the economy and media; it also monitors a substantial part of private calls between citizens. It has the means to prevent the development of any alternatives and the formation of any structures that could be independent. As Jan Keller, a member of European Parliament and a sociologist, correctly noted, no ruling group in history has ever gained such immense power. 

Who knows, the fate of the West may have been decided, but other scenarios might be realistic, too. None are very optimistic, but they offer some hope. 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ The current situation of Western civilization is very difficult because it faces several crises at the same time.

■ One crisis is produced by the uncontrolled growth of bureaucracy overwhelming society with a plethora of rules.

■ A collapse of such a system could be a natural development; it would open the door to the creation of new structures and much less bureaucracy.

■ Another crisis is produced by growing social inequalities and by the open hostility between social groups. This hostility is expressed primarily by the new aristocracy, while the lower social groups return it with some delay.

■ A natural development could be the ruling elite gradually plunging into decadence, losing the ability to compete with other social groups and thus being relegated to the background. This could happen through a revolution or gradual change.

■ The social group able to deal with issues such as family instability, security, economic independence, etc. would logically gain the new leading position in society.

■ To find a new application of long-proven principles will be the solution. Attempts to mechanically restore old institutions, moral beliefs and behavioral patterns are not successful in Western civilization.

■ Efforts to Islamize Europe can be viewed as another crisis.

■ Introducing sanctions against European supporters of the Muslim community and building alliances with other civilizations facing Islamic expansion could be a natural reaction. 

■ Displacing political Islam from Europe could be the next step. 

■ At this moment, the new aristocracy is strong enough to suppress any challenge to its power.

For further reading, I recommend The History of Jihad: From Muhammad to ISIS by Robert Spencer.


Chapter Seventeen 

What to Expect

In the previous chapter, we showed that Europe faces a combination of problems and threats. Each of these threats has been here before and history offers us a solution. In other words, European societies have responses in store and could activate them. We have also noted that the West is close to extinction because individual threats have combined into a mix not seen before. Islamic aggression combined with extreme bureaucratization and antagonism between the social classes creates a terrible mixture. 

The Little Light at the End of the Tunnel

In the past ten years, we have witnessed a series of efforts to stop this trend, but all of these attempts were unsuccessful. It turned out the new aristocracy, supported by the vitality of Islam, has gained enormous power. European societies were not able to generate movements able to resist the new aristocrats. The dissatisfaction of the lower classes has been increasing, but this has not produced revolutionary action or even a small uprising. There is no “march through the institutions” by the defenders of civilization, who could gradually gain positions in large bureaucratic structures (as the supporters of the anti-civilizational ideology did in the 1950s and 1960s). “Good NGOs” that could counterweigh the anti-civilizational pressure groups have not emerged, outside a few exceptions. There are no billionaires who actively support actions opposing the activities funded by George Soros and his followers. A few individuals have delivered some heroic efforts and a number of political parties have achieved partial success; however, these have not changed the superpowers of the new aristocracy and its ideology. 

The demise of European civilization is one possible scenario. It is certain that violence will escalate as colonization continues to accelerate. The number of places where the original inhabitants of Europe are prohibited from entering will grow as more elements of Islamic law are introduced. The original European population will increasingly be monitored with more stringent repressive actions applied against them. The educational system will be Islamized and the number of people who convert to Islam will grow, particularly among young women. These trends have already started. Logical consequences from the continuation of measures already in place are sufficient to achieve the full Islamization of Europe. 

Nevertheless, the worst is behind us in some sense. The number of terrorist attacks or the number of arrested rebels is not as important as the gaining of crucial power positions in society. Here we have a spark of hope because most of the conceivable scenarios suggest the power of the new aristocracy will fall. 

The Hope of Instability

A note to clarify what I mean: of course we can’t say the most negative scenario would never happen. That is, the new aristocracy gets absolute control over the lives of the subordinate classes and gradually passes control to Islamic rulers. When the power handover is complete, the new aristocracy will walk away from the scene or stay on as administrators of Islamic rule. However, this terrifying scenario assumes a stable government for at least several more decades and the current situation can’t be characterized as stable.

What are the variants of further development then?

a) The new aristocracy will gradually hand over power to the Islamist groups. This is the strategy used in the United Kingdom. For most Europeans, this will mean much more brutal living conditions. The illusion that submission will bring peace will disappear quickly. To live in an Islamic society means permanent civil war, attacks, explosions and assassinations. Clashes of competing groups will fight over who is the most devoted, radical and brutal. The Islamic State, Al-Qaeda and Erdogan’s Islamists — while each of them poses a threat, none of them can protect you from the other. Some of today’s bureaucrats and intellectuals hope to become privileged servants of the new rulers; they will quickly be confronted by the fact there is no one ruler, just chaos and violence. Some might expect formal conversions to Islam will solve everything. They will soon discover their lives are subjected to constant supervision and regulation, leading to constant bullying for suspicion of apostasy or for being lukewarm. In any case, the new ruling group will be more brutal but less capable. As we know from European history, brutality on its own is not enough to maintain power.  

b) The new aristocracy won’t be able to squeeze the rest of society for more resources. Don’t forget its rule is based on creating the expectation that a big proportion of the next generation can become members of the elite strata and such aspirations can realistically be achieved. Neither continuing the current budgets or small increases will be sufficient. Importantly, a new critical requirement is emerging that must also be financially covered — personal security. After all, even today’s villas in the better parts of European cities are protected by security forces. For example, the Swedish government has set up a special security program to protect celebrities and it costs money — a lot of money. 

 If there are not enough resources for all, civil war within the new aristocracy will break out. The elites will break up and ideological differences will begin to manifest. Election results from secret ballots might suggest that some members of the new aristocracy are surprisingly close to ordinary people. This may lead some of the parties to turn to the lower classes for their power games. Such a principle is already visible in Czech politics where the President Miloš Zeman, who had not previously succeeded in a power play within the Social Democratic Party, turned against the group he came from. In Germany, a lesbian consultant of the multinational bank Goldman Sachs (which could serve as a perfect example of the new aristocracy) became the leader of the Alternative for Germany party (Alternative für Deutschland, or AfD). The same thing may also happen en masse.

 Campaigns like “Me Too” can also be seen as symptoms of a growing pressure inside the new aristocracy; senior members are attacked to create space for the younger. 

c) An inter-generational conflict adverse to the new aristocracy might emerge. So far, there has been very little talk about inter-generational conflict. Nevertheless, the reader is probably aware generations significantly differ in their outlook on immigration and the survival of civilization. Younger generations are more open to the ideologies of the new aristocracy; the explanation is quite simple. The overproduction of rules and the dominance of corporations in national economies has practically closed the most interesting career paths, including starting your own business. In standard businesses, management positions are occupied by middle-aged people who want to stay there for at least another 30 years. Very few new companies are started, meaning the “normal world” can’t offer new opportunities for young people. Positions offered by corporate bureaucracies, public administration and political NGOs are attractive for young people willing to accommodate. They need to choose a school of thought and adopt the opinions that are needed. If a 20-year-old management student in the non-profit sector gets into conflicts with his father, a fifty-year old machinery engineer, it’s not just because of psychological factors or the family situation, it’s also a consequence of the social and economic situation in society. 

 The direction of generational conflict can easily change. In each subsequent generation, the proportion of people aspiring for membership of the new aristocracy grows. If the system fails to create new opportunities fast enough, the young will turn against it. There are some indications this is happening already. Surveys from the U.S. show that the majority of young people voted against Trump, but if this group was only young white people under 20, Trump would win. In other countries, many of the youngest generation prefer radical communism of the Soviet type. This is not too good for civilization but it definitely demonstrates stress among the different generational groups within the new aristocracy. 

d) Earlier we described a selection mechanism that prefers fearful and unmanly people for membership of the new aristocracy. We also explained how focusing on particular budgets and power interests leads to collective imbecility. These factors also work against the effective suppression of opposition and it continues to worsen. 

e) What about other civilizations? On one hand, the rest of the world might welcome a weakening of the West. The colonial wars are still fresh in many memories and today’s aggressive promotion of radical feminism and other similar ideologies doesn’t help. On the other hand, an Islamized Europe, with its brainpower, technologies, infrastructure and nuclear weapons, would be a big threat for the whole world. It is difficult to believe the governments of Russia, China, India and even the large Latin American countries, would just passively sit by. Today the aggressive buying of estates and large building activity may be part of a long-term strategy to create foreland for interference in Europe. 

The Crumbling Giant

We could probably name other factors that gradually weaken the position of the new aristocracy. A more careful look suggests some of the factors are already in play. Recent election results indicate some shifts, although the “establishment” still has overwhelming financial superiority. They still control the media, education, police and intelligence agencies. All of these censor private communications and undermine the opposition. With such power we could expect 90 percent of votes going to the “responsible” parties and politicians. The reality is different. In Great Britain, Brexit was voted in by referendum. In the United States, Donald Trump won the presidential election. In Austria the anti-establishment presidential candidate was narrowly defeated but an anti-establishment party formed the government. In France, all parties across the political spectrum had to join forces to prevent the victory of the National Front candidate. In Italy the elites were not able to suppress Salvini’s Lega Nord. Nationalist demonstrations that used to be impossible a few years ago are spreading throughout Europe. Trust in mainstream media has collapsed, which is a sign that people have been angry for a long time. These are indications that the power of the new aristocracy can crumble.

Nevertheless, this doesn’t change the fact that bureaucracies still have super-dominance. Any attempts to change the system are resisted. Even Donald Trump must follow some of the agenda he campaigned against. The United Kingdom might never gain real independence again. As time has gone by, some parts of colonized Europe and even entire countries are already in jeopardy of being irretrievably lost. 

Nonetheless, we can expect the superiority of the new aristocracy to gradually decline. Using Lenin’s words: sooner or later a revolutionary situation arises. The question is whether the interests of the majority will transform into projects able to promote the change. In other words, will the defenders of the West be ready at the right time? 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ The new aristocracy has achieved overwhelming superiority.

■ The partial successes of the anti-establishment parties and movements are not enough to enforce the necessary changes.

■ Future trends will lead to a weakening of power for the new aristocracy.

■ It is important that people be ready for this “revolutionary situation.”

For further reading, I recommend The Modern Social Conflict by Ralf Dahrendorf. 


Chapter Eighteen 

What to Do to Save the West

“So, what can we do?” It’s a question I have heard thousands of times in recent years. Some readers began reading this book in the hope they would get the right answer. Is there anything worse than helplessly watching the end of our world and living with stationary barbarism as the replacement? Where there is no place for freedom, science, arts, emotional life (in our sense of the word), mercy, humor and much more we currently take for granted. 

These things can be replaced by fear, misery and hopelessness. We are sliding down a slippery slope towards conditions found in a Saudi Arabia without its oil money or in a Pakistan without Western influences. 

The Art of Waiting for an Opportunity

The answer is: “Don’t rush things.” Wait for the moment when your adversaries are weak and the right opportunity presents itself. In the meantime, prepare yourself. Support anyone and anything that can disrupt the current system. Get involved in political or other projects that defend our culture and engage in defensive actions. Do anything that will stop the introduction of Islamic law, multicultural education and help slow down immigration. In short, fight for anything that will slow down the collapse of the traditional world. Even if it is a small thing, it is important.

It is important to realize that this is just a preparation for a counterstrike that may come in the future. Right now it may seem such a future is infinitely distant but in recent years, every change arrived earlier than most forecasters had predicted. 

At the same time, it is important that we don’t fall for the illusion that the time for big action is right now or in the next few months. The power of the new aristocracy will decrease, but the group will still be strong enough to repel any attempts to bring about change for a while. People might feel a change needs to come every day. The realization that the clock is ticking and the invaders are taking over more European territory and affecting more ways of life every day might lead to hasty action. We need to be disciplined and make the resistance movement sustainable. To be ready, the resistance must be able to survive in the long run with funding. 

It would be a tragedy if the new aristocracy lost the ability to rule and the opposition was not prepared. There are two reasons why the opposition might not be ready; being lazy is one, poor preparation with a premature confrontation is the second.   

Like the Days of Peasant Rebellions

Past attempts to change things might tell us more about the risks. 

Political projects: Some people have hoped they could establish a political party or movement that could defend the West. They expected to win elections and make truly revolutionary change by dismantling bureaucracies and reversing the power relationships for the benefit of working people. But the ruling groups are too strong. They have an overwhelming financial advantage; they control the media, social networks and education. Their supporters also have opportunities to carry out violent attacks against members of the opposition. All this provides ways to suppress any new projects of opposition from the start, by isolating them and intimidating their supporters. It’s not difficult for secret services to infiltrate those who try to build a new party or movement. At the appropriate time they can destroy the opposition or cause serious damage with all these powers. Despite such immense power and pressures existing, new things do emerge. There is an “anti-system” political party in every European country today. Some parties occasionally manage to get seats in parliaments and, in exceptional cases, even ministries. However, none seem able to achieve an influence that could significantly damage the existing power structure. 

The takeover of an existing political party: Another option could be to join an existing party, fight its power structures, become a leader and change the organization into a resistance movement from within. We can find some partially successful examples of this. Some parties incorporated patriotic language into their programs or declarations, while others got opponents of the regime into a seat of parliament. However, nothing has happened to get the real necessary breakthroughs.

Mass protests: Some people still believe a few days of mass demonstrations are enough to change the political regime. That the streets can be flooded with people and banners demanding that the government resign, forcing new elections to take place, meaning the power holders are replaced and the legal system is adjusted. Such a belief is especially strong in post-communist parties that still remember the non-violent “revolutions” of 1989. 

It wouldn’t be a bad thing, but a scenario like that could only happen if the ruling party was willing to give up its power and the protestors had the support of the media or secret service. Otherwise, nothing will happen. Crowds of tens or even hundreds of thousands can gather but after a few days they tire or have to get back to work. The large television channels will broadcast the several dozens of extremists who gathered. Truthful information will be blocked from social networks and it will all be over. How much do you know about the crowd of a million or so that showed up in Paris or the regular demonstrations of the German Pegida that attracts tens of thousands of people? 

Signatures on petitions are just a variant of this process. Those who sign them believe it is important but it causes no harm to the ruling structure. 

An armed coup? In recent times, the press has occasionally reported about police or soldiers arrested for activities against their government or immigrants. It is difficult to speculate if similar actions would have a chance to succeed in a technological world where everything we do is under surveillance. I suggest we don’t take up arms against people.

We also hear about people who have set fire to immigrant accommodations or tried to assassinate a president or who are just trying to destabilize the situation. Despite these things happening, there is no threat to the whole system. Even something as terrifying as Breivik’s massacre of children in Norway brought no political change. 

The idea of organizing a mass revolution and building something new is purely theoretical. 

Chances of a Non-violent Political Solution Are…?

Some strategies that were useless in the past might become significant, especially as the power of the new aristocracy weakens with internal disputes and over-bureaucratization. 

While the current power elites lose their grip, we should expect the following:

– Violence will continue to grow rapidly. The boundaries between common crime, jihad and politically motivated terror against the opposition will disappear. Political squads like antifa will conduct terror with support from the ruling elite. 

– The new aristocracy really despises laws and constitutional rights. Practices that were regarded as unthinkable in democratic countries a generation ago have become common. It is common for police to persecute people who are not necessarily suspected of having committed any crimes. Freedom of speech will be suppressed. Disagreeing with the government will become a crime and the political opposition will be denied the right to campaign. Essential parts of constitutions and international agreements are ignored. This was most visible when European borders were opened for millions of people that don’t meet the definition of a refugee … All of this is very difficult to reverse. We can assume the lawlessness will continue. 

This development leads me to the conclusion that future changes will not be purely political. Rather, we can expect a combination of political transformation, civil disobedience (perhaps radical) and violence. There will be chaos with a lack of centralized control or leadership. Disputes or fights between the anti-system groups might even arise. However, such chaos is not as bad as the smooth deterioration of the current direction. I would like to emphasize these ideas are just speculation. 

Mandatory Equipment for Defenders of Civilization

In any case, it is important that good people, and not just the criminals and enemies of civilization, be ready at the right time. So what do they need to learn? 

– They need to organize themselves by building networks of mutual trust, supporting them and learning how to collaborate. 

– They have to learn how to raise money and other resources, and manage them well. 

– They should cultivate physical fitness, practice martial arts and become coordinated in groups.

– They need to learn to manage projects and coordinate with greater numbers of people.

– They need to build communication channels, transmit information and create backup channels in case existing ones are turned off, etc. It is important to remember to use paper communication. 

– We need to cultivate mental and character traits required in case of conflict, for either political or non-political purposes. A strong will, perseverance and the ability to not whine have seemingly disappeared from our world. Yet these traits can play a greater role than powerful brains. These characteristics must be systematically cultivated and encouraged. It is time to educate young people as fighters and not as courtiers in perfumed wigs. 

– We need to cultivate decisiveness and the ability to act resolutely. The inner fear that the defenders of the West are not nice enough or that we might provoke a counterattack is one of the biggest problems of our times. It is usually accompanied by phrases like “we’d be the same as the enemy if we did that,” “it would be the end of our way of life,” or “don’t let yourself be ruled by fear.” These are the perfect recipe for defeat.

– Commentator Ann Coulter once said the Nazis would not have lost unless we hadn’t been prepared to kill their women and children. There is a price for victory — we become less civilized (I will elaborate this point further in the following chapter) and most of us are not ready for that. 

– Although faced with massive propaganda saying the West is evil and its demise is something desirable, we still need to remember our civilization is worth saving. This means organizing lectures and discussions, uploading videos and spreading them around, talking with people and doing everything that supports our civilization. Parents should also talk with their children, explaining how schools brainwash them with propaganda lies.

– We need to support people from the civilizations of our allies. In this context, it is good to remember that the Crusades were preceded with intensive tourism from European nobles to Palestine. When the country was conquered by the jihadists, there were enough people in Europe who knew the place and its inhabitants. This greatly contributed to the willingness to participate in expeditions to defend Palestine or at least contribute to them financially. 

  I know many may rightly argue that Europeans should defend Europe for themselves, that the Chinese, Japanese, Indians, Russians and others are not needed. However, I’m afraid the Europeans have quickly moved to a situation where they can’t do it without their support. The survival of the West with a strong Chinese influence is still a better option than its complete demise. 

– We need to work with the young. The longer and more effectively young people are left to be indoctrinated, the more time it will take them to realize what’s going on. Some young people have already been lost — they are charmed by the promise that they could become members of the new aristocracy and are eager to learn how to switch into the mode of “what opinions are expected of me.” However, there are enough people who know they will never belong to those at the top. It is necessary to support groups which can provide the required living habits and ideology that help people understand the world. A place for those who realize an alliance with the new aristocracy doesn’t offer a reasonable life perspective. 

– The ability for free discussion and open thinking when searching for new solutions has always been the most powerful weapon of the West. This is the reason why we have always been ahead of others — technologically and organizationally, not to mention morally and religiously. The current stifling mentality of the new aristocracy, insisting on blunt repetitions of phrases, is absolutely not Western and is more akin to Islamic tradition than our own. It is important for opposition groups to keep the ability to freely discuss various ideas and search for new solutions. 

Existing political and non-political activities are of interest mainly as preparation for a future big thing; it might come or it might not. None of us can see the future; however, we know that new skills can only be learned by working on them and character can only be built through action. Our generation has not been brought up to fight a war for the survival of civilization.

A New Perspective on Morality

We will also need a new moral framework that recovers what we know of European history. A healthy society is one that allows individuals to defend their own interests and those of their families and friends. If a significant threat comes, people are willing to sacrifice their own interests, or even their lives, for the greater unit. This is the only way a nation or civilization can survive. Only a nation or civilization can provide reasonable hope for individuals. If everyone only defended their own interests, all would perish in the end. 

The 20th century’s fate of the Jews illustrates this principle. When transportation to extermination camps started, everyone tried to increase their own or their families’ prospects. Thus, the strategy was not to resist, not attract attention and cooperate reasonably with guards in order to get food or other benefits, all at the expense of fellow prisoners. Because everyone was trying to survive, no one survived. 

A few years later, Israeli soldiers went out with determination to die if it was necessary. They understood the fate of the state of Israel was more important than their lives. Israel survived and most of its inhabitants are safe. 

Today there is a tendency to explain these circumstances differently, saying they were given access to weapons. This explanation implies favors of the powerful, including access to guns, somehow happened by chance. Yet someone had to make a huge effort and endure considerable personal sacrifice to acquire guns and gain support for the Jewish community. Wars are decided by heads and hearts, not by the amount of ammunition. 

In Davletyarov’s famous movie “A zori zdes tikhie…” (Quiet Mornings), the female character said it was right to die for her country even if this meant her two-year-old child would be orphaned. This attitude is reasonable in times of war. If she didn’t have the determination to die for her nation, neither she nor her son would survive. 

The media and school curricula will not contribute to the transformation of our moral framework. They are controlled by the new aristocracy, which hates more than anything the idea of patriotic sacrifice. Change might come about from social groups that promote such a position, though. They may even have a bit of a sectarian character, but it is still very important to have them because society will not move without them. 

To do all this we don’t need a centralized organization but hundreds of various groups, societies and political projects. This might lead to some degree of chaos but it would produce a healthy level of competition, which is a part of our civilization. For a millennium, competition was the basis of our strength. We tended to long for unity, but unity always led to stagnation. 

Does it mean the safe world of our childhood will never return? I’m afraid this is the case, but more about this in the next chapter. 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ No previous attempt to change the situation has been successful. A partial victory of a political party in an election is not enough to change developments.

■ Nevertheless, being active is important as people can learn to organize themselves and prepare for the time when the internal problems of the new aristocracy will disrupt their powers.

■ The defenders of civilization need to build important character traits and skills in order to be ready.

■ This includes physical training, a warrior mentality, discipline, strategic thinking and the ability to manage legal and financial matters.

■ The change to the fundamental moral framework is particularly important; people need to understand there are times when the interest of the nation or their social group is more important than their private interest.

■ Although it may seem odd, such a change is common in times of external threat.

For further reading, I recommend God’s Battalions: The Case for the Crusades by Rodney Stark.


Chapter Nineteen 

War or Brutal Islamic Extremism

We are told we can’t use violence to defend our borders, nor can we return radical Islamists to their former countries because they would be in danger. We are not able to make civil rights conditional on accepting the basic values of our civilization and we can’t intervene against populations who provide support for terrorists. We hear such claims almost all the time and the justification is always the same. If we did these things, we would lose our humanistic values and give up our democratic way of life. It just wouldn’t be our civilization any longer.  

Places Where the West Used to Be

But it hasn’t been our civilization for a long time! Have a look at photos from the streets of any large city of the West from about thirty years ago. Members of the nation were clearly in the majority, including England, France, Germany and Sweden. Today, people from other ethnicities dominate the streets and shops. This might be acceptable but these people belong to different cultures and customs. They adhere to completely different values and look down upon ours. Only the old buildings remain the same, which is similar to Istanbul where we can still find Byzantine monuments. 

Some people do say they have visited this or that area of a city and haven’t seen anything out of the ordinary. It is a justified objection because there are still entire neighborhoods and regions where the original European population prevails. Nevertheless, these places are still affected by these changes. For example, the right to make fun of a religion, which was typical of European civilization over the past centuries, is gone. Now if you offend the Koran and someone takes notice, you may end up in prison at best or in the worst case you will be executed according to Sharia law. Of course, there are people who say these claims are just in my imagination, yet these same people wouldn’t dare publish a cartoon of Muhammad. 

The speed at which the legal system is crumbling is even more serious. In many countries of the former West, non-Muslims get higher penalties than Muslims. The European Court for Human Rights declared that criticizing Muhammad is not covered under freedom of speech. The Supreme Courts of Germany and Finland have declared that a ban on child marriages is unconstitutional. A German court of appeal declared that burning down a synagogue was not a crime, if done by Muslims who are motivated by a hatred of Israel. 

The proportion of the population belonging to another civilization has been growing at a rate which is also worrying. In at least five European countries, most of the next generation’s children will be born from Muslim families. Even if there was an immediate and complete halt to immigration, it is only a matter of time before Islam replaces Western civilization. I am not talking about a long time, just several decades. It will have consequences in many areas, including cultural practices and legal systems. Can you imagine the Muslim population willing to pay taxes to fund pensions for the infidels? 

Fighters against Crybabies

This opens up the question of the future, when the power of bureaucratic super-elites falls apart. 

As we argued in the last chapter, the least horrible option for Europeans is a division of our countries into Islamic and non-Islamic zones. Some French intellectuals have already proposed such an idea. However, the Muslim side has no motivation to accept such a solution. If they are patient, they can get the whole of France and other European countries anyway. 

It is naive to believe the process of dividing areas of nations would be peaceful and disciplined. That the Western population and those from the Islamic ummah would simply abandon their homes and move to an assigned territory. It rarely happens that such a division is not associated with waves of violence. Such a solution is also reminiscent of the strategies used against American Indians and South African blacks. There were regular cycles: grab the native land — war — compromises that shift borders — additional land expropriation — war — compromises that shift borders, etc. 

Therefore, all indications suggest that war is the only real long-term perspective. Occasionally, we hear about a risk of civil war but this won’t eventuate because citizens of the same country aren’t likely to fight each other. It is more likely to be a hybrid war between members of two civilizations. It would be a combination of open fighting, guerrilla warfare and small daily encounters, with the boundaries between war and crime becoming unclear. If someone today advocates the deportation of Islamic communities away from Europe, he doesn’t live in reality because Europeans won’t be the stronger party. Military training has been abolished with most men raised to be weak. Boys are not allowed to play with guns and don’t learn how to fight or defend themselves. Muslim boys on the other hand are encouraged to be aggressive and if they attend Islamic schools, they are encouraged to hate non-Muslims. 

Only the Strong Can Choose Peace

The Islamists have already infiltrated the armed forces; they have access to weapons and first-class training. In France 20% of the armed forces are made up of Muslims, while Germany doesn’t publish any numbers. However in the year 2012, a special program was launched in Germany to recruit as many Muslims as possible to the Bundeswehr (German Federal Defense forces). There is some evidence suggesting the German army harbors dozens of extremists suspected of planning to use military weapons against non-Muslims. The Gateston Institute recently published documents about Austria, where one in 30 Austrian soldiers refuses to submit to non-believing commanders and would only follow orders approved by their imam. So far, the imams have been reasonable. At the same time, news of mosques serving as armories emerges every few months. 

In short, the Islamic side is getting ready for war and the West is not. Importantly, the Turkish Islamist regime with the largest military of the region is in the immediate vicinity. To maintain some territory inside an Islamized Europe is the best thing Europeans can hope for. Even a postponement of the fight is not something that could help the West because the dominance in numbers of the Islamic conquerors will only grow over time. 

If we don’t want to fight, can we live in peace? The problem here is only the strong have the choice between war and peace. The weak can only choose between war and subjugation. In this case, we are not talking about subjugation to a graceful and civilized enemy, but to nightmarish barbarian gangs from ancient times and the Middle Ages. There is only one alternative to war: conquered territory, burning houses, mutilated corpses with women screaming as they are dragged off into sexual slavery. 

Rotherham, a Pilot Project

This picture is already beyond what our brains can accept, but is it unrealistic? Consider the British town of Rotherham and its surrounding area. Over ten years, Pakistani gangs kidnapped at least 1,400 British underage girls, enslaved them and sold them for sex. Some girls were branded with a hot iron by their Pakistani owners. It turned out later that the British Police were aware of the problem. But the police officers were afraid of being accused of racism and Islamophobia if they acted. They tolerated the grooming gangs and persecuted the parents of the girls. After the affair became public, not a single senior police officer was punished. Rotherham was the largest among such cases, but it was far from the only one. 

This is probably just a small sample of how it could look like living in territories with an Islamic majority. Some might try to convert to Islam but it won’t help if they are white. Mostly they will find themselves caught in a permanent war between the various Islamic groups, which may end up with victory for the most radical. 

Is it really worse than war? It is certainly not safer. 

Is There Hope Muslims Will Adapt to European Values?

Such a prognosis faces two counter-arguments:

1) The birth rate of the Islamic populations in Europe will decline and be comparable to the original European population. This argument is not so naïve as it might seem at first glance. Islamic countries that used to experience huge growths in population are witnessing a decline in fertility. For example, Iran has problems ensuring the basic reproduction of its population. It could give rise to the hope something similar could occur in Europe. So what is the reality? The answer is not simple because the official statistics don’t distinguish births by religion. Importantly, Muslim babies often have non-Muslim mothers. Thus, we can only use indirect indices, such as the rapid increase of the name Muhammad  among newborns. Alternatively, we could rely on surveys. Claims that an average Muslim woman delivers eight babies are exaggerated. Such high fertility could perhaps be found among the radical Salafis. Nonetheless, fertility rates of the native European population has declined to such a low value that a mere 3–4 children per Muslim woman would be sufficient to quickly outnumber the Westerners. Also, we must consider many Muslim men have more than one wife and their fertility will grow as they become more fundamentalist. 

2) Some people say Muslims will integrate and their Islam will cease to be a “political Islam.” This claim is built on the belief that Muslims will adopt the basic civilizational values of the West and that Islam will become a harmless folk tradition; such Muslims do actually exist. According to research by renowned institutions, such as the Pew Research Center or WZB — Berlin Social Science Center, integrated Muslims constitute something between one quarter and one third of the European Muslim population. The problem is these moderates are found mainly among the older generations. Generations of Muslims raised in Europe are more radical than their parents and this trend doesn’t seem to change. 

This fully corresponds to the theory formulated by American sociologist Peter Berger years ago; fundamentalism arises primarily at the frontiers of civilization. Contact with the non-believers endangers their mental stability, which shows the obvious is not so obvious. There are only two options to deal with the problem. One could throw away one’s identity and also become a non-believer or one could return to the fundamental values of one’s own culture. Although, who would like to integrate into a civilization in decline, whose members are unable to defend their own territory or protect their own women?

One way or another, all previous attempts to integrate Muslims into European societies have ended with embarrassing failure. Graduates of integration courses have even been involved in terrorist attacks. In one case, the terrorist had previously been awarded a special European prize for his contribution to integration. There is no realistic proposal of what to do next. All published proposals suggest it is the native Europeans who should adapt to the newcomers, not vice versa. 

All this points to the conclusion that the complete demise of the West is inevitable. History is rarely that straightforward, though. We can assume the situation will develop with variations in different regions, events will occur at a different pace and a number of unforeseeable factors will intervene. Europeans have proven themselves many times to be able to adapt quickly and find new solutions when under pressure. Overall, we can also expect other generational shifts and conflicts. While today’s young people were brought up with contempt for their own culture and are submissive to Islam, the next generation will be shaped by daily attacks and an atmosphere of hostility. 

The Most Merciless Will Win

The example of post-war Israel shows that if the right conditions are created, human behavior can change at an incredible speed. The Israelis needed only three years to change from a nation of sheep into a nation of wolves. Today six million Israelis hold at bay hundreds of millions of Muslims. Yes, they are to a large extent dependent on help from the United States, but still they hold out. The ability to promote their own interests in a foreign country is testament to aggressive politics. It’s a completely different mentality from waiting to see if the ally will respect their commitments. 

In any case, if the West survives in some regions, it will be very different from the West we know now. There won’t be peaceful open societies. Petr Robejšek, a Czech-German political scientist living in Hamburg, recently wrote that when civilizations clash, there are no rules. When Europe’s borders were opened for the jihadists who had cut off human heads in the Middle East, it meant that heads will also be cut off in Europe. The only question is whose head will it be and whose will remain on their neck. Those who show less mercy to the enemy will survive. 

Today the idea is so repellent to many of us that we would rather die than become such beasts. However, if parts of the West are to survive, it will be those who don’t have such inhibitions that will endure. They will be similar to the forefathers who put the heads of Turkish prisoners on a spike in reaction to Muslim atrocities. 

If the West survives, there is a good chance sometime in the future it will again return to humanism and sensitivity. There is a chance it will again be able to protect its own citizens, and those who are on the run and are willing to assimilate. It is different from today’s situation where apostates from Islam live in France or the Netherlands in the same fear as they did in Arab countries. 

If the West doesn’t survive, our part of the world will live under the power of Islam and it will become more fundamentalist than it is now — with no hope for positive change. 

In any case, the fact that we will become a more brutal people is the price of survival. I used to hope I would spend the rest of my life in galleries and listening to opera music. This is what I was raised to do; not warning people about a coming fight. However, life went the other way. 

The Killer Pride of Elites

How did the West get into such a predicament? The responsibility lies with those who opened the door to immigration and brought the conflict of civilizations to the streets of European cities. Some pretend they did it because of their humanity, but greed was the real reason. Even when we are forced to argue with or hold them to account, it is too difficult to blame just individuals. The decisive factor was when society gave rise to the anonymous mechanisms that produced bad characters with bad behaviors and ideas. No one realized it in time to stop them and the suicidal machine of the West. 

The crisis of the West can’t tell us anything about what’s going on outside the West. Other civilizations are built on different values and have different strengths. For us, there are lessons to be learned. 

1) People in the West have abandoned the principle of free discussion too easily. Previously, entire generations were willing to die for it, but in the second half of the 20th century we threw it in the trash. Freedom of speech was too easily replaced with political correctness and coercion to adopt a single correct opinion. I am not only talking about countries of the Soviet bloc; it happened in the free world too. If freedom of speech had survived, it would be clear and universally accepted that the current form of immigration and integration is unsustainable. It would also be clearly and universally accepted that Islam represents a specific phenomenon that requires a particularly cautious approach. 

2) As soon as any group of people starts to believe they are better than others and are destined to lead, lecture and re-educate the rest, it ends in disaster every time. Without exception. 

The Civilization of Self-Destruction

These are principles that Karl R. Popper formulated nearly 100 years ago in his concept of an open society. 

Over time, we can also notice something else; Western civilization showed an incredible degree of self-destructive tendencies in the last century — it produced Marxism. Not as an expression of interest for lower classes but as a deadly Hegelian utopia. Afterward Nazism, then multiculturalism and now the new threat of autonomous fighting war machines. This is just as ignored as previous threats. Technological visionaries warn us that the story of the Terminator movie might become a reality. Although, with a completely different story.

The end of a book should be optimistic. Unless we want to express some silly unfounded encouragement, we have very few reasons for optimism. However, I shall bring up a gift that was put into the cradle of our civilization. Even if we believe we can’t change the gigantic forces moving the worlds and civilizations, the acts of ordinary mortals can still play a decisive role. It may only be a consolation but there might be some deeper truth behind this. In any case, it is good to strive for such a life as if this was the truth. 

It was exactly this belief, along with never knowing in advance who these mortals are and when their moment will be, that helps us to understand that each person has a unique value. It was this belief which made the West the best thing to emerge in the history of mankind. 

In this chapter, I tried to articulate the following points:

■ Even if Western civilization quickly recovered (due to a revolutionary change to social structures, for example), the Islamic community in Europe is already too strong.

■ Returning to the world the way it was 20 or 30 years ago is no longer possible.

■ There is no hope the Muslim population will reconcile with the values of Western civilization or that their birth rate will drop to European levels.

■ The least bad thing Europeans can hope for is the division of Europe into Islamic and non-Islamic regions, some form of apartheid.

■ It is highly unlikely such a division would be peaceful. Divisions into separate regions would be a prelude to future wars between the Islamic and non-Islamic parts.

■ These wars would be waged without rules and be extremely brutal.

■ The party not able to proceed mercilessly would condemn itself to defeat.

■ If Europeans retain some regions, there is hope Western values such as mercy, humanity, and progress can be restored.

For further reading, I recommend Enemy of the State by Tommy Robinson.


Chapter Twenty 

A Sociological Theory

In earlier chapters I tried to describe how the engine of Western civilization works and why it is broken; however, this is just a story. Some might be intrigued or bored by this and some may even be outraged. I have also pointed to some evidence that supports my theory. If you give it more time, you will find more.  

Nevertheless, if you’re willing to spend the time, you could also find evidence about the existence of extraterrestrial civilizations, the innocence of Islam or the idea that there is no massive migration wave. As soon as we have a theory, it’s always possible to find something to support it.

The superficial approach says science is about searching for supporting evidence for its theories. The naive idea is that if you have a lot of charts, graphs, complex sentences and unusual words, your approach is scientific — this is not real science. An honest scientific approach is not about intimidating others with tables and charts. It is about a fixed system of rules, which allow the researcher to notice errors and cast aside false claims. 

We will never be able to reach the full certainty of truth; this belongs to religion. Western societies have tended to take someone more seriously if they systematically reject nonsense. This person’s claims are somehow more reliable than the claims of someone who does not reject nonsense. This is the main principle of Western empirical science, not the tables and charts. 

The great science philosopher Karl R. Popper has summed up this principle in his concept of falsifications. The principle can be summarized with a simple question: what would be acceptable to prove your theory wrong? If there is no way to prove it wrong, even potentially, it means the theory could be accepted as correct, regardless of the facts. However, this is a quasi-religious belief, not a scientific theory. Try sometime posing such a question to your friends who hold unusual opinions. Like, what has to happen before you are willing to acknowledge the world is not controlled by Jewish Illuminati? What would have to happen for you to be willing to acknowledge the Americans were on the Moon? 

The same burden lies with me; what would have to happen before Petr Hampl is willing to acknowledge his theory of Western development and its conflict with Islam is wrong? To formulate this I have summarized key points from the previous chapters into 15 unique propositions. If any of them are refuted by a future development, it means the theory outlined in this book will need editing or it is totally wrong. 

Proposition 1: All the essential areas of life in modern Western societies are controlled by bureaucratic systems. 

I will accept this thesis is wrong if there is an important area of life (major business, education, military sector, energy sector, social services, etc.) where people and small groups make decisions independently without being subjected to uniform rules, which are set centrally and enforced by an authority. It doesn’t matter whether the authority is of the state, corporate infrastructure or another central body. 

Proposition 2: In large bureaucratic structures, a separate group of senior officials (top managers) emerges who differ from lower officials (managers) with their personality characteristics and attitudes to power and decision-making. 

This thesis could be refuted if truly democratic large organizations emerged, in which all the members, or at least the majority, had a comparable influence on decisions. 

Proposition 3: The leadership of bureaucratic organizations constitutes a social class that spreads across organizations, countries and fields. Its members feel a stronger loyalty to international super-bureaucrats than to their subordinates. 

This thesis could be rebutted if large organizations had a leadership that was closer to their subordinates or co-patriots than to managers of other organizations. Providing it is a stable phenomenon and not the short-term behavior of a few oddballs. We are talking about a closer mindset, aligned interests and frequency of contacts. Traditionally the army was such an example but the separate elites have emerged there as well. The technology sector was another example where the manager once seemed more like one of the IT guys rather than a manager. Now a clearly delineated ruling class has emerged. 

Nevertheless, if the trend went the other way, we would have to admit our theory is wrong. Who marries who among the children of managers is a good indication. Do they marry children of managers from other organizations or the children of subordinate workers from the same organization?

Proposition 4: The international bureaucratic super-elite (I use the term new aristocracy) have developed their own culture, lifestyle and value systems, which separate them from members of the lower classes. The richest families of bank and corporation owners have merged with the bureaucratic super-elite. 

This thesis could be refuted if the super-elite started to converge with the lower classes in any country of the West. We don’t mean “cultural tasting,” where the elite go to lower-class pubs for an experience, or rather a safari, but an actual convergence with regard to values. This could happen if cases à la Alice Weidel (a former banker from Goldman Sachs who campaigned for the Alternative for Germany party) become common. The second necessary condition is for these activities to not make the person unwanted among the new aristocracy. 

Proposition 5: The new ruling class tends to promote policies that weaken and destroy national states with relatively ethnically and culturally homogeneous groups, making them more able to assimilate individuals coming in from outside. 

This thesis is redundant if there are patriotic promoters as managers, journalists, politicians, intellectuals and university professors. Such people do exist today. However, they often pay for their positions by being ostracized. We are looking for a situation where such positions are tolerated or even appreciated. If this happens, I will acknowledge my theory is wrong. 

Proposition 6: The elite support mass migration from other civilizations into the West. 

This proposition could be refuted if the elite supported construction of border walls, strict actions against illegal crossings and deportations. Or if they supported measures that guaranteed quick deportation for those who don’t adopt European values.

Proposition 7: There are individual and group projects seeking to promote mass immigration to Europe in order to destroy the culture of European nations. The belief that such a move is highly desirable is shared across all sectors of the new aristocracy. The removal of any particular project or association won’t change the situation. 

This thesis could be proven wrong if parties such as the German AfD or the French National Front started to win seats in upscale residential neighborhoods. The proposition could be wrong if the super-elite started to seriously build or participate in associations and societies focused on defending Western culture and civilization. Of course, it would also be rejected if immigration policies were to completely change.

Proposition 8: There are members of the elite who share fundamental views on civilization with the lower classes. However, they can’t publicly express their attitudes because their position would suffer. 

This thesis could be rejected if a larger number of celebrities were able to hold politically different ideas without becoming the target of attacks from members of the same social group.

Proposition 9: To achieve success among the bureaucratic elite requires different skills than the characteristics needed to achieve success in warfare, sports, crafts, traditional businesses, household management, etc. Those who are able to fight for influence and play the very complex relationship games and strategies will prevail. At the same time, they must be willing to be extremely adaptive in terms of the group requirements. The whole system was created to select such people. As a result, the elite have a weak ability to face conflicts and are afraid of strong ideas and avoid responsibility. Elite men are less masculine than those in the lower classes. 

This argument could be irrelevant if the elite became more militant and showed a higher willingness to face conflicts. In other words, managers, politicians and intellectuals need to became more masculine. If studies in the field of social psychology demonstrated such a trend, the proposition loses validation. 

Proposition 10: Islam is coming back to its own logic of civilization, which is radically incompatible with the logic of Western civilization. 

This thesis could be wrong if a sexual revolution were to take place in Islamic communities. Or if a new form of Islam emerged that accepted the fundamental Western demands for civil liberties and equality of people (in the Western meaning of those words). Another necessary condition is that “Islam with a human face” needs to become naturally dominant without sustained external pressures. For example, if there was a reform mosque in Berlin and its teaching were accepted by the majority of Muslims in Germany. If there was some international Islamic authority which recognized this form of Islam as legitimate, then we could acknowledge we were wrong. 

Proposition 11: As a consequence of the trends described above, the mechanism of social control, which were originally intended to encourage the defense of civilization and punish those who don’t defend it eagerly, has been turned upside down. Submission is rewarded and the defenders of our own civilization are punished. 

This proposition would be rejected if those who are wrongly called xenophobes, Islamophobes and racists today were treated with respect or got jobs at elite universities and if promoters of multiculturalism could be criticized or even ridiculed and blocked on social media. 

Proposition 12: The attitude promoting the destruction of Western national cultures is typical of the bureaucratic super-elite, but it is also adopted by two other groups. First, there are those who aspire for membership of the super-elite. Second, there are unsuccessful people who believe their affiliation with the super-elite (by parroting its views) is their source for maintaining self-esteem. 

This proposition would change if groups situated below the super-elite on the social ladder adopted patriotic and anti-immigration stances. 

Proposition 13: The way of maintaining and strengthening power used by the elite is highly destructive for all areas of life within Western societies. This includes family, morals, business, religion, education and culture. 

This proposition could be refuted if some of the bureaucratic systems over the long term systematically pushed through measures backing business (real business, not corporate bureaucracy), supported social cohesion, increased opportunities for students and helped families. 

Proposition 14: As long as the elite firmly hold their position, there won’t be significant social change. No matter how dire and intolerable the situation for lower classes becomes, the existing trends will continue and their situation will deteriorate. There is no point at which people will say this is enough. 

This proposition can be very easily dismissed if a change comes about — for example, a spontaneous people’s revolution. 

Proposition 15: The dominance of the current power elite will erode and might disintegrate altogether. This process has already started and is caused by several factors, such as bureaucratic impotency, lack of strong characters and — mainly — a sharper struggle for resources within the bureaucratic elite. Those precious resources include subsidies, grants, budgets and, most importantly, security. 

This proposition is thrown out if we see the ruling elite stay united with no internal disputes and nobody flirting with heretical thoughts about the validity of multiculturalism. If they can continue to control the mind and behavior of the lower classes to the same extent as before — the proposition is rejected. For example, if we see political protest groups being less successful or embrace the ideals of the elites — then there is no erosion. If the elite manage to eliminate dissenting voices from social and alternative media and prevent the creation of new opposition channels — their power remains. This proposition could be refuted if the social and political situation was stabilized and this lasted for several years.

What Does This Mean?

A few years ago, the multiculturalists told us that:

■ Muslims are willing and able to integrate into European societies.

■ They are willing and able to learn fundamental European values, in particular the values of personal freedom and the equality of all people. 

■ They will not build isolated communities unless they are forced to do it.

■ They won’t try to promote their practices to the detriment of Western values.

■ The security screening of immigrants will prevent terrorists from entering.

■ Other Muslims won’t provide support for terrorists.

■ It’s possible to enforce existing laws even where there are a greater number of Muslims. 

They could be wrong, this happens from time to time. However there is an obligation to admit that we are wrong when we are, and to give up previous erroneous propositions. Neville Chamberlain did this when he realized he was wrong about Hitler. He acknowledged it and resigned. This is how honest people act. 

In 2018, we can say that those who describe the current situation as a conflict of civilizations do provide a more realistic picture, but they also have a moral and methodological superiority. They hold it even if they get some of the details wrong, because they are willing to acknowledge errors and not use inquisitional methods to cover them up. As Karl R. Popper stated: the endless succession of mistakes and the ability to learn from them is what made the West the best place in human history.

For further reading, I recommend The Open Society and Its Enemies by Karl R. Popper. 


Chapter Twenty-One 

Responses to the Most Frequently Asked Questions Not Answered So Far

We are near the end of this book. In previous chapters, I explained why events in Europe took the course they did. Readers have learned what this means for further development. Some may have gained some ideas of what they could do personally to contribute to the survival of Western civilization.  

This does not mean that all questions and confusion have been clarified. Therefore, at the very end, I have added a chapter where I try to respond to the most frequently raised questions from the participants of my lectures or contacts on social media. 

What will happen to those who have purposely committed this perversion? Will they be punished, and how?

Our sense of justice calls for clear identification and punishment of the culprits, but the reality is more complex. As I showed in previous chapters, it’s the impersonal social forces which play a bigger role than individuals. Individuals could reverse the development but they have failed so far. Importantly, I don’t expect there will be a revolution to bring in a completely new regime. Rather we can expect a gradual disintegration of the existing system with chaos and violence leading to the creation of zones in which Western civilization will survive. 

Overall, it is possible that ordinary Europeans from the lower classes will be grateful for any member of the new aristocracy who joins them with their abilities and resources. I speculate that there will be no time for tribunals. 

Why did the book omit the role of the NWO?

The theory of the NWO (New World Order) assumes there is a group of very wealthy and powerful people who have a clear plan on how to change the world and have sufficient resources to enforce this plan. 

Of course, I can’t deny such a group exists but so far no one has managed to identify it clearly. If it is known, current developments could be stopped with the simple destruction of a specific bunch of people. It is more likely that there is a social class of very rich and powerful people who have a natural tendency to implement the same goals which are perceived as the goals of the NWO. These goals include the destruction of national states and cultures and the establishment of a global government, which would not be subject to democratic control. It is quite possible that some groups formulate specific plans in this direction, but it doesn’t seem any of those plans are fully implemented.

You have left aside the role of the pandora’s box of human rights. It was the fruit of the French Revolution, in particular “The Declaration of the Rights of Man and the Citizen.” They denied God and put man in his place. Human rights were used like a weapon against the Soviet Empire at the Helsinki Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe in 1977. Today, human rights have proliferated beyond all limits; anything can be declared to be a human right. This is a bendable and unenforceable concept, which can be exploited. It is the opposite with civil rights, which are the result of a contract between the citizens and the state; they are guaranteed and enforceable.

I believe it is useful to distinguish the rights people have claimed and can defend from the rights which are graciously provided by their masters. The first type of rights leads to freedom, independence and an overall good situation. The second type of rights look tempting but often they lead to servitude. The dichotomy of civil liberties (won by people) versus human rights (provided by the establishment) captures this essential difference. 

However, this doesn’t answer the question of why “human rights” have prevailed over “civil liberties.” Surely, people are more interested in the opportunity to lead a normal life than the right to change their sex regularly. That they are more interested in having a decent job than living a life on benefits. “Human rights” prevail because it is advantageous for big bureaucracy to continuously increase budgets and demand additional powers to promote and support them. 

We can only speculate on whether this development would differ if the new aristocracy adopted a significantly different ideology. 

Will the position of progressivists change if they see people dying on the streets? These might be victims of civil unrest, which will certainly come, or from a social crisis, which will occur as soon as the state can’t provide its very basic operations.

In recent years there have been several milestones which were expected to change the attitude of the new aristocracy: mass demonstrations against the support of Islamic fundamentalist regimes, the rapid increase in terrorist attacks and their severity, mass rapes and the grooming of white girls. There are several attacks a day these days… Yet there is no change in attitude. Every time there is an attack, a new justification is given, explaining that the situation is actually okay and it is the critics who are the main problem. Similarly, the new aristocracy will be able to deal with each disaster in the future too. It will always try to claim the fault lies with the indigenous European population. 

The attitudes of progressivist liberals won’t change as long as there are enough resources to finance the top levels of bureaucratic structures in corporations, ministries, NGOs, universities, big media, etc. 

How could this madness of importing immigrants be ended?

It is possible if some partial measures to limit immigration are actually enforced. However, a significant change can’t be expected unless there is a radical change to the social structure and there is a shift of power within Western societies. 

What is the aim of the current changes in Europe?

Talking about specific aims is difficult. Those who make decisions currently believe it is right to destroy the existing lifestyle and culture of the European peoples. They want to build something new, which is carefully controlled by members of the new aristocracy from the outset. The influx of people from other cultures should have promoted this goal. Instead of the expected mixing of cultures and ethnic groups, we are experiencing a replacement. The current developments are leading to less diversity and tolerance than existed in previous generations of Europe. 

I’ve learned that Putin is the culprit.

No matter how we evaluate the Russian regime and its president, it’s not reasonable to ascribe to him such tremendous power that could bring about a crisis in Western civilization. This crisis began a long time before the arrival of Vladimir Putin. 

I’ve learned that Khazars (Jews) are the culprit.

Originally I wanted to avoid this question, but it’s more intellectually honest to accept the challenge. On one hand, we see efforts to put the blame on the Jews for the collapse of today’s civilization, which is often supported by leaders of Jewish communities and organizations, who publicly declare support for the Islamization of Europe. The “Holocaust victim” label is now used by the World Jewish Congress as a de facto trademark, usable by anybody who can pay, including jihadis. 

On the other hand, we see that a growing number of Islamist attacks against Jews, publicly tolerated anti-Semitism and the burning of synagogues are part of everyday life in European regions where there is a higher proportion of Muslims. Jews are escaping from the United Kingdom, France and other European countries. We also see the brave stand of Israel, which is hugely outnumbered by aggressive Muslim groups. 

From a scientific point of view, it is tough to research this area because we don’t know exactly who is a Jew and who is not. How can we count statistics in this situation? Many “lists of Jews” have been published but they are based on arbitrariness or randomness. I am also on some of these lists as a “Jewish intellectual,” although I have no Jewish ancestors, as far as I know. 

We could conclude from some studies that Jews have higher cognitive abilities on average than the normal white population, which makes them more prone to become members of the new aristocracy with all of its features, including a pro-immigration and pro-Islamic stance. New York bankers are evil, but they are evil because they are bankers in big global institutions, not because they are Jews. I am not among the first to see what, for example, the smart Jewish intellectual Jennifer Rubin demonstrated several times, namely that many of whom are seen as “Jewish” are in fact only “rich New Yorkers.” 

Overall, we face another general rule here. If people are connected to their country as a land, other characteristics develop. More so than similar people who are “homeless.” It can be demonstrated with the differences between the Israeli people and Jewish communities in New York (or multicultural Jewish groups in Prague). 

I learned that Merkel used to work for Russian intelligence and now for the Americans.

Unfortunately, I don’t have access to lists of agents, so I can’t judge how it is with Angela Merkel. However, the theory presented in previous chapters suggests the actual person of Angela Merkel is not so important. If she was not there, there would be another “mainstream” politician and the trend would be the same. It is very likely that this view will be confirmed after Angela Merkel is replaced by someone else. 

If the dream of the globalists is fulfilled and a new human race emerges, it won’t matter what their skin color is. According to me, they will be good for working the assembly lines, but otherwise completely stupid.

It is basically an idea of the alleged or real Kalergi plan that was described in the twelfth chapter. However the situation will develop differently — outside of Europe, race, ethnicity and culture will remain as they were for centuries or millennia. The West will be completely replaced by Islam and the white race will disappear. Nothing new will emerge. 

Angela Merkel initially said multiculturalism is dead, but now she imports migrants and tolerates the worst violence against the indigenous residents of European countries. Maybe we shouldn’t expect rational thinking from a public official, but what Merkel does is outrageous. Surely she must loathe it, not only as a woman, but as a German.

As we have shown in earlier chapters, we really can’t expect anything reasonable from members of the current ruling class. They act rationally, but it is a very special kind of rationality. They are able to remain fully focused on getting more benefits under their bureaucratic structures. This requires favor and support from other members of this bureacratic structure. If an individual doesn’t want to play this game or is not the right personality type, they won’t be able to move up to the higher echelons of power structures. 

In the case of Angela Merkel and all the other politicians, it’s not about whether she finds her own actions abhorrent or not. It’s about whether she can suppress those feelings and show maximum commitment to the requirements of bureaucratic structures. Is she able to play the power games of balancing the interests of various influential groups? By all accounts, she seems to be great at it. 

Please, how will the story end?

We will know in 50 years. 

What will happen in the next 5 to 15 years?

In the horizon of the next five years, we can expect a continuation of the current trend. More migrants in Europe, more radical Islam, more violence and more aggressive activities from multicultural institutions. 

In the horizon of the next 15 years, we can expect the disintegration of the system and an economic collapse at the local level at least. Also more aggressive White Nationalist movements might control entire regions. 

This can’t all happen randomly, so it must be purposely encouraged and supported. By whom?

In the previous chapters, I tried to show it is not about any particular group of people, but about the attitudes prevailing in a whole social class — the new aristocracy. This doesn’t mean there can’t be specific groups that strive for quite specific goals, like the opening of European borders to unlimited immigration, the construction of more mosques in certain regions, legal changes in favor of Islamization, etc. It is likely that there are a number of such groups, each working on its own activities. The development in Europe is the result of the common interests of all these groups. Yet the demise of any of them would change nothing. 

Our main trouble is a social structure that generates these group personalities and the various groups, rather than a particular group actually controlling them. 

I’m not surprised the elite sold us out, but it shocks me that we were sold out so cheaply.

The new aristocracy works for its own interest, which is the demise of the lifestyle and culture of the lower classes. If European intellectuals are supported by foundations from Saudi Arabia or by Arab real estate brokers, it provides only some extra motivation. I agree, money from Saudi Arabia might be a decisive factor for some individuals. But let’s not forget that the new aristocracy is capable of getting more resources from the European working class than it is from any Muslim country. 

Will the elite gain something from an Islamized Europe? After all, the British and French still have nuclear weapons. Even people like Soros don’t want nukes in the hands of Anjem Choudary and the like, or everyone would be in danger.

I don’t know what George Soros intends, but it’s certain the Islamization of Europe will have a dramatic negative impact on the new aristocracy. If the violence was limited to the slums and the luxury suburbs were spared, they wouldn’t have to worry. However, even a billionaire living in a huge mansion likes to walk along the Cannes waterfront or sit in a cafe in central Paris. They have already been deprived of this possibility as it has become more dangerous. 

As mentioned in previous chapters, there is no particular plan at this time. The situation has gotten out of hand and civilization is already falling apart. The new aristocracy can’t stop this trend, as it was not formed to defend civilization or even fight for it. The new aristocracy exclusively excels at intrigue, power games, internal fighting and the handling of subordinate social groups. Their selection mechanism ensures the highest levels of the pyramid are entered by individuals with the character of a courtier and not a warrior. 

What about corporate fascism? It will weaken Europe, destroy civil liberties, then launch a war to get rid of Muslims. In the end, absolute power will fall into their lap.

I’m afraid the new aristocracy is unable to lead a brutal war. It would collapse if it faced a violent conflict with Islam. 

Is Islamic terrorism determined by the religion? If yes, these people can’t be changed by any activity, education or material support.

We have to understand terrorism in a wider context. It is only one of the means of systematic efforts needed to conquer a new territory. Some Muslims choose terrorism because it is the most affordable way of fighting, while others prefer natality, corruption, lawsuits, building mosques, infiltrating education systems and law enforcement units. A more precise question: are Islam’s systematic efforts to dominate determined by religious belief? 

The answer is clearly yes. Even the most moderate Muslims believe the rule of Islam over the entire world is something desirable. This is an integral part of Islam throughout its history. 

We cannot rule out that a new form of Islam, without this power ambition, could emerge in the future. There are no signs this could happen in the foreseeable future, though. 

Do you agree that the main resistance is up to the countryside? This was the case in all critical moments in history.

Don’t underestimate the power of the urban lower classes. These social strata are very important for social change in history. The difference between political situations in cities and the countryside is caused mainly by the fact that only a small number of the new aristocracy live in small towns and villages. If people with ambitions to join the new aristocracy emerge from the countryside, they mostly move to the cities. 

Some authors show the key cause for the decline of the West is the deterioration of culture and scholarship at all levels. Traditional sophisticated wisdom has been replaced with shallowness and superficiality. Why don’t you mention this?

I accept the proposition regarding the current decline in education and culture. However, I believe the decline has come as a result of actual social changes, rather than being the cause. Although I agree that cultural decay accelerates and strengthens all negative trends. 

The decline of Western culture is closely connected to the fact that educators were used to guard culture. Scholars were not members of the common people but also weren’t members of the ruling group. The ruling group could assign tasks to them, but they weren’t subordinated entirely. Their relatively independent position was protected by them persisting with a level of sophistication that couldn’t be reached without special talents and many years of effort. Members of other social groups were not prepared to make such an effort and this greatly contributed to the strong position of scholars. 

Now we see the tendency to change universities and media headquarters into “ordinary” bureaucratic organizations. The new aristocracy is prevailing because they are closely connected to other members of the new aristocracy who lead political parties, corporations, NGOs and ministries. Old school professors are retiring one by one and they are replaced by budget hunters, with the decay spreading everywhere through society. 

It is respectable to try and rebuild culture and education, but don’t expect success so long as the current social structures of Western societies are preserved.

For further study, I recommend Krav Maga classes.  
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