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Asking a Question –THE POWER QUESTION!
Ask the right question or you are an ANTISEMITE, RACIST, HOLOCAUST DENIER!
German philosopher Martin Heidegger made a statement that addresses the RACIST shutup word:
*

The Jews, with their marked gift for calculating, live, already for the longest time, according to the
principle of race, which is why they are resisting its consistent application with utmost violence.
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From: Alan Knutson
Sent: Sunday, 16 October 2016 5:47 AM
Subject: Trump Just Gave An Anti-Semitic Speech
Trump never even mentioned Israel or "the Jews" yet the
are always going to be at a disadvantage in dealing with
Jews automatically honed in on his words and decided,
the bastards. Take back control of the narrative, realize
"yup, he's an anti-semite!" This has been my point for
on a personal, spiritual basis that when organized Jewish
years dear readers. It doesn't matter how much you try
interests are calling us "bad names" like "racist", "bigot",
to please or appease the Jews, they are always going to
"hater", "homophobe", "xenophobe", "nativist", "fascist",
hate you and call you a bad name if you disagree with
"nazi"--listen to me Alex Jones you blockhead, for all the
them so you might as well just face it, you cannot make
good you do you are in the process of buying the rope
long-term peace with these bastards--even if you never
you will hang yourself with, and of course the grandmention the word "Jew" and you even have Jewish
daddy of them all, anti-semite, it means we are hitting
grand-children like Trump has.
them back where it matters most in the war of ideas and
*You don't like legalized "gay marriage"? [But the Jews
moral actions.
do.] You're an anti-semite!
Also, for the double-digit I.Q. types who still believe
*You don't like open borders? [But the Jews do.] You're
Donald Trump is secretly working for the Jews and Putin,
an anti-semite!
who is a Jewish agent, wake the f*** up. The Jewish
*You don't like gun control? [But the Jews do.] You're an
media would not be this up in arms over Trump, and
antisemite!
even Putin in fact, if they were maintaining positive
*You don't like abortion? [But the Jews do.] You're an
control over them. They don't have control over them.
anti-semite!
As I was writing this, I couldn't help but think of that Jeff
*You don't like the globalist wars in the M.E.? [But the
Jews do.] You're an anti-semite!
Foxworthy stand-up routine where he is making fun of
*You don't like the easy access to porn? [But the Jews
"rednecks" in America like, "Does your home have more
do.] You're an anti-semite!
miles on it than your most recent vehicle? Then you
*You don't like mandatory vaccinations? [But the Jews
might be a redneck." He's making fun of poor White
do.] You're an anti-semite!
people in America [sometimes disparagingly referred to
*You don't like GMO food promoted by the big multias "white trash" who very often live in mobile homes.
nationals? [But the Jews do.] You're an anti-semite!
We could modify this stand-up routine to go something
*You don't like fluoride in the water? [But the Jews do.]
like this, "Do you oppose open borders, gun control and
You're an anti-semite.
See where I am going with all of this, dear readers?
gay marriage? Well, you might be an anteee-seemite!" :)
Because Organized Jewish Interests "the Jews" control
By the way, this is what Donald Trump thinks of people
the narrative, in that they set the boundaries of what is
who use the phrase "white trash" in normal
considered respectable and acceptable "free speech", you
conversation. You gotta love this guy at times.

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Trump just gave an anti-Semitic speech ‘dripping with hatred’ — and the Internet is horrified
Full text of Trump speech alleging Clinton, global financial forces seek America’s downfall.
‘Hillary Clinton meets in secret with international banks to plot the destruction of US
sovereignty,’ Republican candidate tells rally - October 14, 2016, 6:10 pm
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Full text of speech by Republican presidential
candidate Donald Trump to a campaign rally in
West Palm Beach, Florida, October 13, 2016.
Wow. What a group. What a group. Thank you. Thank
you very much. Thank you, folks. Thank you, folks. It’s
great to be right here in Florida, which we love.
In 26 days, we are going to win this great, great state
and we are going to win the White House.
Our movement is about replacing a failed and corrupt —
now, when I say “corrupt,” I’m talking about totally
corrupt — political establishment, with a new
government controlled by you, the American people.
There is nothing the political establishment will not do —
no lie that they won’t tell, to hold their prestige and
power at your expense. And that’s what’s been
happening.
The Washington establishment and the financial and
media corporations that fund it exist for only one reason:
to protect and enrich itself.
The establishment has trillions of dollars at stake in this
election. As an example, just one single trade deal they’d
like to pass involves trillions of dollars, controlled by
many countries, corporations and lobbyists.
For those who control the levers of power in Washington,
and for the global special interests, they partner with
these people that don’t have your good in mind. Our
campaign represents a true existential threat like they
haven’t seen before.
This is not simply another four-year election. This is a
crossroads in the history of our civilization that will
determine whether or not we the people reclaim control
over our government.
The political establishment that is trying to stop us is the
same group responsible for our disastrous trade deals,
massive illegal immigration and economic and foreign
policies that have bled our country dry.
The political establishment has brought about the
destruction of our factories, and our jobs, as they flee to
Mexico, China and other countries all around the world.
Our just-announced job numbers are anemic. Our gross
domestic product, or GDP, is barely above 1 percent. And
going down. Workers in the United States are making
less than they were almost 20 years ago, and yet they
are working harder.
But so am I working harder, that I can tell you.
It’s a global power structure that is responsible for the
economic decisions that have robbed our working class,
stripped our country of its wealth and put that money
into the pockets of a handful of large corporations and
political entities.
Just look at what this corrupt establishment has done to
our cities like Detroit; Flint, Michigan; and rural towns in
Pennsylvania, Ohio, North Carolina and all across our
country. Take a look at what’s going on. They stripped
away these town bare. And raided the wealth for
themselves and taken our jobs away out of our country
never to return unless I’m elected president.
The Clinton machine is at the center of this power
structure. We’ve seen this first hand in the WikiLeaks
documents, in which Hillary Clinton meets in secret with
international banks to plot the destruction of U.S.
sovereignty in order to enrich these global financial
powers, her special interest friends and her donors.

So true.
Honestly, she should be locked up. Should be locked up.
And likewise the e-mails show that the Clinton machine is
so closely and irrevocably tied to the media organizations
that she, that she — listen to this — is given the

questions and answers in advance of her debate
performance with Bernie Sanders.
Hillary Clinton is also given approval and veto power over
quotes written about her in the New York Times.
They definitely do not do that to me, that I can tell you.
And the e-mails show the reporters collaborate and
conspire directly with the Clinton campaign on helping
her win the election all over.
With their control over our government at stake, with
trillions of dollars on the line, the Clinton machine is
determined to achieve the destruction of our campaign,
not gonna to happen.
Which has now become a great, great movement, the
likes of which our country has never seen before, never
ever.
They’ve never seen a movement like this in our country
before. Yesterday in Florida, massive crowds, people
lined up outside of big arenas, not able to get in. Never
happened before. It’s one of the phenomenas — it’s one
of the great political phenomenas. The most powerful
weapon deployed by the Clintons is the corporate media,
the press.
Let’s be clear on one thing, the corporate media in our
country is no longer involved in journalism. They’re a
political special interest no different than any lobbyist or
other financial entity with a total political agenda, and
the agenda is not for you, it’s for themselves.
And their agenda is to elect crooked Hillary Clinton at any
cost, at any price, no matter how many lives they
destroy.
For them it’s a war, and for them nothing at all is out of
bounds. This is a struggle for the survival of our nation,
believe me. And this will be our last chance to save it on
Nov. 8, remember that.
This election will determine whether we are a free nation
or whether we have only the illusion of democracy, but
are in fact controlled by a small handful of global special
interests rigging the system, and our system is rigged.
This is reality, you know it, they know it, I know it, and
pretty much the whole world knows it. The establishment
and their media enablers will control over this nation
through means that are very well known. Anyone who
challenges their control is deemed a sexist, a racist, a
xenophobe, and morally deformed.
They will attack you, they will slander you, they
will seek to destroy your career and your family,
they will seek to destroy everything about you,
including your reputation. They will lie, lie, lie, and
then again they will do worse than that, they will
do whatever is necessary. The Clintons are
criminals, remember that. They’re criminals.
This is well documented, and the establishment that
protects them has engaged in a massive cover-up of
widespread criminal activity at the State Department and
the Clinton Foundation in order to keep the Clintons in
power.
Never in history have we seen such a cover-up as this,
one that includes the total destruction of 33,000 e-mails,
13 iPhones – some by hammer – laptops, missing boxes
of evidence, and many, many other things.
People who are capable of such crimes against our nation
are capable of anything. And so now we address the
slander and libels that was just last night thrown at me
by the Clinton machine and the New York Times and
other media outlets, as part of a concerted, coordinated
and vicious attack.
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It’s not coincidence that these attacks come at the exact
same moment, and all together at the same time as
WikiLeaks releases documents exposing the massive
international corruption of the Clinton machine, including
2,000 more e-mails just this morning.
These vicious claims about me of inappropriate conduct
with women are totally and absolutely false.
And the Clintons know it, and they know it very well.
These claims are all fabricated. They’re pure fiction and
they’re outright lies. These events never, ever happened
and the people said them meekly fully understand. You
take a look at these people, you study these people, and
you’ll understand also.
The claims are preposterous, ludicrous, and defy truth,
common sense and logic. We already have substantial
evidence to dispute these lies, and it will be made public
in an appropriate way and at an appropriate time very
soon.
These lies come from outlets whose past stories and past
claims have already been discredited. The media outlets
did not even attempt to confirm the most basic facts
because even a simple investigation would have shown
that these were nothing more than false smears.
Six months ago, the failing New York Times wrote a
massive story attacking me, and the central witness they
used said the story was false; that she was quoted
inaccurately. She said that I was a great guy. She had
great courage, I’ll be honest with you. She was an
amazing person. And never made those remarks — that I
was a great guy, and never made the remarks.
And when I read the story, I was sort of surprised — how
could she say that? And she didn’t say it.
We demanded a retraction but, they refused to print it,
just like they refused to pin the comments from another
source who praised me in her book, or the words of
another wonderful woman who said really nice things
about me. They put other statements that she didn’t say,
they misrepresented. The story was a fraud and a big
embarrassment to The New York Times and it was a big
front page story. Front page, center, color picture, a
disgrace. They were very embarrassed; it will be part of
the lawsuit we are preparing against them.
Now, today the same two discredited writers, who
should’ve been fired from The New York Times for what
they did, tell another totally fabricated and false story,
that supposedly took place on an airplane more than 30
years ago. Another ridiculous tale, no witnesses, no
nothing.
Then, there was a writer from People Magazine, who
wrote a story on Melania and myself on our first
anniversary. The story was beautiful. It was beautiful. It
was lovely. But last night we hear that after 12 years —
this took place 12 years ago, this story — a new claim
that I made inappropriate advances during the interview
to this writer.
And I asked very simple question, why wasn’t it part of
the story that appeared 20 or 12 years ago? Why wasn’t
it a part of the story? Why didn’t they make it part of the
story? I was one of the biggest stars on television with
The Apprentice and I would’ve been one of the biggest
stories of the year. Think of it, she’s doing this story on
Melania, who was pregnant at the time. And Donald
Trump, our one year anniversary, and she said I made
inappropriate advances, and by the way, the area was a
public area, people all over the place.

Take a look, you take a look. Look at her, look at her
words. You tell me, what you think. I don’t think so. I
don’t think so.
But, it is amazing, doing a story — a love story — on how
great we are together — and by the way, we’re stronger
today than we ever were before, which is good, but it’s a
love story. It’s a love story on our one year. And if I did
that, she would’ve added that it would’ve been the
headline. And who would’ve done that if you’re doing this
and you’re one of the top shows on television.
These people are horrible people. They’re horrible,
horrible liars. And interestingly, it happens to appear 26
days before our very important election, isn’t that
amazing?
This invented account has already been debunked by
eyewitnesses who were there. They were there. The very
witness identified by the author has said the story is
totally false.
By the way, this is a room that everybody can see in. It’s
got glass walls. It’s at Mar-A-Lago. It’s got glass walls.
Can you believe this? Why wasn’t it in the story, biggest
story of the year?
This weekend, The New York Times published a full-page
hit piece with another claim from an individual who has
been totally discredited based on the many, many, many
e-mails and letters she has sent to our office over the
years, looking for work, Donald is great, wanting go to
my rallies. But The New York Times — and this was full
op-ed piece — refused to use the evidence that we
presented, refused to use it. If they used it, if they would
have looked, they would have said, there’s no story here.
Others in the media, which almost surprises me because
they’re dishonest also, were presented with the story by
this woman numerous times, and they got very excited.
But, after seeing the evidence that we immediately give
them, all of them refused to write the story. There was
no story.
The Times, though, didn’t want to see it. They just wrote
the story. And this was a full page opposite the
editorials. This is part of a concerted effort, led by The
New York Times and others. Now The New York Times is
fighting desperately for its relevance and its financial
survival. And it probably won’t even be around in a few
years, based on its financial outlook, which wouldn’t be a
bad thing, if you want to know the truth.
But, as it winds down its years and is becoming more
and more problematic, it’s gotten more and more vicious,
more and more vile. And even the other mainstream
media is talking about the single greatest pile-on in
history, and all between now and Nov. 8. And you have
to see the stories they’ve written, it’s one after another,
after another, and facts mean nothing, third-rate
journalism. The great editors of the past from The New
York Times and others, ladies and gentlemen, are
spinning in their grave.
I will not allow the Clinton machine to turn our campaign
into a discussion of their slanders and lies, but, will
remain focused on the issues facing the American people.
Thank you, thank you.
But, let me state this as clearly as I can, these attacks
are orchestrated by the Clintons and their media allies.
The only thing Hillary Clinton has going for herself is the
press, without the press, she is absolutely zero.
And you saw that the other night in the debate, where
some people said she made virtually a fool of herself.
This is not presidential material, believe me. What they
say is false and slanderous in virtually every respect. We
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are now less than a month from the most election of our
lifetime. Indeed one of the most important elections in
the history of our country. And the polls are showing us
in a dead heat. Don’t believe what you say.
The new, highly respected Rasmussen poll just came out
this morning. Just released. Shows up nationally 2 points
ahead, Trump. Beautiful.
Just came out. So now the Clinton machine has put
forward a small handful of people out of tens of
thousands of people over the years that I’ve met, that
I’ve worked with, that I’ve employed, in order to make
wild and false allegations that fail to meet even the most
basic test of common sense. Not even common sense.
Again, this is nothing more than an attempt to destroy
our movement and for the Clintons to keep their corrupt
control over our government. When I declared my
candidacy, I knew what bad shape our country was in.
And believe me, all you have to do is look at world
events. All you have to do is look at the $1.7 billion that
we sent to Iran in cash – in cash.
All you have to do is see the way ISIS was created in the
vacuum left by Hillary Clinton and Barack Obama out of
Iraq. All you have to do, all you have to do, is look at the
800 people that were very, very not good for our nation.
They were going to be deported. Lo and behold, instead
of being deported, they were made citizens of the United
States just recently.
And lo and behold, sadly, the 800 people is wrong. It
turned out to be close to 1,800 people. Our president is
incompetent. All he wants to do is campaign, and the last
thing he wants to happen is to have Donald Trump
terminate Obamacare and do all of the other things that
are destroying …
He’s led a very divided nation and it’s only gotten worse.
And the last thing our country needs is four more years
of Barack Obama, believe me. I’ve seen firsthand the
corruption and the sickness that has taken over our
politics. You’ve seen it and I’ve seen it and we’re all
watching together.
They knew they would throw every lie they could at me
and my family and my loved ones. They knew they would
stop at nothing to try to stop me. But I never knew as
bad as it would be. I never knew it would be this vile,
that it would be this bad, that it would be this vicious.
Nevertheless, I take all of these slings and arrows gladly
for you.
I take them for our movement so that we can have our
country back.
Our great civilization, here in America and across the
civilized world has come upon a moment of reckoning.
We’ve seen it in the United Kingdom, where they voted
to liberate themselves from global government and
global trade deal, and global immigration deals that have
destroyed their sovereignty and have destroyed many of
those nations. But, the central base of world political
power is right here in America, and it is our corrupt
political establishment that is the greatest power behind
the
efforts
at
radical
globalization
and
the
disenfranchisement of working people. Their financial
resources are virtually unlimited, their political resources
are unlimited, their media resources are unmatched, and
most importantly, the depths of their immorality is
absolutely unlimited.
They will allow radical Islamic terrorists to enter our
country by the thousands.
They will allow the great Trojan horse — and I don’t want
people looking back in a hundred years and 200 years

and have that story be told about us because we were
led by inept, incompetent and corrupt people like Barack
Obama and like Hillary Clinton. We don’t want to be part
of that history.
And by the way, President Obama should stop
campaigning and start working on creating jobs, start
working on getting our GDP up, start working on
strengthening our borders.
The corrupt political establishment is a machine, it has
no soul. I knew these false attacks would come. I knew
this day would arrive; it’s only a question of when. And I
knew the American people would rise above it and vote
for the future they deserve.
The only thing that can stop this corrupt machine is you.
The only force strong enough to save our country is us.
The only people brave enough to vote out this corrupt
establishment is you, the American people.
We are going to have a policy: America first.
They control incredibly, the Department of Justice.
And they even secretly meet with the Attorney General
of the United States. In the back of her airplane, while on
the runway — remember he was there — he was going
to play golf. Oh, oh gee, there’s the Attorney General.
Let me go say hello — plane’s on the runway. Let me go
say hello to the Attorney General. He never got to play
golf, I understand. And it was Arizona, a place I love, but
the weather was about a hundred and some odd degrees
— he’s not gonna play. He was never there to play golf,
folks, don’t be foolish.
They met for 39 minutes and most likely it was to discuss
her reappointment, in a Clinton administration, as the
Attorney General, just prior to making a decision over
whether or not to prosecute Hillary Clinton, okay? That’s
what happened. That’s called real life and that’s pretty
sad.
They met for 39 minutes. Remember he said, we talked
golf and we talked about our grandchildren. Three
minutes for the grandchildren, two minutes for the golf,
then they sat there and they twiddled their thumbs. Now
I believe they talked about her remaining in her position
under a crooked Hillary Clinton administration. That’s
what I believe. That’s what I believe folks. That’s what I
believe and I think that’s what most people in this room
believe.
Likewise, they’ve essentially corrupted the Director of the
FBI to the point at which stories are already saying that
the great — and they are truly great — men and women
who work for the FBI are embarrassed and ashamed of
what he’s done to one of our truly great institutions, the
FBI itself.
Hillary Clinton is guilty of all the things that Director
Comey stated at his press conference and Congressional
hearings and far more. He stated many things, but it’s
far more and he knows that. And yet, after reading all of
these items, where she’s so guilty, he let her off the
hook. While other lives, including General Petraeus and
many others, have been destroyed for doing far, far less.
This is a conspiracy against you, the American people,
and we can not let this happen or continue.
This is our moment of reckoning as a society and as a
civilization itself. I didn’t need to do this, folks, believe
me — believe me. I built a great company and I had a
wonderful life. I could have enjoyed the fruits and
benefits of years of successful business deals and
businesses for myself and my family. Instead of going
through this absolute horror show of lies, deceptions,
malicious attacks — who would have thought? I’m doing
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it because this country has given me so much, and I feel
so strongly that it’s my turn to give back to the country
that I love.
Many of my friends and many political experts warned
me that this campaign would be a journey to hell – said
that. But they’re wrong. It will be a journey to heaven,
because we will help so many people that are so
desperately in need of help.
In my former life, I was an insider as much as anybody
else. And I knew what it’s like, and I still know what it’s
like to be an insider. It’s not bad. It’s not bad. Now I’m
being punished for leaving the special club and revealing
to you the terrible things that are going on having to do
with our country. Because I used to be part of the club,
I’m the only one that can fix it.
I’m doing this for the people and for the movement, and
we will take back this country for you and we will make
America great again.
The corrupt establishment knows that we are a great
threat to their criminal enterprise. They know that if we
win, their power is gone, and it’s returned to you, the
people, will be. The dark clouds hanging over our
government can be lifted and replaced with a bright
future. But it all depends on whether we let the corrupt
media decide our future or whether we let the American
people decide our future.
If this Clinton campaign of destruction is allowed to work,
then no other highly success — and this is so true, I
mean I’ve seen this so many times, and I’ve heard this
all of my life, I’ve heard it all of my life. If we let this
happen, then no other highly-successful person, which is
what our country needs — it needs a certain thinking.
When you look at our trade deals that are so bad, when
you look, as an example, on trade, we’re going to lose
almost $800 billion this year, trade deficit, almost $800
billion. Our debt has doubled in seven and a half years to
almost $20 trillion, under Obama.
No other successful person, after watching this, and no
other very successful person will ever again, ever — and
who can blame them? Even me, I’d say, you’re right —
will ever again run for office. I’ve heard it for years, if
you’re very successful, you can’t run for high office,
especially for President. I said, I don’t care, I don’t care.
I’ve done so many deals, I’ve done so well. It’s a certain
mindset that we need in our country, at least for a period
of time. We have to straighten our country out.
I will not lie to you. These false attacks are absolutely
hurtful. To be lied about, to be slandered, to be smeared
so publicly, and before your family that you love, is very
painful. What is going on is egregious beyond any words.
People that know the story, people that see the story,
people that know the facts, they can’t even believe it. It’s
reprehensible beyond description, it’s totally corrupt.
But, I also know that it’s not about me. It’s about all of
you and it’s about our country. I know that. I fully
understand that. That’s why I got involved. It’s about all
of us together as a country. It’s a movement the likes of
which we have never in history in this country seen
before, never in history. Even the pundits, even the
media — that truly dislikes Donald Trump for their own
reasons — will admit this is a movement the likes of
which people have never seen before.
And it’s a movement about the veterans who need
medical care, the mothers who’ve lost their beloved
children to terrorism and to crime. It’s about the inner
cities and the border towns who desperately need our
help. It’s about the millions of jobless people in America.

It’s about the American workers who can’t get jobs
because our jobs have left for Mexico and so many other
countries.
This election is about the people being crushed by
Obamacare. And it’s about defeating ISIS and appointing
a Supreme Court and a Supreme Court Justice —- it
could be four or five — who will defend and protect our
Constitution.
This election is also about, so importantly to me, AfricanAmerican
and
Hispanic-American
people
whose
communities have been plunged into crime, poverty and
failing schools by the policies of crooked Hillary Clinton.
Believe me, she’s crooked.
They’ve robbed these citizens of their future and, if we
win, I will give them their hope, their jobs, their
education. I will give them their security back. The inner
cities, education is almost worthless, it’s horrible. We’re
going to have Common Core ended. We’re going to bring
education local.
But, you look at the inner cities and you see bad
education, no jobs, no safety. You walk to the grocery
store with your child and you get shot. You walk outside
to look and see what’s happening and you get shot. In
Chicago, 3,000 people have been shot since Jan. 1.
We’re not going to let that happen. Our inner cities are
almost at an all-time low, run by the Democrats for
sometimes more than a hundred years, chain unbroken.
So they have no jobs. They have horrible education.
They have no safety or security and I say to the AfricanAmerican community, what the hell do you have to lose?
I will fix it. I will fix it. I will make it good. I’ll bring back
our jobs. We’ll have good education. We’ll have great
safety in the inner city.
And we will help the Hispanic-American people, who have
been treated so badly and so unfairly in our nation, we
will help them.
I will deliver like you’ve never seen before. I deliver.
Whether people like Donald Trump or not, they all say he
delivers.
Vote for Donald Trump. You’re going to see something
and you’ll be so happy. You’ll be so thrilled. This election
is about every man, woman and child in our country who
deserves to live in safety, prosperity and peace, so true.
We will rise above the lies, the smears, the ludicrous
slanders from ludicrous and very, very dishonest
reporters.
We will vote for the country we want. We will vote for the
future we want. We will vote for the politics we want and
we will vote to put this corrupt government cartel out of
business and out of business immediately.
We will vote for the special interests and say lots of luck,
but you’re being voted out of power. They’ve betrayed
our workers, they’ve betrayed our borders and, most of
all, they’ve betrayed our freedoms. We will save our
sovereign rights as a nation. We will end the politics of
profit. We will end the rule of special interests. We will
end the raiding of our jobs by other countries. We will
end the total disenfranchisement of the American voter
and the American worker. Our Independence Day is at
hand, and it arrives finally on November 8.
Join me in taking back our country and creating a bright,
glorious, and prosperous new future for our people. We
will make America great again, and it will happen quickly.
God bless you. God bless you.
Thank you. Thank you.
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*Trump says he doesn’t know, never met some of his
accusers
*Trump accused of calling deaf Jewish actress Marlee
Matlin ‘retarded’
*Trump fortune-telling Zoltar doll provokes New York
*Dark echoes in Trump’s talk of Clinton-world banks plot
to destroy US sovereignty
*Trump facing fresh allegation of sexual assault
*Marlee Matlin on alleged Trump remark: Term ‘retarded’
is ‘abhorrent’
*Trump denounces ‘lies and smears’ as more women
come forward
*Trump’s women accusers: What we know
*http://www.timesofisrael.com/full-text-of-trumpspeech-alleging-clinton-global-financial-forces-seekamericas-downfall/

*https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=iLcP0inAS5w
***
*Can Trump learn a thing or two from Netanyahu’s old
video scandal?
*Clinton says she takes ‘no satisfaction’ in Trump’s
actions
*WikiLeaks: Clinton aides worried about backing
Chelsea’s mother-in-law in race

*http://www.timesofisrael.com/dark-echoes-in-trumpstalk-of-clinton-world-bank-plot-to-destroy-ussovereignty/

_______________________________________________________________

Trump's warning of sinister forces seeking to harm the US prompts comparison with antiSemitic tract 'Protocols of the Elders of Zion'
*

Dark echoes in Trump’s talk of Clinton-world banks plot to destroy US sovereignty
*
As Republican candidate gives speech alleging ‘global special interests’ may control America, ADL
cautions against ‘rhetoric and tropes historically used against Jews’
By Ron Kampeas October 14, 2016, 5:52 pm 21
Trump did not seem amenable to that kind of advice; if
not hate, precisely, he was ready to indulge a willingness
to blame a mysterious cabal.
“This election will determine if we are a free nation or
whether we have only the illusion of democracy, but are
in fact controlled by a small handful of global special
interests rigging the system, and our system is rigged,”
he said.
“Our corrupt political establishment, that is the greatest
power behind the efforts at radical globalization and the
disenfranchisement of working people,” he said.
“Their financial resources are virtually unlimited, their
MIAMI BEACH (JTA) — Donald Trump’s star, blunted into
political resources are unlimited, their media resources
a circle, may just have re-sprouted six corners.
are unmatched,” he said.
*
Others took notice of the echoes between Trump’s
Trump delivered a speech Thursday in West Palm Beach,
Florida that sounded some familiar themes – familiar to
his campaign, but also to folks versed in anti-Semitism
and in classic conspiracy theories of global control that is
its lifeblood.

Trump never mentioned Jews in his prepared speech,
which he read from teleprompters, with some
extemporization. But in declaring that his Democratic
rival, Hillary Clinton, is somehow an instrument of a vast
conspiracy involving scads of money and “international
banks,” he entered what many saw as a territory, real
and ideological, where hostility to Jews perpetuates and
thrives even in their absence.
“Hillary Clinton meets in secret with international banks
to plot the destruction of US sovereignty in order to
enrich these global financial powers, her special interest
friends and her donors,” Trump said.

That quote evidently was key: Trump’s campaign team,
@TeamTrump, tweeted it out.

Jonathan Greenblatt, the CEO of the Anti-Defamation
League, noticed.
“@TeamTrump should avoid rhetoric and tropes that
historically have been used against Jews and still spur
#antisemitism,” Greenblatt said. “Let’s keep hate out of
campaign.”

rhetoric and classic anti-Semitic tropes. Like Greenblatt, a
number of writers, on Twitter, said that the intent and the
effect is essentially toxic, whether or not Jews are
explicitly mentioned.

“Trump is priming his supporters to believe the election
was stolen from them by a cabal of Jews, blacks, bankers
and media,” Todd Zwillich, a public radio correspondent,
said on Twitter.
“Is it just me or is much of this Trump speech Jewbaiting?” said Julia Ioffe, who suffered a barrage of antiSemitic abuse after writing a critical article about
Trump’s wife Melania – attacks Trump refused to
repudiate.

Ari Ratner, a fellow at the liberal New America think tank,
posted a side by side of Trump’s speech and Adolf Hitler’s
1941 declaration of war.
The speech also bore comparison with another notorious
anti-Semitic tract: The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, the
anti-Semitic forgery that has fueled anti-Jewish violence
for over a century:

Trump: “Our great civilization here in America and
across the civilized world has come across a moment of
reckoning. We’ve seen it in the United Kingdom, where
they voted to liberate themselves from global
government and global trade deals and global
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immigration deals that have destroyed their sovereignty
and have destroyed many of those nations. The central
base of world political power is right here in America, our
corrupt political establishment that is the greatest power
behind the efforts at radical globalization and the
disenfranchisement of working people.”
Protocols (from the introduction, written in the voice of
a “scholar” who purports to be revealing a secret Jewish
document): “The nations of the West are being brought
under international control at political, military and
economic levels. They are rapidly in process of becoming
controlled also on the social level. All alike are being told
that their only hope lies in the surrender of national
sovereignty.”
Trump: “The corporate media in our country is no longer
involved in journalism, they are a political special
interest, no different than any other … with an agenda,
and the agenda is not for you, it’s for themselves….
“The establishment and their media enablers wield
control over this nation through means that are very well
known.”
Protocols (in the voice of its fabricated Jewish
“conspirators”): “Through the Press, we have gained the
power to influence while remaining ourselves in the
shade: thanks to the Press we have got the gold in our
hands, notwithstanding that we have had to gather it out
of the oceans of blood and tears.”

and then, like Trump did in his speech, advances the
same conspiratorial imaginings prolific in the Protocols. It
was in its day tremendously influential on the
antecedents to the alt-right.

Trump’s speech, delivered in a must-win state, added
flesh to the accusation in his notorious July 2 tweet
depicting Clinton, against a pile of cash and a six-pointed
star, as the “Most Corrupt Candidate Ever!”
The tweet was deleted the same day and campaign staff
replaced it with an identical one, with the phrase now
backed up by a red circle. But Trump was furious at his
staff for deleting the tweet, and at accusations that the
tweet was anti-Semitic, although the image originated on
an anti-Semitic website. At best, Trump didn’t know that
the Star of David tweet, and the conspiracy theories it
conjures, was a product of an anti-Semitic imagination.
At worst, he didn’t care, and was willing to ignore its
toxic provenance in courting a dangerous fringe.
Conspiracy theories are composed of two elements: The
plot and its executors. The imagined plot is a device
aimed at isolating and marginalizing – if not physically
harming – its falsely accused executors.
Whether or not Trump intended to intimate that his
“handful of global special interests” are Jewish, or not,
his speech Thursday seeded the present tumult with the
threats of a violent past.

Ari Ratner@amratner@RosieGray check out
his speech vs. Hitler's declaration of War in 1941
***

Republican presidential candidate Donald Trump speaks
during a campaign rally at the South Florida Fair Grounds
in West Palm Beach, Fla., on Thursday, Oct. 13, 2016.
(Maria Lorenzino/Sun Sentinel/TNS-Getty Images- JTA)

The dreamscape conjured up by Trump’s speech, a
conspiracy theory anchored by a proliferation of antiSemitic tropes, but missing Jews, is not an unfamiliar
one. “None Dare Call it Conspiracy,” a popular far-right

Donald Trump
It’s a global power structure that is responsible for the
economic decisions that have robbed our working class,
stripped our country of its wealth and put that money
into the pockets of a handful of large corporations and
political entities.
Just look at what this corrupt establishment has done to
our cities like Detroit; Flint, Michigan; and rural towns in
Pennsylvania, Ohio, North Carolina and all across our
country. Take a look at what’s going on. They stripped
away these town bare. And raided the wealth for
themselves and taken our jobs away out of our country
never to return unless I’m elected president.
The Clinton machine is at the center of this power
structure. We’ve seen this first hand in the WikiLeaks
documents, in which Hillary Clinton meets in secret with
international banks to plot the destruction of U.S.
sovereignty in order to enrich these global financial
powers, her special interest friends and her donors.

tract published in 1971, explicitly repudiates Jew hatred,

Adolf Hitler
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https://twitter.com/amratner/status/786672586700779520

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------Trump's Anti-Semitic Speech Came From Breitbart, The Alt-Right, And Alex Jones
ALEX KAPLAN Blog ››› October 14, 2016 12:30 PM EDT ›››
Republican presidential nominee Donald Trump’s October
Shapiro accused the website of embracing “a movement
13 speech pushed the conspiracy theory that the media,
shot through with racism and anti-Semitism.” And as The
corporations, and “global financial powers” such as banks
Daily Beast noted, Bannon, through Breitbart, “did a lot
are, in concert, harming America and working with
to normalize the racist, anti-Semitic world of the alt
Democratic presidential nominee Hillary Clinton to defeat
right.”
him. This claim -- which several journalists noted was an
Bannon has also personally been accused of antianti-Semitic dog whistle -- comes from the white
Semitism. His ex-wife claimed that while they were
nationalist “alt-right” movement, which includes the
looking for schools to send their children to, Bannon
website of Trump’s campaign CEO, Breitbart News, and
asked the director of one “why there were so many
radio host conspiracy theorist Alex Jones.
Chanukah books in the library,” claimed he asked her if it
During the speech at a rally in West Palm Beach, FL,
“bothered” her that another school they visited “used to
Trump claimed that there was a “global power structure
be in a Temple,” and claimed he did not like another
that is responsible for the economic decisions that have
school because of “the number of Jews that attend.” She
robbed our working class, stripped our country of its
added that Bannon “doesn't like Jews and that he doesn't
wealth and put that money into the pockets of a handful
like the way they raise their kids to be 'whiney brats' and
of large corporations and political entities.” He also
that he didn't want the girls going to school with Jews.”
claimed that Clinton “meets in secret with international
Trump has also enjoyed the staunch support of white
banks to plot the destruction of U.S. sovereignty in order
nationalists, who have celebrated his stance on
to enrich these global financial powers” and that the
immigration and rhetoric against Muslims and Hispanics.
election may be “in fact controlled by a small handful of
In July, they lauded his tweet that appeared to show an
global special interests rigging the system.”
anti-Semitic image featuring, as described by The
Multiple journalists noted that the speech played on old
Huffington Post, a picture of Clinton “over a backdrop of
anti-Semitic tropes. As Politico’s Eli Stokols explained,
$100 bills with a six-pointed star — the Jewish Star of
“The hints of anti-Semitism were strong.” Jonathan
David — next to her face,” with the words “Most Corrupt
Greenblatt, the president of the Anti-Defamation League,
Candidate Ever!” on the star. White nationalists claimed
tweeted, “.@TeamTrump should avoid rhetoric&tropes
“The Leader” Trump was “dog-whistling” with the tweet
that historically have been used [against] Jews & still
and that he was exposing “filthy Jew terrorists.” They
spur #antisemitism. Lets keep hate out of [campaign].”
also praised Trump’s hiring of Bannon, saying that
The speech was reportedly co-written by Stephen
“Breitbart has elective affinities with the Alt Right.”
Bannon, the chairman of Breitbart News who took a
Trump’s speech also paid a homage to the language of
leave of absence to work as Trump’s campaign CEO.
radio host and conspiracy theorist Alex Jones. Jones
Bannon has bragged that Breitbart News is “the platform
frequently invokes “globalists” as the villains behind the
for the alt-right” -- a rebranded white nationalist
various conspiracy theories he discusses on his radio
movement that is opposed to immigration and embraces
show. He believes that a New World Order of global elites
racism, sexism, anti-Muslim bigotry, and anti-Semitism.
is working behind the scenes to rule the world through
With Bannon at the helm, Breitbart News has peddled
an authoritarian government and eliminate 80 percent of
anti-Semitic rhetoric, which has continued since he left.
the world’s population. Trump has courted Jones and his
In May, contributor David Horowitz wrote a piece calling
audience, appearing on Jones’ show in December and
The Weekly Standard’s Bill Kristol a “renegade Jew.” In
praising his “amazing” reputation. Trump also pushed a
September, Breitbart writer Matthew Tyrmand called
“globalist” dog whistle at his acceptance speech at the
Washington Post columnist Anne Applebaum a “political
Republican National Convention. The Washington Post’s
revisionist” who was “on the warpath against the rising
Robert Costa in August noted that the Republican Party
populist forces doing electoral damage to her
base is increasingly under the belief that “the Republican
establishment friends and allies across the world,”
establishment” and Hillary Clinton are “globalist[s].”
http://mediamatters.org/blog/2016/10/14/trumps-anti-semiticadding, “hell hath no fury like a Polish, Jewish, American
speech-came-breitbart-alt-right-and-alex-jones/213842
elitist scorned.” In August, former Breitbart writer Ben
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BREAKING BOMBSHELL:
WIKILEAKS JUST EXPOSED THE FAKE “TRUMP GROPING” PLOT
Breaking News By Amy Moreno October 14, 2016

Democrats have been planning the “Grope hit” on Trump for a
very long time now. As we’ve said all along these “groping

stories” are FAKE. This proves it. Back in May 2016, Democrats
prepared a FAKE Craigslist “Trump employment ad,” using the
word “grope,” which as we now know is a common term among
these fake Trump accusers. How “coincidental” that Democrats
were play-acting out a scenario with Trump “groping” and a
“kiss on the lips.” Why would they do this when there was never
any accusations of his GROPING prior to week three of the
presidential election? The Democrats have been plotting and
planning the GROP SLANDER for a long time now. Will the
mainstream media report on THIS?
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View image on Twitter

Follow

Evil Hillary @EvilHillaryPics
Holy crap, DNC caught plotting fake trump
"groping" rumors since May - found in

original #DNCHack #wikileaks #maga3xhttps://wi
kileaks.org/dnc-emails/emailid/12803 …
9:20 AM - 15 Oct 2016
http://truthfeed.com/breaking-bombshellwikileaks-just-exposed-the-fake-trump-gropingplot/29565/

_____________________________________________
Vladimir Putin:
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“Publish A World Map And Mark All The U.S. Military Bases On It.
By VNN on October 13, 2016
I invite you to publish the world map in your newspaper
are willing to do the same. I hope that my upcoming visit
and to mark all the US military bases on it. You will see
to Milan will help in this respect.
the difference between America and Russia.
Luciano Fontana: You have known several chairmen of
Vladimir Putin pulls no punches in an interview with
the Italian Council of Ministers – Romano Prodi, Silvio
Corriere della Sera.
Berlusconi, Massimo D’Alema, Giuliano Amato, Enrico
Letta and now Matteo Renzi. With whom did you find that
you understood each other best? And how much, in your
opinion, does the existence of a personal relationship –
like the one you had with Silvio Berlusconi – contribute to
good relations between countries?
Vladimir Putin: No matter what posts we occupy or
what our jobs are, we are still human, and personal trust
is certainly a very important factor in our work, in
building relations on the interstate level. One of the
This is the full transcript of Corriere della Sera’s interview
people you have just mentioned once told me, “You must
with Vladimir Putin
be the only person (meaning I was the only person) –
Luciano Fontana: I would like to start with a question
who has a friendly relationship with both Berlusconi and
concerning Russian-Italian relations. This relationship has
Prodi.” I can tell you that it was not difficult for me, I still
always been close and privileged, both in the economic
don’t find it difficult, and I can tell you why. My Italian
and political spheres. However, it has been somewhat
partners have always put the interests of Italy, of the
marred by the crisis in Ukraine and the sanctions. Could
Italian people, first and believed that in order to serve
the recent visit by Italian Prime Minister Matteo Renzi to
the interests of their country, including economic and
Russia and your upcoming visit to Milan somehow change
political interests, they must maintain friendly relations
this trend, and if so, what is needed for that?
with Russia. We have always understood and felt that.
Vladimir Putin: First, I firmly believe that Russia was
This has been the key element underlying our good
not responsible for the deterioration in relations between
relations. I have always sensed a truly sincere interest in
our country and the EU states. This was not our choice; it
building interstate relations irrespective of the domestic
was dictated to us by our partners. It was not we who
political situation. I would like to say in this regard that
introduced restrictions on trade and economic activities.
the attitude people in Russia have developed towards
Rather, we were the target and we had to respond with
Italy does not depend on which political party is in
retaliatory, protective measures.
power.
But the relationship between Russia and Italy has,
Paolo Valentino: Mr President, you are coming to Milan
indeed, always been privileged, both in politics and the
for the celebration of the Russia Day at the Universal
economy. For instance, in recent years, that is, in the
Exhibition EXPO 2015. The core theme of this year’s
last couple of years, trade between our countries
exhibition is “Feeding the Planet, Energy for Life.” What
increased eleven fold, from what I believe was $4.2
is Russia’s contribution to this cause? What does this
billion – we make calculations in US dollars – to over $48
effort mean for relations between states?
billion, nearly $49 billion.
Vladimir Putin: This is one of the major challenges that
There are 400 Italian companies operating in Russia. We
humanity is facing today. So I can and must
are cooperating actively in the energy sector, in an array
acknowledge that the Italian organisers chose one of the
of fields. Italy is the third largest consumer of our energy
key themes for the exhibition.
resources. We also have many joint high technology
The world’s population is growing. According to experts,
projects: in the space and aircraft industries, and in
it will reach 9 billion people by 2050. But even today,
many other sectors. Russian regions are working very
according to the same sources, to the UN, 850 million
closely with Italy. Last year, almost a million Russian
people all over the planet are under nourished or
tourists, about 900,000, visited Italy. And while there,
starving, and 100 million of them are children. So, there
they spent over a billion euro.
is no doubt that this is one of the key issues of our time.
We have always enjoyed trust-based relations in the
Many other issues, seemingly unrelated, will depend on
political sphere as well. The establishment of the Russiahow we deal with it. I am talking about instability among
NATO Council was Italy’s initiative – Silvio Berlusconi was
other things, that is political instability of entire regions,
Prime Minister at the time. This advisory working body
terrorism, and so on. All these problems are interrelated.
no doubt became an important factor of security in
The surge of illegal migration that has hit Italy and
Europe. In this regard, Italy has always contributed
Europe today is among these resulting problems. I would
greatly to the development of the dialogue between
like to repeat that, in my view, the organisers did the
Russia and Europe, and NATO as a whole. Not to mention
right thing pointing out the need to address this issue.
our special cultural and humanitarian cooperation.
As for Russia’s contribution, we channel over $200
All this, of course, lays the foundation for a special
million into this through UN programmes. Many countries
relationship between our countries. And the incumbent
around the world receive necessary support and
Prime Minister’s visit to Russia sent a very important
assistance under these programmes using Russian
message showing that Italy is willing to develop these
resources.
relations. It is only natural that this does not go
We pay significant attention to the development of
unnoticed either by the Government of the Russian
agriculture in our country. Notwithstanding all the
Federation or by the public.
difficulties that the development of Russian economy
We are, of course, ready to reciprocate and go further in
faces today, our agricultural sector, the sector of
expanding our cooperation as long as our Italian partners
agricultural production, has been growing steadily – last
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year the growth was around 3.4 3.5 percent. In the first
quarter of the current year, the growth stayed at the
same level, exceeding 3 percent, at 3.4 percent. Russia
is now the third largest grain exporter in the world. Last
year, we had a record harvest of grain crops, one of the
largest in recent years – 105.3 million tonnes. Finally,
Russia has an enormous potential in this sphere. I think
that we have the largest area of arable land in the world
and the biggest fresh water reserves, since Russia is the
biggest country in the world in terms of territory.
Paolo Valentino: Mr. President, when we were talking
about the shadow cast on our relations, you said that it
was not your choice, and there is an opinion that Russia
feels betrayed, abandoned by Europe, like a lover
abandoned by his mistress. What are the problems in
these relations today? Do you think that Europe has been
too dependent on the United States in the Ukrainian
crisis? What do you expect from Europe in relation to the
sanctions? I may have asked too many questions at
once.
Vladimir Putin: You have certainly asked a lot of
questions, with an Italian flair. (Laughs)
First, about the mistress. In this kind of a relationship
with a woman, that is, if you assume no obligations, you
have no right to claim any obligations from your partner.
We have never viewed Europe as a mistress. I am quite
serious now. We have always proposed a serious
relationship. But now I have the impression that Europe
has actually been trying to establish material based
relations with us, and solely for its own gain. There is the
notorious Third Energy Package and the denial of access
for our nuclear energy products to the European market
despite all the existing agreements. There is reluctance
to acknowledge the legitimacy of our actions and
reluctance to cooperate with integration associations in
the territory of the former Soviet Union. I am referring to
the Customs Union, which we created and which has now
grown into the Eurasian Economic Union.
Because it is all right when integration takes place in
Europe, but if we do the same in the territory of the
former Soviet Union, they try to explain it by Russia’s
desire to restore an empire. I don’t understand the
reasons for such an approach.
You see, all of us, including me, have been talking for a
long time about the need to establish a common
economic space stretching from Lisbon to Vladivostok. In
fact, French President Charles de Gaulle said something
similar a lot earlier than me. Today nobody objects to it,
everybody says: yes, we should aspire to this.
But what is happening in practice? For example, the
Baltic States have joined the European Union. Good, no
problem. But today we are being told that these
countries, which are part of the energy system of the
former Soviet Union and Russia, they must join the
European Union’s energy system. We ask: Are there any
problems with energy supply or with something else?
Why is it necessary? – No, there are no problems, but we
have decided that it will be better this way.
What does this mean for us in practical terms? It means
that we will be forced to build additional generating
capacities in some western regions in Russia. Since
electricity transmission lines went through the Baltic
States to some Russian regions and vice versa, all of
them will now be switched over to Europe, and we will
have to build new transmission lines in our country to
ensure electricity supply. This will cost us about 2 2.5
billion euro.

Now let’s look at the EU-Ukraine Association Agreement.
It does not require that Ukraine becomes part of the
European energy system, but it is considered possible. If
this happens, we will have to spend not 2 2.5 billion but,
probably, about 8 10 billion euro for the same purpose.
The question is: why is this necessary if we believe in
building a common economic space from Lisbon to
Vladivostok? What is the objective of the European
Union’s Eastern Partnership? Is it to integrate the whole
former Soviet Union into a single space with Europe, I
repeat for the third time, from Lisbon to Vladivostok, or
to cut something off and establish a new border between
modern Russia and the western territories including, say,
Ukraine and Moldova?
Let me tell you something else now, and you can decide
for yourselves what to publish and what to leave out.
What are the roots of the Ukrainian crisis? Its cause
seems to be completely disproportionate to what has
become an utter tragedy today claiming many lives in
southeast Ukraine. What sparked the crisis? Former
President Viktor Yanukovych said that he needed to think
about signing Ukraine’s Association Agreement with the
EU, possibly make some changes and hold consultations
with Russia, its major trade and economic partner. In
this connection or under this pretext riots broke out in
Kiev. They were actively supported both by our European
and American partners. Then a coup d’état followed – a
totally anti-constitutional act. The new authorities
announced that they were going to sign the Association
Agreement but would delay its implementation until
January 1, 2016. The question is: what was the coup
d’état for? Why did they need to escalate the situation to
a civil war? The result is exactly the same.
What is more, at the end of 2013 we were ready to give
Ukraine $15 billion as a state loan supported by a further
$5 billion via commercial banks; plus we already gave it
$3 billion during the year and promised to cut gas prices
by half if they paid regularly. We were not at all against
Ukraine signing an Association Agreement with the
European Union. But, of course, we wanted to participate
in the final decisions, meaning that Ukraine was then and
is still now, today, a member of the CIS free trade area,
and we have mutual obligations as its members.
How is it possible to completely ignore this, to treat it
with utter disrespect? I simply cannot understand that.
The result that we have – a coup d’état, a civil war,
hundreds of lives lost, devastated economy and social
sphere, a four-year $17.5 billion loan promised to
Ukraine by the IMF and complete disintegration of
economic ties with Russia. But Russian and Ukrainian
economies are very deeply interconnected.
The European Union unilaterally removed its customs
duties for Ukraine. However, the volume of Ukraine’s
sales to the European market did not grow. Why not?
Because there is nothing to sell. There is no demand in
the European market for Ukrainian products, either in
terms of quality or price, in addition to the products that
were already sold before.
We have a market for Ukraine, but many ties have been
severed unilaterally by the Ukrainian side. For example,
all engines for our combat helicopters came from
Ukraine. Now deliveries have stopped. We have already
built one plant in St Petersburg and another plant will be
completed this year, but the production of these engines
in Ukraine will be shut down because Italy, France or
Germany don’t need and will never need such engines. It
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is impossible for Ukraine to divert its production in any
way; it will need billions in investment to do this.
I don’t understand why this was done. I have asked
many of my colleagues, including in Europe and America,
about it.
Paolo Valentino: And what do they answer?
Vladimir Putin: The situation got out of control.
You know, I would like to tell you and your readers one
thing. Last year, on February 21, President Yanukovych
and the Ukrainian opposition signed an agreement on
how to proceed, how to organise political life in the
country, and on the need to hold early elections. They
should have worked to implement this agreement,
especially since three European foreign ministers signed
this agreement as guarantors of its implementation.
If those colleagues were used for the sake of
appearances and they were not in control of the situation
on the ground, which was in fact in the hands of the US
ambassador or a CIA resident, they should have said:
“You know, we did not agree to a coups d’etat, so we will
not support you; you should go and hold elections
instead.”
The same could be said about our American partners.
Let’s assume that they also lost control of the situation.
But if America and Europe had said to those who had
taken these unconstitutional actions: “If you come to
power in such a way, we will not support you under any
circumstances; you must hold elections and win them” –
(by the way, they had a 100 percent chance of a victory,
everybody knows that), the situation would have
developed in a completely different way.
So, I believe that this crisis was created deliberately and
it is the result of our partner’s unprofessional actions.
And the coverage of this process has been absolutely
unacceptable. I would like to emphasise once more: this
was not our choice, we did not seek it, we are simply
forced to respond to what is happening.
In conclusion – forgive me for this protracted
monologue – I would like to say that it is not that we feel
deceived or treated unfairly. This is not the point. The
point is that relationships should be built on a long term
basis not in the atmosphere of confrontation, but in the
spirit of cooperation.
Paolo Valentino: You say the situation got out of
control. But is it not the right moment for Russia to seize
the initiative, to find a way to engage its American and
European partners in the search of solution to the
situation, to show that it is ready to address this
problem?
Vladimir Putin: That is exactly what we are doing. I
think that today the document we agreed upon in Minsk,
called Minsk II, is the best agreement and perhaps the
only unequivocal solution to this problem. We would
never have agreed upon it if we had not considered it to
be right, just and feasible.
On our part, we take every effort, and will continue to do
so, in order to influence the authorities of the
unrecognised self-proclaimed Donetsk and Lugansk
republics. But not everything depends on us. Our
European and US partners should exert influence on the
current Kiev administration. We do not have the power,
as Europe and the United States do, to convince Kiev to
carry out everything that was agreed on in Minsk.
I can tell you what needs to be done; maybe I will
anticipate your next question. The key aspect of the
political settlement was to create conditions for this joint
work, but it was essential to stop the hostilities, to pull

back heavy weaponry. On the whole, this has been done.
Unfortunately, there is still shooting occasionally and
there are casualties, but there are no large scale
hostilities, the sides have been separated. It is time to
begin implementing the Minsk Agreements.
Specifically, there needs to be a constitutional reform to
ensure the autonomous rights of the unrecognised
republics. The Kiev authorities do not want to call it
autonomy, they prefer different terms, such as
decentralisation. Our European partners, those very
partners who wrote the corresponding clause in the
Minsk Agreements, explained what should be understood
as decentralisation. It gives them the right to speak their
language, to have their own cultural identity and engage
in cross border trade – nothing special, nothing beyond
the civilised understanding of ethnic minorities’ rights in
any European country.
A law should be adopted on municipal elections in these
territories and a law on amnesty. All this should be done,
as the Minsk Agreements read, in coordination with
Donetsk People’s Republic and Lugansk People’s
Republic, with these territories.
The problem is that the current Kiev authorities don’t
even want to sit down to talks with them. And there is
nothing we can do about it. Only our European and
American partners can influence this situation. There is
no need to threaten us with sanctions. We have nothing
to do with this, this is not our position. We seek to
ensure the implementation of the Minsk Agreements.
It is essential to launch economic and social rehabilitation
of these territories. What has happened there, exactly?
The current Kiev authorities have simply cut them off
from the rest of the country. They discontinued all social
payments – pensions, benefits; they cut off the banking
system, made regular energy supply impossible, and so
on. So you see, there is a humanitarian disaster in those
regions. And everybody is pretending that nothing is
wrong.
Our European colleagues have taken on certain
obligations, in particular they promised to help restore
the banking system in these territories. Finally, since we
are talking about what can or must be done, and by
whom, I believe that the European Union could surely
provide greater financial assistance to Ukraine. These are
the main points.
I would like to stress that Russia is interested in and will
strive
to
ensure
the
full
and
unconditional
implementation of the Minsk Agreements, and I don’t
believe there is any other way to settle this conflict
today.
Incidentally, the leaders of the self-proclaimed republics
have publicly stated that under certain conditions –
meaning the implementation of the Minsk Agreements –
they are ready to consider themselves part of the
Ukrainian state. This is a fundamental issue. I think this
position should be viewed as a sound precondition for the
start of substantial negotiations.
All our actions, including those with the use of force,
were aimed not at tearing away this territory from
Ukraine but at giving the people living there an
opportunity to express their opinion on how they want to
live their lives.
I would like to stress this once again, as I have said
many times before: if Kosovo Albanians were allowed
this, why is it prohibited to Russians, Ukrainians and
Crimean Tatars living in Crimea? And by the way, the
decision on Kosovo’s independence was made exclusively
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by the Kosovo Parliament, whereas Crimea held a regionwide referendum. I think that a conscientious observer
could not but see that people voted almost unanimously
for reunification with Russia.
I would like to ask those who do not want to recognise it:
if our opponents call themselves democrats, I would like
to ask what exactly democracy means. As far as I know,
democracy is the rule of the people, or the rule based on
the will of the people. So, the solution of the Crimean
issue is based on the will of the people of the Crimea.

In Donetsk and Lugansk people voted for independence,
and the situation there is different. But the main thing,
something we must always bear in mind, is that we
should always respect the feelings and the choice of the
people. And if somebody wants these territories to
remain part of Ukraine, they should prove to those
people that their lives would be better, more comfortable
and safer within a unified state; that they would be able
to provide for themselves and ensure their children’s
future within this state. But it is impossible to convince
these people by means of weapons. These issues, issues
of this kind can only be resolved by peaceful means.
Paolo Valentino: Speaking of peace, the countries that
used to be parties to the Warsaw Treaty and today are
NATO countries, such as the Baltic states and Poland,
feel threatened by Russia. NATO has decided to create
special forces to address these concerns. My question is
whether the West is right in its determination to restrain
“the Russian bear”, and why does Russia continue to
speak in such a contentious tone?
Vladimir Putin: Russia does not speak with anyone in a
contentious tone, and in such matters, to quote a
political figure from the past, Otto von Bismarck, it is not
discussions but the potential that counts.
What does the actual potential show? US military
spending is higher than that of all countries in the world
taken together. The aggregate military spending of NATO
countries is 10 times, note – 10 times higher than that of
the Russian Federation. Russia has virtually no bases
abroad. We have the remnants of our armed forces
(since Soviet times) in Tajikistan, on the border with
Afghanistan, which is an area where the terrorist threat
is particularly high. The same role is played by our
airbase in Kyrgyzstan; it is also aimed at addressing the
terrorist threat and was set up at the request of the
Kyrgyz authorities after a terrorist attack perpetrated by
terrorists from Afghanistan on Kyrgyzstan.
We have kept since Soviet times a military unit at a base in
Armenia. It plays a certain stabilising role in the region, but it is
not targeted against anyone. We have dismantled our bases in
various regions of the world, including Cuba, Vietnam, and so
on. This means that our policy in this respect is not global,
offensive or aggressive.
I invite you to Publish A World Map And Mark All The U.S.
Military Bases On It. You Will See The Difference Between
Russia And The US
Sometimes I am asked about our airplanes flying somewhere
far, over the Atlantic Ocean. Patrolling by strategic airplanes in
remote regions was carried out only by the Soviet Union and the
United States during the Cold War. In the early 1990s, we, the
new, modern Russia, stopped these flights, but our American
friends continued to fly along our borders. Why? Some years
ago, we resumed these flights. And you want to say that we
have been aggressive?
American submarines are on permanent alert off the Norwegian
coast; they are equipped with missiles that can reach Moscow in
17 minutes. But we dismantled all of our bases in Cuba a long
time ago, even the non-strategic ones. And you would call us
aggressive?
You yourself have mentioned NATO’s expansion to the east. As
for us, we are not expanding anywhere; it is NATO

infrastructure, including military infrastructure, that is moving
towards our borders. Is this a manifestation of our aggression?

Finally, the United States unilaterally withdrew from the
Anti-Ballistic Missile Treaty, which was to a large extent
the cornerstone of the entire international security
system. Anti-missile systems, bases and radars are
located in the European territory or in the sea, e.g. in the
Mediterranean Sea, and in Alaska. We have said many
times that this undermines international security. Do you
think this is a display of our aggression as well?
Everything we do is just a response to the threats emerging
against us. Besides, what we do is limited in scope and scale,
which are, however, sufficient to ensure Russia’s security. Or did
someone expect Russia to disarm unilaterally?
I have proposed to our American partners not to withdraw from
the treaty unilaterally, but to create an ABM system together,
the three of us: Russia, the United States and Europe. But this
proposal was declined. We said at the time: “Well, this is an
expensive system, its efficiency is not proven, but to ensure the
strategic balance we will develop our strategic offensive
potential, we will develop systems of overpowering anti-ballistic
defence. And I have to say that we have made significant strides
in this area.
As for some countries’ concerns about Russia’s possible
aggressive actions, I think that only an insane person and only
in a dream can imagine that Russia would suddenly attack
NATO. I think some countries are simply taking advantage of
people’s fears with regard to Russia. They just want to play the
role of front-line countries that should receive some
supplementary military, economic, financial or some other aid.
Therefore, it is pointless to support this idea; it is absolutely
groundless. But some may be interested in fostering such fears.
I can only make a conjecture.
For example, the Americans do not want Russia’s
rapprochement with Europe. I am not asserting this, it is just a
hypothesis. Let’s suppose that the United States would like to
maintain its leadership in the Atlantic community. It needs an
external threat, an external enemy to ensure this leadership.
Iran is clearly not enough – this threat is not very scary or big
enough. Who can be frightening? And then suddenly this crisis
unfolds in Ukraine. Russia is forced to respond. Perhaps, it was
engineered on purpose, I don’t know. But it was not our doing.
Let me tell you something – there is no need to fear
Russia. The world has changed so drastically that people
with some common sense cannot even imagine such a
large-scale military conflict today. We have other things
to think about, I assure you.
Paolo Valentino: But you cooperate with the United States on
Iran and other dossiers, and John Kerry’s visit to Sochi sent yet
another message in this regard. Or am I wrong?
Vladimir Putin: You are right – it did. We are cooperating not
only on the Iranian nuclear programme, but on other serious
issues as well. Despite America’s withdrawal from the ABM
Treaty, our arms control dialogue continues.
We are not just partners; I would say we are allies in addressing
the issues related to non proliferation of weapons of mass
destruction. We are undoubtedly allies in the fight against
terrorism. There are some other areas of collaboration as well.
The central theme of Expo Milano, which you mentioned earlier,
is yet another example of our joint work. Indeed, there are
plenty of issues that we continue to tackle jointly.
Paolo Valentino: Mr Putin, on May 9, Russia marked the 70th
anniversary of the Great Victory, which liberated both your
country and the entire Europe from Nazism. No other country
paid as bloody a price for this victory as Russia. However, there
were no Western leaders standing next to you on Red Square. Il
Corriere della Sera published Silvio Berlusconi’s letter criticising
those leaders for their absence. I have two related questions.
Do you think that by their absence they showed disrespect for
the Russian people? What does the memory of the Great
Patriotic War mean to the Russian identity today?
Vladimir Putin: It is not a matter of identity. Identity is built on
culture, language and history. This war is a tragic page in our
history. When we mark such days, festive but also sad given the
number of lives lost in that war, we think about the generation
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that made our freedom and independence possible, about those
who triumphed over Nazism. We also think about the fact that
no one has the right to forget this tragedy, first of all, because
we must think about how to avoid the repetition of anything like
that in the future. These are not just words; it is not an
unfounded fear.
Today, we hear some people say that there was no such
thing as the holocaust, for instance. We are witnessing
attempts to glorify the Nazis and their collaborators. This
is part of our life today. Today’s terrorism in all its
various manifestations is very much like Nazism; in fact,
there is hardly any difference between the two.
As for the colleagues you have mentioned, it is their personal
choice, of course, whether to come to Moscow to join in the
celebrations or not. I think that they failed to see past the
current complexity in international relations to something far
more important that is linked not only to the past, but also to
the need to fight for our common future.
They made their choice, but this day is, first and foremost, our
holiday. You see, there were veterans from quite a number of
countries in Moscow: from the United States, Great Britain,
Poland and other European countries. In fact, it is these people
who are the true heroes of this day, and this was very important
to us. During those celebrations, we did not honour only those
who fought Nazism in the Soviet Union; we also remembered
the Resistance fighters in Germany itself, in France and in Italy.
We remember all of them and pay tribute to all the people who
did not spare themselves in the fight against Nazism.
Certainly, we understand only too well that it was the Soviet
Union that made the decisive contribution into the Victory and
suffered the most severe losses in the fight against Nazism. It is
more than just a military victory to us, it is a moral victory. You
see, virtually every family lost someone in the war. How can we
forget this? It is impossible.
Luciano Fontana: You are a very popular leader in Russia, but
in other countries and even in your own country you are often
called authoritarian. Why is it so difficult to be part of the
opposition in Russia?
Vladimir Putin: What is so difficult about it? If the opposition
proves that it can tackle the challenges faced by a district, a
region or the whole country, then, I think, people will always
notice it.
The number of parties in our country has multiplied, in recent
years we liberalised the process of establishing a political party
and taking it to a regional and national level. It is all about their
competence and ability to work with the electorate, to work with
people.
Paolo Valentino: Then why are members of the opposition so
rarely interviewed by the main Russian TV channels?
Vladimir Putin: I think if they have something interesting to
say, they will be interviewed more often.
As for political competition, we know that various means are
used against political rivals. Just take a look at the most recent
history of Italy.
Paolo Valentino: Mr President, Greece is facing huge
difficulties in its relations with Europe. If Greece leaves the
eurozone, will Russia be ready to offer it political and economical
assistance?
Vladimir Putin: We are building our relations with Greece
irrespective of whether it is an EU, eurozone or NATO member.
We have very close historical and good partnership relations
with Greece, which is why it is up to the Greek people to make a
sovereign decision as to which union and zone to be part of. But

we don’t know what will happen in the future, so it would be
wrong or even harmful for both Greek and European economies
if we, as the saying goes, try to read the tea leaves.
For an economy like Greece there are certain difficulties brought
about by the common European rules. They cannot devalue the
drachma because they don’t have it, they are strictly pegged to
the euro currency. Their boundaries are fully open for European
goods, which gives a distinct advantage to the export-oriented
economies. Common decisions are made concerning such
sectors as agriculture and fishery, where Greece could have
certain competitive advantages but there are limits as well.
Another sector where it has an advantage is tourism, of course,
but it applies to the Schengen area and there are also some
limits. We have a visa-free arrangement with Turkey and 5
million Russian tourists visited this country last year, while less
than one million tourists visited Greece, around 300,000, as far
as I know. However, Greece receives concessional loans,
financial support from the European treasury, and it has access
to the European labour market. There are also other benefits of
being part of the European family.
It is not up to us here in Russia to decide what is more
beneficial and preferable for Greece. Once again, it is up to the
Greek people to make a sovereign decision in dialogue with their
main European partners.
Paolo Valentino: We can see the statues of four Russian
emperors here, in this room. Which historical figure inspires you
the most?
Vladimir Putin: You know, people ask me this question a lot. I
prefer to dodge it since the answer can give rise to various
interpretations. (Laughs)
So I will put it like this: I try not to idolise anybody. I try, or
rather, I am guided by the interests of the Russian people in my
work, taking into account everything that has been previously
accumulated and the conditions we are living in today, and I try
to get a glimpse of the way we should build our life, economy
and policy – first and foremost, our domestic policy – as well as
our foreign policy in the medium and long-term strategic
perspective.
There are many good examples in both Russian and European
history, as well as in world history. But all those people lived
and worked in certain conditions. The most important thing is to
be honest with yourself and with the people who have entrusted
you with this work.
Luciano Fontana: One last question. What is your biggest
regret in life? What do you consider a mistake that you would
never want to make again?
Vladimir Putin: I will be quite frank with you. I cannot recollect
anything of the kind. By the grace of God, I have nothing to
regret in my life.
(Translation by Julia Gabrielle Barnes)
SOURCE : mintpressnews.com, InvestmentWatch.
See: Thanks to Professor Vine for his great contribution.
All the maps right here :
http://www.veteransnewsnow.com/2016/10/13/10099
21vladimir-putin-publish-a-world-map-and-mark-all-theu-s-military-bases-on-it/
Also see:
It’s Time For The American People To Rein In The Military
Industrial Complex
Putin getting blamed for all of Hillary’s problems
Key Neocon Calls on US to Oust Putin

__________________________________________________________________________

In Trump-inspired opera parody, it ain’t over until the third wife sings

By Sonia Rao GLOBE CORRESPONDENT OCTOBER 19, 2016
It ain’t over until the third wife sings. And yes, her name is
Melania.
“The Drumf and the Rhinegold,” by composer Matti Kovler, is a
Donald Trump-inspired parody of Richard Wagner’s “Ring” cycle.
To be presented at the Boston New Music Festival kick-off
concert at Oberon in Cambridge on Nov. 2, the short operatic
satire follows three Rhinemaidens, water-nymphs named Ivana,
Marla, and Melania, as they attempt to take down an evil

overlord who stole the mystical Rhinegold, which bestows world
domination upon its owner.
The overlord’s name? You guessed it — Drumf.
“I’ve been following Trump for a while and being terribly upset
about what’s happening in this country,” said Kovler, a rising
composer whose work has been commissioned by Tanglewood
Music Center and Carnegie Hall. “I just thought that the
Wagnerian angle is a great way to ridicule Trump in a way that
actually resonates with the gestalt of what he is.”
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A vocal rehearsal for the short opera
“The Drumf and the Rhinegold.”
One striking feature of Kovler’s opera is that the power-hungry
Drumf is left snoring throughout. The entire story is told from
the perspective of his three wives, each of whom has spent 15
years with the overlord. We are introduced to the tale on the
last day of Melania’s cycle at Drumf Tower, as she struggles to
discern the Rhinegold from the rest of Drumf’s golden
belongings. As she despairs, her tears fall on his tuft of golden
hair. The tuft begins to sing — why wouldn’t it? — and it’s made
apparent that the Rhinegold has been hidden in it all along.
“Melania is panicking. She doesn’t know what to do with
herself,” Kovler said. “She cuts the hair off Drumf’s head, and as
soon as she does this, the hair soars into the air while Drumf
loses his human shape and turns back into the dwarf he initially
was.”

The 15-minute opera concludes with the five characters —
Drumf, the three Rhinemaidens, and the hair — flying out the
window and toward the Rhine River. Melania stands on the
shore, golden hair in hand, while Drumf is pulled into the Rhine
and left to fend for himself.
“The Drumf and the Rhinegold” is produced by Juventas
New Music Ensemble and Floating Tower, a multimedia
production company Kovler launched in 2014 while at
Boston University’s Elie Wiesel Center for Jewish Studies.
It was formulated at New York’s BMI Lehman Engel Musical
Theatre Workshop, in collaboration with playwright Tasha
Gordon-Solmon. Doug Fitch will direct the production, which will
be performed first in New York, Oct. 30-31.
“You can certainly see instances where high art is used to make
a political statement,” Kovler said. “But in this case, I wouldn’t
look at this as just a political statement. It’s an artistic piece
that was just inspired by the very unusual political situation in
this country.”
THE DRUMF AND THE RHINEGOLD
At Oberon, Cambridge, Nov 2. Tickets: $12-$15.
www.americanrepertorytheater.org/oberon
Sonia Rao can be reached at sonia.rao@globe.com.
Follow her on Twitter @misssoniarao.
*https://www.bostonglobe.com/arts/music/2016/10/1
9/trump-inspired-opera-parody-ain-over-until-third-wifesings/UC9Xg4SqyNG5eEqt4PGTyN/story.html

_________________________________________________________________________________

ENTERTAINER SHOCKED, UPSET WHAT TRUMP SAID...

Oct 15 08:09
What Miley Cyrus Just Called Out Trump For Sure Is Interesting Considering Her Own Life...
In the interview, Miley started off by saying that she isn't trying to insult Trump—
but she did insinuate that Trump is fame hungry, and that the Kardashians are “better than Trump”:
WHAT REALLY HAPPENED | The History The US Government HOPES You Never Learn!
http://www.whatreallyhappened.com/#ixzz4NDMMetrJ

These singers are disgusted by the phrase: grab her by the pxxsy”
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We have to fight against voter fraud and the possiblity that the
left is going to try and steal this election for Hillary. We know
what she and her DNC cronies did to Bernie.
George Soros, the shadowy billionaire who personally funds
much of the far-left, has sent a crony out to rig this election. His
tentacles are all over Hillary and the Democrats. Nothing in that
sphere happens without him personally controlling it or knowing
about it.
Here is the proof that Hillary and Soros are out to control and
manipulate the election for their own benefit:
InSmartmatic, the troubled Venezuelan-linked voting company
recent partnered up (late 2014) with a firm called SGO. SGO is
headed up by one Lord Mark Malloch-Brown. Brown, as it turns
out, is a rather curious and troubling figure. Brown, you should

know, has close ties to George Soros and rents a Soros owned
house in New York. Brown gets a sweetheart deal at only
$10,000 a month. He also serves as the VP of Soros’ hedge fund
the Quantum Fund. In
the US, Smartmatic has offered technology and support services
to the Electoral Commissions of 307 counties in 16 States:
Arizona California Colorado District of Columbia Florida Illinois
Louisiana Michigan Missouri New Jersey Nevada Oregon
Pennsylvania Virginia Washington Wisconsin
Those are key states. Soros and his lackies can’t be allowed to
steal our democracy from under us! We have to stand together
and say enough!
http://www.thepoliticalinsider.com/george-soros-hillary-clintonvoter-fraud/
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The Gloves Are Off For Alex Jones?
Woman Claims Hillary Sexually Abused Her
Published on Oct 16, 2016
For close to 3 decades, Cathleen Ann O'Brien has said that
Hillary Clinton raped her in a satanic ritual. When AJ met Kathy
20 years ago, he wasn’t aware of the fact that secret societies

still operated. Just like in modern day urban gangs, you have to
commit a crime to be accepted in to the fold. AJ has had dinner
with her and her husband, she’s only been on the show 1 time
because they couldn’t totally prove it and AJ didn’t want her on
again.
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*http://www.infowars.com/show
* https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=3XqWpu8mPU0
*https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=5IuJGHuIkzY

__________________________________________________

__________________________________________________
Fredrick Töben reviews three Holocaust books
1. James & Lance Morcan:

Debunking Holocaust Denial Theories:
Two Non-Jews Affirm the Historicity of the Nazi Genocide.
Sterling Gate Books, Papamoa, New Zealand – 2016 –
ISBN 9 780473 362287.

Introduction
I must confess that I bought this book in conjunction
with Carlo Mattogno’s FAIL: “Debunking Holocaust Denial
Theories” because it struck me as somewhat odd to read
the subtitle of the Morcan book: Two Non-Jews Affirm
the Historicity of the Nazi Genocide. I sensed I needed
help from an expert in countering such implicit claims.
And so my feverish prejudicial impulses begin to work
overtime in order to grasp the so-called subliminal
message of this 226-page paperback. I sense the authors
have the concept “debunking” and “denial” as their
immature psychological survival strategy firmly in place.
They reinforce it by trivializing the refutations of the
Revisionist arguments, then celebrate themselves as a
non-Jewish
father-son
collaboration
team, which
allegedly gives more weight to their work.
Is this strategy successful in proving their case? I think
not because by using the term “debunk” immediately
suggests to me the Morcan father-son writing team will
use projectionism as their modus operandi, i.e. what

they accuse the Revisionists-“Holocaust deniers” of
doing, they themselves are doing, together with the
added pathetic psychological “playing the victim card”.
A brief digression

Such perverse behaviour is so evident in the current US
Clinton-Trump presidency battle where Hillary Clinton
has no sense of truth-telling and relies solely on
sophistry and playing the victim to win an argument.
Professor Deborah Lipstadt also uses this approach in her
attack on the Holocaust Revisionists whom she
sneeringly labels “Holocaust deniers”, and like the
Morcans she, too, uses ad hominem attacks in order to
win an argument. Of course, such attacks are especially
easy when legal constraints chain/imprison those
individuals who disagree with the upholders of the legally
protected Holocaust narrative, especially if such
upholders lack the critical moral and intellectual integrity
for truth-telling. See my review of Germar Rudolf’s Fail:
“Denying the Holocaust”.

In contrast to my own approach on the question of the
existence of the homicidal gas chambers at Auschwitz, I
recall how in April 1999, the Mannheim judge before
whom I appeared, had concluded in writing his own
account of our basic interview, then asked me whether I
would like to add anything to it. I informed the judge
that I would like one sentence added: ‘Were evidence of
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the homicidal gas chambers ever to emerge, then I
would be the first to publish such information’. At hearing
this the public prosecutor jumped out of his chair and
sprinted to the judge’s desk exclaiming: ‘That [sentence]
will not be necessary’. I insisted it be added, and the
judge obliged.
Likewise my meeting with Rabbi Abraham Cooper, of the
Los Angeles Simon Wiesenthal Centre in 1997, and with
whom I had a good half-hour agreeable discussion about
many things, including the importance of asking
questions. But then suddenly he asked me: “Do you
question the gassings?” – to which I responded: ‘Of
course I do!’, which ended our interview.
This basic asking of questions has now been refined to
the point where individuals claim it is a matter of “asking
the right question”. But that in itself is a form of
censorship because even a silly/”wrong” question seems,
from a pedagogical view-point, important for many
individuals.
The Book Review

Two aspects of the FORM of this book leap into focus: 1.
A larger print font than usual is used, and 2. Most
pictures/illustrations have the text beneath then:
Licensed under Public Domain via Wikimedia Commons,

which suggests that they have all been obtained from the
Internet. The 69-plus items reproduced are often given a
full page, and so by reducing the font and spacing the
pictures within a text-wrap, the Morcans’ book could
easily have been reduced to 140-pages, the size of Carlo
Mattogno’s response to their book.
Contextualising the Morcan mindset: Antisemitism

In the Acknowledgements, Foreword, Introduction and
Chapter One the scene is set on what is its fundamental
premise: This book is about Antisemitism and its equally
abhorrent and just as vile Holocaust denial.
Immediately I flip to the back of the book to search out a
detailed Bibliography and Index of names – but there is
nothing at the end, except a list of Other Books written
by the father/son enterprise, which divides into: NonFiction, Historical fiction and Thrillers. In the first
category seven volumes of The Underground Knowledge
Series are listed, covering topics such as: Genius
Intelligence; Antigravity Propulsion; Medical Industrial
Complex-The Sickness Industry, Big Pharma and
Suppressed Cures; International Banksters: The Global
Banking Elite Exposed and the Case for Restructuring
Capitalism; Bankrupting the Third World; Underground
Bases.
These topics usually make up what is flippantly referred
to in mainstream media circles as “conspiracy theories”
material. However, since the Florida speech of US
presidential candidate, Donald Trump on 13 October
2016, it appears that most of this “conspiracy” stuff
could well be heading out of its closet and devastate
mainstream narratives.
The list of Fiction and Thriller books indicates the
Morcans are well versed in making up stories, which is so
reminiscent of the Rosenblatt phenomenon where

Herman Rosenblatt stated: ‘Yes, it is a lie but in my mind
it was true – and still is true.’
This is so reminiscent of the mindset that propels/afflicts
members of the professional global sceptical societies –
wherein members will ridicule anything and anyone who
believes in abstract concepts. Unsurprisingly, then,
within their countless topics up for ridicule there is
always this one: Holocaust Denial.
And so, it is obvious that anyone who works with the
Antisemitism and Holocaust denial concepts, often
augmenting these two with a third concept – racism, that
something is not quite rightly balanced. In other words,
the dialectic set up is a death dialectic of win-lose, which
is what the basic non-civilising Talmudic dialectic is all
about. There is no room for compromise because life is a
constant struggle for survival.
If the charge of Antisemitism is levelled against a person,
then in order to bring balance into the equation it is
important to raise its antithesis: Anti-Gentilism, as
expressed in both the Babylonian and Jerusalem
TALMUD. Why is this important? Two years ago the
Israeli PM Netanyahu stated Israel’s Basic Law will be
based on Talmud. The pervading dialectic of Talmud
divides the world into Jews and non-Jews.
http://www.israelnationalnews.com/News/News.aspx/1
80440#.U29eA_mSzT8

Then, in regard to the use of the racism concept, it is
important
to
recall German
philosopher Martin
Heidegger’s perceptive and illuminating sentence as
expressed in his Black Books, published only in 2013/14:
***
The Jews, with their marked gift for calculating, live,
already for the longest time, according to the principle of
race, which is why they are resisting its consistent
application with utmost violence.
***
Content

The following ten chapter headings, Chapters 2-11, spell
out a specific problem of the Holocaust narrative:
Questioning the confirmed death toll; How was the
genocide organized; Verifying the gas chamber
exterminations; The ‘history is written by the winners’
argument; The legalities of Holocaust denial; The ‘Joooz
control the world’ conspiracy theory; Variations in death
toll statistics; The Israel connection; The ‘Zionists
created the Holocaust’ claim; A montage of the
‘Holocaust by Bullets’.
Then each chapter begins by listing a “Myth”, which is
attributed to an Anonymous Holocaust denier. When I
saw this I wondered what caused the Morcans to take
this cowardly path. Surely, if you are serious about
attempting to clarify historical problems, then it is normal
to find a person who represents or is well versed in
disputing the issues that cause disagreement. Why select
an issue, then flee into anonymity without pinning the
expressed view to a real live “Holocaust denier”?
The concluding chapter: Will History Forever Repeat
Itself, is nothing but sophistry – words, words, words,
which does not in any way support the final sentence on
the back cover of the book: One by one, the various
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arguments Holocaust deniers use to discredit wartime
records are carefully scrutinized and then systematically
disproved.
And so now I turn to an expert Holocaust Revisionist,
Carlo Mattogno, whose in-depth knowledge of the subject
matter, especially about Auschwitz, is uncontested. He
can advise you on almost any issue that may arise about
Auschwitz, for example, what size screws were used to
bolt down structures in the camp!
******
2. Carlo Mattogno:

Fail: “Debunking Holocaust Denial Theories”.
How James and Lance Morcan Botched Their Attempt to
Affirm the Historicity of the Nazi Genocide.
Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield UK, July 2016 – ISBN 10:
1-59148-144-9; ISBN 13: 978-1-59148-144-7; 137 pages.

Introduction
To the discerning Holocaust questioner Carlo Mattogno
does not require an introduction. His contribution to the
topic is now legendary and an unquestionable integrity
accompanies his achievements in matters Holocaust
research. His contribution to the debate is evident when
viewing the list of 38 volumes in the Holocaust
Handbooks series.
When I read the title of his latest book, above, I drew
comfort from the fact that Mattogno would do what I
didn’t really have time to do – detail how the Morcans in
fact created a work designed to discredit individuals and
their work such as Carlo Mattogno. And thus it is fitting
that someone with an in-depth knowledge of the topic
responds to the slap-dash superficial and emotionallyladen nonsense offered by the Morcans. Let’s begin.
There are 153 footnotes, just on 60 authors are
mentioned in the Bibliography, 26 books and articles are
listed under Mattogno’s name alone, with the Index of
Names listing over 130 names.
In contrast, the Morcan book resembles that of a
“fictitious novel” because it simply does not offer the socalled research instruments necessary when attempting
to structure an argument with proof and evidence. Such
Holocaust polemicists simply disregard factual truths and
offer no method of research, no references and no
arguments.
I thought it funny for the Morcans to present their ten
Holocaust Denial arguments in anonymous form, but as
Mattogno points out, there is method to their madness.
By presenting generalized nonsense arguments, the
Morcans dispense with having to gather and then read
and digest material from many different sources. In
other words, the Morcans continue the Lipstadt modus
operandi – do not speak with the Revisionists-“Holocaust
deniers” because by doing so you give them credibility.
Unfortunately, such an approach is now also approved by
most universities in the western world where the topic
“Holocaust” has been a taboo topic since it became a
compulsory subject at secondary level. Any student who
questions the imposed orthodox Holocaust narrative by
introducing a questioning Revisionist viewpoint on
contentious issues is censured by, for example, teaching

staff who will advise parents their child requires
counseling for traumatic stress!
Germar Rudolf’s five-page Foreword to this volume ends
dismissively as being “another work produced by a set of
deliberately autistic fiction writers – because that’s
actually what the Morcans do for a living – can you tell?”
Mattogno’s book will not be liked by teachers of the
Holocaust. Each of the ten chapters around which the
Morcans have framed their failed attempt to “debunk
Holocaust Denial Theories”, is responded to and clarified
in detail. For example, the Holocaust Death Toll chapter
formulates the myth of the Holocaust denier’s six million
response: “… It would have required one hell of a meat
grinder, and a superhuman effort, to kill such an
enormous number of people.”
Mattogno states that such an expressed view is unknown
amongst Revisionists, then points out how the Morcans
then present another mock target: the Einsatzgruppen in
Lithuania, as expounded by Pastor Steven L Anderson,
and he rightly asks: Steven who?
The picture of a mass shooting used is from Ukraine, and
Mattogno clarifies that such pictures prove there were
massacres but not that there “ … were hundreds of
thousands , or that Jews were shot… because they were
Jews.” Mattogno promises to follow this up in his book on
the Einsatzgruppen, which is planned to appear in late
2017. He hopes this will clarify also other issues raised
by the Morcans who seem to be ignorant of what claims
Revisionists actually make, certainly not the following:
“Have you notice how the Holocaust deniers only ever
quibble over the number of Jewish deaths? Now why is
that? The answer is very simple: Because they are antiSemitic! … there is simply zero debate on this issue.”
And that reminds me of Al Gore and of our former Prime
Minister Julia Gillard who both claimed the science on
climate change is fixed and there is no debate. Such
statements are anti-science and they remind me how
German historian, Ernst Nolte, fought hard to retain an
open discussion about matters Holocaust, when he
fought against the claim that the Holocaust is unique:
“I am critical of this thesis of the uniqueness [of a World
War II Jewish genocide], which is carried like a banner
before massed armies. This fashion: [that] we are in
possession of the uniqueness of the Holocaust, and thus
we no longer need to reflect upon it, need to establish no
relationships, but hold high this flag—that is the
transition to a new religion, albeit a pseudo-religion.”
In Organizing the Holocaust, Mattogno responds to the
deportation and killing problem rather sarcastically
because in a previous chapter there is a six million claim
and in this chapter there is a three million Jewish death
figure.
All this suggests a hopeless case of schizophrenia in
which the poor wretches hear “anonymous” voices in
their heads asking them questions to which they provide
hallucinatory responses.
In the chapter on The Gas Chambers, the Morcans’
reasoning cannot be dismissed as easily as their work
was in previous chapters, seven and two respectively.
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This chapter runs to 55 pages and thus is indicative of
how important the subject matter is within the Holocaust
narrative.
Mattogno convincingly and in detail exposes the Morcans’
deceptive approach and I shall leave it for the interested
reader to obtain a copy of Mattogno’s book.
Let me briefly quote Deborah Lipstadt, as quoted by the
Morcans on the Israeli problem and the Revisionists’ love
of conspiracy theories:
Deniers build their pseudo-arguments on traditional antiSemitic stereotypes and imagery. They contend that
Jews created the myth of the Holocaust in order to bilk
the Germans out of billions of dollars and ensure the
establishment of Israel. Once again the devious Jews
have harmed innocent multitudes – Germans and
Palestinians in particular – for the sake of their own
financial and political ends. To someone nurtured by the
soil of anti-Semitism, this makes perfect sense.
Mattogno dismisses this quote as totally irrelevant to
Revisionism’s arguments because for him the literary
foundations of the Holocaust had already been laid
during the Western Allies’ post-war Nuremberg-held
Military tribunals.
In conclusion I would briefly like to focus on Mattogno’s
Conclusion, which will make you smile, i.e. after he labels
the book deceptive, an inferior book, exclusively
negative, a risible parody of revisionism called
“negationism”. Not a single Revisionist’s work has been
cited by the Morcans, and Mattogno jestingly suggests he
ought to write a book called: “Debunking Holocaust
Theories”, which he would base on ten “Holocaust
Myths”, some of which Robert Faurisson and Ernst
Zündel pointed out to me almost 25 years ago.
1. The gas chambers of Auschwitz were built by the
company
Didier-Werken
of
Berlin-Wilmersdorf
–
Anonymous Holocaust Supporter #1.
2. There were 100 gas chambers at Treblinka #2.
3. The (single) crematorium of Auschwitz had many
hundred furnaces #3.
4. At Auschwitz the corpses were burned on little carts
by an electric current of 6,000 volts #4.
5. At Auschwitz the Jews were killed in ‘Electric
Chambers, these chambers had metal walls, the victims
were brought in and then high-voltage electric current
was introduced #5.
6. 2,775,000 persons were killed at Treblinka #6.
7. 1,800,000 persons were killed at Belzec #7.
8. At Dachau “Jews were thrown alive into a gigantic
concrete mixer and ground to pulp. This Material was
used to pave roads, and the roads were therefore usually
called ‘Jew Street’” #8.
9. 840,000 Russian prisoners of war in Sachsenhausen
were annihilated at one time; 184,000 persons died at
Buchenwald; at Auschwitz, 5-6 million people were killed
off from 1942 until its final evacuation #9.
10. The Germans themselves boasted that at Lemberg
they had specially constructed gas chambers where Jews
were systematically killed and buried. The total number
was said to exceed 80,000 #10.

Each of his myths are, of course, sourced with a footnote
from where it originated and not from an “anonymous”
source as is the Morcans’ method of researching this
contentious topic. Mattogno somewhat ruefully states he
consciously left out the myth about soap made from
human fat, steam execution chambers at Treblinka,
electrocution chambers at Belzec, Sobibor killings with
chlorine.
I conclude this brief review and can only agree with
Mattogno’s final sentence:
The Morcans don’t even touch the revisionist arguments,
let alone demonstrate the historicity of the Holocaust.
Adelaide, 16 October 2016

******
3. Germar Rudolf:

FAIL: “DENYING THE HOLOCAUST”.
How Deborah Lipstadt Botched Her Attempt to
Demonstrate the Growing Assault on Truth and Memory.
Castle Hill Publishers, Uckfield UK, September 2016 –
ISBN 10: 1 59148 153 8; ISBN 13: 978 1 59148 153 9.

Introduction
“Wow. What a book – what a book!”

I adapted this expression from the current US political
scene where in his definitive 13 October 2016 Florida
speech Donald Trump begins with:
Wow. What a group. What a group. Thank you. Thank
you very much. Thank you, folks. Thank you, folks. It’s
great to be right here in Florida, which we love.
And now I have in my hands a book produced by the
Revisionist powerhouse – Germar Rudolf – who is also
the creator of the unique Holocaust Handbooks series,
which currently offers 38 volumes –
www.HolocaustHandbooks.com
He introduces his series thus:
This ambitious, growing series addresses various aspects
of the “Holocaust” of the WWII era. Most of them are
based on decades of research from archives all over the
world. They are heavily referenced. In contrast to most
other works on this issue, the tomes of this series
approach its topic with profound academic scrutiny and a
critical attitude. Any Holocaust researcher ignoring this
series will remain oblivious to some of the most
important research in the field. These books are designed
to both convince the common reader as well as
academics.
There are four categories of books covering:
1. General Overview of the Holocaust – 12;
2. Books on Specific Camps – 8;
3. Auschwitz Studies – 14;
4. Witness Critique – 4.
There is nothing comparable in the world that matches
this massive achievement as regards authentic and
scholarly unblinkered Holocaust research.
Professor Deborah Lipstadt:
Preliminary comment
This 218-page paperback edition is, literally, hot off the
press, and I surmise Rudolf’s scientific training, in the
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Popperian sense, enabled him to act in anticipation and
by design – to do this job of clarification on what
Professor Deborah Lipstadt’s work is all about – to
coincide with the release of the film Denial. This film is
about the Irving v Lipstadt 2000 London defamation
court case, which Irving lost, and most Revisionists still
recall how that sensational case made world headlines
and re-invigorated the Holocaust debate. Few, however,
recall that David Irving is not an Holocaust Revisionist
but rather a specialist on World War Two history and on
its main protagonists: Churchill and Hitler. Of interest is
his post-trial claim that “limited gassings” occurred, as
do David Cole and Mark Weber, and he thereby further
distances
himself
from
mainstream
Holocaust
Revisionists who still contest the notion of any homicidal
gassings having occurred
Lipstadt’s claim to fame is having written a book in 1993
with the title: Denying the Holocaust. The growing
assault on Truth and Memory. This book successfully
enshrined the concept “denial” into the Holocaust debate,
and through the London legal judgment, it enables
individuals to broadly interpret the decision as affirming
“denialism”, thereby turning this concept into an effective
defamatory tool. Today “climate change denialism” is
freely used by those who claim “the science on climate
change” is settled. There is no debate! Unfortunately for
such thinkers nothing, especially in science, is ever
settled. As new factual and theoretical information
becomes available, then fundamental premises on which
basic propositions rest will be re-interpreted, will be
revised.
The book, by the way, is full of inaccuracies, something
John Bennett pointed out to her in a 1994 letter. This is
what Bennett wrote in October 1994 to Lipstadt after she
appeared on Australia’s ABC TV Lateline, THE BIG LIE, on
20 July 1994:

I am not a Christian, do not believe in social credit, and
far from believing in a Fabian conspiracy theory, am a
long standing member of the Fabian Society, and a
former member of its executive.
The only organizations I belong to apart from the Fabian
Society, are the Society of Labor Lawyers, Amnesty, the
Free Speech Committee, the Voltaire (Free Speech)
Institute, and the Australian Civil Liberties Union, of
which I am President. It was because of my interest in
freedom of speech, and my opposition to censorship,
including censorship of history, that I became interested
in historical revisionism. While I agree with the growing
number of Jewish writers that the extent of the Jewish
Holocaust has been exaggerated, I have never said it is a
“gigantic lie”.
The claim that Fred Leuchter has visited Australia, is
simply factually incorrect. Lipstadt’s “growing assault on
truth” is continued in the only footnote relating to the
half page on revisionism in Australia.
The seven sentences in the footnote, below, relating to
Dr Anice Morsey contain three errors of fact. Have the
above errors of fact been corrected in the paperback
edition?
Best wishes.
John Bennett, President, Australian Civil Liberties Union
-----------------------------------------------------------Text from 1994 paperback edition, pages 18-19:

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ogam3sbQHZs.

John Bennett’s Letter:
122 Canning ST
CARLTON Vic 3053
AUSTRALIA
17 October 1994

Dear Deborah Lipstadt
Denying the Holocaust, a book by Deborah Lipstadt,
which is subtitled “the growing assault on truth and
memory”, is an attack on revisionist historians who query
the extent of the Jewish Holocaust in World War 2. The
book has been favourably reviewed in the Guardian
Weekly, the New York Times, and the Washington Post.
Half a page of the book is devoted to historical
revisionism in Australia. Claims by Lipstadt that I am
“the leader” of the Australian League of Rights, that I
have claimed the Holocaust is a “gigantic lie”, and that
Fred Leuchter , who has demonstrated that people could
not have been gassed at Auschwitz, has visited Australia,
are all incorrect, and amount to an “assault on truth”.
I am not “the leader” of the Australian League of Rights,
and am not now, and have never been even a member of
the group. I understand the group is a Christian group,
that it promotes an economic theory of social credit, and
that it believes in an International Fabian Socialist
conspiracy, orchestrated by the left wing Fabian Society.

Footnote 49:

View: The Big Lie
ABC TV Lateline 20 July 1994
- interview with Prof Deborah Lipstadthttps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=ogam3sbQHZs

Lipstadt never replied to Bennett’s letter, which reveals
her moral and intellectual stance about having an open
discussion on matters Holocaust: There is no debate!
The Book: Form
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As is usual with Germar Rudolf’s books, this one has the
required academic instruments that enable researchers
to use it to further their enquiry, but if you are influenced
by Deborah Lipstadt’s closed mind approach, then you’ll
find it boring because Truth and Memory are concepts
that mean what you want them to mean.
The book’s Table of Contents lists an Introduction: p
7-14, & footnotes 1-5; four chapters: Science and
Pseudo-Science: p15-26, & footnotes 6-14, Motivations
and ad Hominem Attacks: p 27-66, & footnotes 15-56,
Revisionist Personalities: p 67-156, & footnotes 57-169,
Discussing Arguments: p 157-195, & footnotes 170-240;
a five-page Conclusion, & footnotes 241-245; a
Bibliography listing 221 references; an Index of
Names listing 264 names.
Now, is this proof of academic rigour and excellence? I
should think Rudolf’s effort in dissecting Professor
Deborah Lipstadt’s thoughts within such a framework of
conventional academic methodology cannot but convince
a reader of how technically he has done a splendid job in
refuting her flawed propositions. He lists all the relevant
sources surrounding matters Holocaust – both of subject
matter and names. Now let’s look at the arguments he
has constructed and analyzed that lead him to award
Lipstadt a FAIL in her project.
The Book: Content
Although the Lipstadt book, Denying the Holocaust,
was first published in 1993 and is awaiting its republication, Rudolf is looking forward to this event
because since that time he can specifically point to 34
published books that focus exclusively on a particular
Holocaust topic. If none of these “groundbreaking
Revisionist works” get a mention in Lipstadt’s re-issued
book, then it is just more evidence to support the notion
that Lipstadt’s Holocaust research is mere ideological
chatter.
Rudolf points out that Lipstadt claims the Revisionists are
pseudo-scientists and pseudo-academics, which is a pure
form of “projectionism”, meaning that she is merely
describing her own methodology – she accuses the
Revisionists of doing what she is doing. Holocaust
Revisionists gladly subject their work to serious
refutation, something she refuses to do.
His brief chapter on science and pseudo-science clarifies
how our knowledge of the world in all aspects is
generated by individuals asking questions, hypothesizing,
then experimenting and thinking and attempting to
confirm or to refute the resulting data, i.e. it is an
evidence-based process that, ideally, other researchers
can replicate or falsify. Rudolf knows from personal
experience that as a scientist one’s moral and intellectual
integrity is an uppermost prerequisite.
Again, I repeat this point: I am reminded of individuals
that advocate the climate change theory, then claim “the
science is settled and beyond dispute”. Such an attitude
of mind reflects a closed mind, a dogmatic mind and a
most unscientific mindset – as is the case with Dr
Deborah Lipstadt who claims on matters Holocaust “there
is no debate”. Such individuals cannot tolerate the fact

that, as Rudolf puts it, “science itself seems to be the
real perpetuum mobile, constantly on the move, never
stopping, never ending.”
And I am happy to see how Rudolf handles a so-called
outlandish hypothesis. For him it is legitimate for anyone
to try to prove, for example, that the earth is flat. There
is no need to ridicule such individuals, as does Lipstadt,
for attempting to prove their hypothesis is right. They
will spend time and energy and even strengthen the
prevailing theory that the earth indeed “moves”.
My personal concern about this flat earth theory is that
as far as I know no planes have ever crossed the
Antarctic continent. Perhaps someone can fill me in on
this point.
Rudolf also mentions the usual academic in-fighting, “the
rigged” peer review of cutting-edge research, of which I
also have an example from the 1970s. A German history
and philosophy of science professor wrote an article for
the German-based Springer academic publication, which
was controlled by a British “gate-keeper” scientist and
who did not let Germans through with their research. A
month or two later those rejected results appeared in a
British scientist’s research paper! It’s a good example of
someone fiddling the books.
And in 39 pages Rudolf deals with this aspect of scientific
research in his chapter: Motivations and ad Hominem
Attacks, which is essentially revealing Lipstadt’s mode of
operation. She is afflicted with a deep-seated hatred of
those whom she hates, for example: racists and virulent
anti-Semites. Rudolf counted her use of the latter term in
her book – 182 times! Why? Because Holocaust denial is nothing but antisemitism.
Rudolf goes on a brief autobiographical discourse wherein
he explains how Lipstadt uses the term to silence any
critical discussion about Jewish behavior, and points out
how this term has changed over time: “An anti-Semite
used to mean a man who hated Jews. Now it means a
man who is hated by Jews.”
Likewise the term “Racism”, which for Rudolf is a normal
term reflecting an individual’s normal behavior. He
mentions how the Internet dating sites allow for
individuals to chose their own kind, which again is
normal behavior – and it certainly does not mean that
other ethnic groups need to be abused!
Lipstadt is great in divining the motives of the individuals
she fears, and Rudolf divines her motives but his
divination is that of a scientist – evidence-based facts
emerge that Lipstadt’s hidden agenda comes from her
German father’s side, implying she suffers from selfhatred that has her blindly embracing her Jewish
identity. Heidegger’s observations about the Jewish
identity dilemma is relevant here. Essentially he states
that Jews live according to the principle of race but
vehemently deny it in others.
More needs not be said about Lipstadt’s problem and why
she refuses to debate matters with Holocaust
Revisionists. Her sophistry – Spitzfindigkeit – would be
exposed for what it is hiding: an anti-intellectual, antienlightened, anti-scientific mindset, and the foundation
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of that is Talmud’s anti-Gentilism, which divides the
world into the death dialectic of Jews versus Non-Jews.
There is no possibility of a compromise and this
totalitarian mindset Lipstadt reveals in all her writings.
British historian John Keegan stated that she “…seems as
dull as only the self-righteously politically correct can
be.” Rudolf sums up her mindset thus: “Is Deborah
Lipstadt a self-righteous Zionist ideologue that operates
with hypocritical double-standards? I will let the reader
be the judge.”
In Chapter 4, Revisionist Personalities, Rudolf
focuses on each person dealt with by Lipstadt – Maurice
Bardeche, Paul Rassinier, Harry E Barnes, David Hoggan,
Austin App, Richard Harwood, Arthur Butz, Willis A CartoIHR, Ernst Zündel, David irving, Fred Leuchter, Bradley R
Smith and Ernst Nolte. I need not go into any detail here
because the patter is the same – ritual defamation.
Lipstadt talks about them but not with them, and she
thereby offends against the basic legal principle of
Natural Justice, i.e. if you talk about someone, gossip
and the rest, then if it is defamatory there should be a
right-of-reply. Lipstadt scoffs at such basic civilized
debating convention and instead projects her own
horrendous person problems on to those that she hates.
And it is important to have read Rudolf’s account of the
errors, omissions and lies Lipstadt packs into her book,
as well of course as revealing her “hostile attitude
towards basic scholarly methods.”
Rudolf does raise the “code language” issue when it
comes to the mass murder charge of which the
proverbial court historians make great use, but this is
dismissed in Carlo Mattogno’s latest 2016 published
book: “Special Treatment in Auschwitz: Origin and
Meaning of a Term.” – and Rudolf ends this thought thus:
offering hard evidence on the ground and a thorough
documentation can clarify what really happened.”
And when Lipstadt runs out of invectives and lies, she
relies on a magic bullet: the homicidal gas chambers –
“this unique technological means … help to render this
event beyond belief … technologically advanced
instruments…annihilating masses of Jews…”!
Lipstadt’s above comment is refuted by Faurisson when
he states: “The Gas Chambers at Auschwitz Appear to Be
Physically Inconceivable.” Add to that Arthur Butz’s acute
comment: “… the need for a dual interpretation of fact,
the trademark of the hoax, has emerged”, and so the
basic structure of the Auschwitz extermination legend is
established.
Likewise with the “perpetrator confessions” that Lipstadt
or is lying about, and so ridicules those making
such claims, and certainly does not entertain the fact
that confessions were obtained as a result of torture,
which recent research by Ian Cobain confirms, in: Cruel
Britannia: A Secret History of Torture – 2012.
Rudolf briefly deals with the Carto-IHR matter and sets
the record straight, which is more than Lipstadt even
attempts to do. Then, it does not surprise Rudolf in the
distorted way Lipstadt treats Ernst Nolte’s works, so he
guesses, because she familiarized herself with it through

secondary sources because she does not read German.
He illustrates passages from both their works and
contrasts the style, noting how Nolte has an open
approach to revisionist interpretations of events while
Lipstadt twists what Nolte is saying. And yet, she sensed
that Nolte would slip past her ideological interpretation of
World War Two events, and thus had to be smeared in
anticipation.
The uniqueness of the Holocaust, claims Rudolf, is still
Nolte’s position, which I would dispute on account of
Nolte’s comment, which I have placed in the below
Conclusion.
This kind of anticipatory behavior that is evident in both
Nolte’s and Lipstadt’s writings is what good theoretical
thinking is all about, but Lipstadt uses it to develop a
narrative that merely supports her twisted non-factual
Holocaust narrative, much like her book wherein she
claims the Americans knew about the Germans
exterminating the Jews but did nothing; - see her 1986
published book: Beyond Belief: The American Press and
the Coming of the Holocaust, 1933-1945. The
methodology used here is a twisted version of “wisdom
through hindsight”, where facts are made to fit into a
preconceived ideological mould.
We can already witness such anticipatory thinking, of
creating so-called facts on the ground, during the
Clinton-Trump presidency where the Clinton camp is
already positioning as their external enemy Russia’s
Vladimir Putin, blaming his government for hacking and
disseminating the Wikileaks Hillary Clinton emails. So, if
it does come to World War Three, then the victors, if it is
the current globalists against the nationalists, will be able
legally
to
cement
their
inevitable
Nuremberg
International Military Tribunal Number Two judgments
through shonky staged show trials.
In Chapter 5: Discussing Arguments, Rudolf sets the
record straight on the crux of Holocaust disputes – the
homicidal gassing claim, in particular at Auschwitz, and
how Lipstadt, quite uncritically without referencing any
verifiable forensic evidence to prove her assertions that
homicidal gassing occurred, insists those that challenge
the veracity of the homicidal gassing story refuse to
consider the “reams” of documents, and relying almost
entirely in J-C Pressac’s book.
I shall not go into this section except to quote Lipstadt’s
statement, – as quoted by Rudolf at p 185, which reveals
so clearly her closed mind:
“The next few pages contain a brief summary of
Pressac’s extensive findings. The next Those who have
found the deniers’ claims about gas chambers the least
bit troubling should have their doubts set aside. Those
who have never been persuaded in the least by this
assault on the truth will find the documents
overwhelming proof of the degree to which the deniers
distort history and lie about the evidence.”
I remind myself of having visited Pressac in 1997 and
having asked him about his work. He was proud of the
fact that he had obtained the Topf & Söhne archive, and
he admitted that the gassings were “technically
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possible”, and refused to continue the discussion. He
then informed me that owing to his pharmacy business
he had to tread easy on this topic because Serge
Klarsfeld and his French Jewish group could easily ruin
his business were they ever to decide to target him in
the way they targeted Professor Robert Faurisson for
physical violence.
So, this critical section offers a detailed refutation of the
gassing allegations, Carlo Mattogno being the Revisionist
who knows all about the details. All his latest books are
available in the Holocaust Handbooks series, at:
www.HolocaustHandbooks.com

Conclusion
Rudolf does not hold back in his evaluation of the
Lipstadt “scientific method”, and he points out her
sophistry in stating one thing but then doing another –
“she
misquotes,
mistranslates,
misrepresents,
misinterprets, and makes a plethora of wild claims
without backing them up with anything. No wonder she
refuses to debate the revisionists, because with her
shallow grounding she couldn’t.” He labels her “an enemy
of factual information”, which is why she will not debate
anyone. What she is good at is this: “… her book is
primarily a dense collection of anti-scholarly ad hominem
attacks focused on exposing the alleged motivations of
those whose position she hates.” Indeed, she accuses
others of being “haters” when she, herself, is the one
who hates the truth concept.
And then Rudolf asks the why question, which reminds
me how during the 1980s directives flowed from
Education Department head office into schools to limit
the use of the why-question because that is too
confrontational for students because it leads them into
the practice of having to justify their opinions – and any
opinion on anything, especially sexual matters, should
receive equal weight because there is no right and
wrong, no truth, honour, justice, etc., only a striving to
achieve “equality” and eliminate “discrimination”.
Here is Rudolf’s profound question:
“How can it be that a person so incompetent, so fanatical
and so non-academic is one of the most revered
professors of Holocaustology in the world?”
He explains this quite simply and clearly by referencing
Lipstadt’s academic qualifications, which have enable her
to become the Dorot Professor of Modern Jewish History
and Holocaust Studies. However, she is not part of
Emory University’s History Department but rather resides
in its Religion Department.
It is Shlomo Sand who in his 2009 published book: The
Invention of the Jewish People, explains what this
means. When in 1947 the Hebrew University was
established, it was decided to establish two history
departments: “Department of Jewish History and
Sociology, and Department of History …Jewish history
was to be studied in isolation from the history of the
gentiles because the principles, tools, concepts and time
frame of these studies were completely different.”

Rudolf adds: “So the aim was not to investigate facts and
learn the truth, but to inculcate Jewish identity,” and
“Remembering the Holocaust” is the most important
element of “being Jewish”.
Rudolf concludes: “… both Jewish studies and Holocaust
studies have little to do with determining facts and
ascertaining the truth. They are primarily instrumental to
buttress Jewish identity. Remember that Dr Lipstadt is
very hostile to any German professor trying to use
German history to shore up German identity by putting
the Holocaust in context or by downsizing or even
radically revising it. This is so because Holocaust
revisionism potentially threatens the main pillar of
today’s Jewish identity. That’s why.”
And so Germar Rudolf clearly illustrates how matters
Holocaust are being hijacked by political and religious
groups, and this gives truth to what most Iranians know
through experience: Everything is religious/everything is
political. We in the free and democratic western world
still believe that the scientific method gave us the
technology that made our current civilization what it is
today – and now we are forced to stop asking
fundamental questions about our own identity and
uncritically to accept the “fairy tales” from the Middle
East!

Ernst Nolte expressed it so well when he stated:
“I am critical of this thesis of the uniqueness [of a World
War II Jewish genocide], which is carried like a banner
before massed armies. This fashion: [that] we are in
possession of the uniqueness of the Holocaust, and thus
we no longer need to reflect upon it, need to establish no
relationships, but hold high this flag—that is the
transition to a new religion, albeit a pseudo-religion.”
And this Noltean mindset propels Holocaust Revisionists,
such as Germar Rudolf, to refuse to submit to Lipstadt’s
pseudo-historical mindset, and critically to take her basic
propositions apart for analysis with the resultant
evaluation of FAIL!
And so, living in the so-called westernized global village
– where freedom and democracy reign supreme as basic
principles of human rights and where you can be anyone
and anything you like – have through matters Holocaust
opened the door to another Dark Age where scientific
and philosophical investigations must be subsumed to
the ideological constructs of the Holocaust. Shamefully,
in some “democratic” countries, the upcoming Dark Ages
is already legally enforced by criminalizing public debate
on historical matters. The current US elections attest to
that where voter fraud, as in the second George W Bush
election, is anticipated because the electronic voting
machines are under the control of globalist, George
Soros.
Many other academics have throughout these past
decades adopted the Kantian maxim in order to survive
their tenured professional existence and compromised,
as did German philosopher Immanuel Kant, who made
self-preservation a maxim after he stated:
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Habe Mut, Dich Deines eigenen Verstandes zu bedienen!"
- Have the courage to use your own understanding.
Then qualifies it thus:
Widerruf und Verleugnung seiner inneren Überzeugung
ist Widerträchtig, aber Schweigen in einem Fall wie der
Gegenwärtige ist Untertanenpflicht, und wenn alles, was
man sagt, wahr sein muss, so ist es darum doch nicht
Pflicht, alle Wahrheit öffentlich zu sagen.
Recanting and denial of one’s inner convictions is
repugnant, but silence in a case like the present is

subject to obligations, and when all that is said must be
true, it is not a duty to speak all the truth in public.
I think we may have a moral and intellectual problem
here. Does this mean Kant condones lying by omission?
Can we remain silent when we are presented with such
statistics?
Adelaide,
20 October 2016

__________________________________________________
Innenminister:
Hitler-Geburtshaus soll abgerissen werden
Wien / Braunau am Inn – Im Gegensatz zur Ankündigung von
Innenminister Wolfgang Sobotka (ÖVP), das Geburtshaus von
Adolf
Hitler
in
Braunau
abzureißen,
empfiehlt
die
Expertenkommission keinen Abriss. "In der Empfehlung steht
nichts von einem Abriss", sagt der Braunauer Bürgermeister
Hannes Waidbacher (VP), Mitglied der Kommission. Sobotka
hatte
erklärt,
er
folge
mit
seinem
Vorstoß
einer
Kommissionsempfehlung.
Tatsächlich empfehle die Kommission "eine tiefgreifende
architektonische
Umgestaltung",
die
den
"Wiedererkennungswert und die Symbolkraft des Gebäudes
dauerhaft
unterbinden"
soll,
so
Waidbauer
in
den
"Oberöstereichischen Nachrichten" (Dienstag-Ausgabe). Auch
Cornelia Sulzbacher, die Leiterin des oberösterreichischen
Landesarchivs, zeigt sich überrascht von der AbrissInterpretation des Innenministers: "Wir haben empfohlen, das
Geburtshaus in seinem Aussehen so zu verändern, dass es nicht
mehr als Symbol verwendet werden kann und zu keiner
Pilgerstätte wird."
Neugestaltung des Gebäudes

Sobotka selbst erklärte am Abend in einer Aussendung, er teile
die Ansicht der Kommission, "wonach eine tief greifende
architektonische Umgestaltung sinnvoll ist, um sowohl den
Wiedererkennungswert als auch die Symbolkraft des Gebäudes
dauerhaft zu unterbinden". Dabei wäre nach Neugestaltung des
Gebäudes eine soziale oder behördliche Nutzung denkbar. In
jedem Fall solle aber keinerlei Verbindung zur Person Adolf
Hitlers bestehen bleiben, da ansonsten der Mythos des
Geburtshauses fortgeschrieben werden würde, so Sobotka in der
Aussendung.
Die Tageszeitung "Die Presse" hatte den Innenminister zuvor
mit den Worten zitiert: "Das Hitler-Haus wird abgerissen." Unter
Berufung auf die Empfehlung der Expertenkommission hatte der
Sobotka in der Zeitung erklärt: "Die Kellerplatte kann bleiben,
aber es wird ein neues Gebäude errichtet."
Im Innenausschuss des Nationalrates soll am Dienstag das
Gesetz zur Enteignung des Hauses behandelt werden. (APA,
17.10.2016)
http://derstandard.at/2000046030926/InnenministerHit
ler-Geburtshaus-wird-abgerissen

----------------------------------------------------------------

‘Blacks are in charge of town’: Popular Bavarian ski resort begs authorities for help
© Hannibal Hanschke / Reuters, 17 Oct, 2016 08:14
Meierhofer made it plain that she is increasingly worried
about “public order and security,” while most of the Garmisch
residents believe migrants are responsible for most sexual
assaults and petty crime in the area.
Bans on migrants entering certain places like the town’s spa
park have been imposed in the past few weeks, but “massive
problems” are still there, she went on, saying “this is not to be
ignored or tolerated.”
In the meantime, police say migrants brawl in the streets and
vandalize public property, echoing the mayor’s words.
Thomas Holzer, deputy police chief, told Merkur that migrants
The mayor of the popular Bavarian resort of Garmischare almost “in charge” of the town, adding that officers have
Partenkirchen has penned a letter to the regional government
responded to more incidents in the past six weeks in and around
begging them to tackle the “massive problems” posed by crime
the Abrams center than in the past 12 months altogether.
rates among refugees, while police say “blacks are in charge of
“There are brawls, fights and property damage. The blacks
the town.”
occupy the best Wi-Fi spots and choose who sleeps in what
The letter, part warning to regional authorities, part cry for help,
room. The situation is a problem for us and causes some
has been sent by Garmisch-Partenkirchen Mayor Sigrid
concern. In September, we recorded a quarter of our annual
Meierhofer to the Vice President of Upper Bavaria’s government
operations,” he said.
Maria Els on Sunday, according to Merkur newspaper which saw
Repeat offenders have reportedly been moved from the center
the document.
to other facilities in the area, but the measure did not prove
“There has been an increasingly deteriorating situation over the
efficient.
past
weeks
around
the
refugee
registration
center
Germany sustained a massive influx of refugees last year, with
Abrams,” Meierhofer wrote.
approximately 900,000 people coming in. Up to 300,000
The mayor then argued that the very future of her city could be
refugees are expected to arrive this year, according to Frankin disarray because of the 250 migrants now living in the
Jurgen Weise, head of the country’s migration agency BAMF.
Abrams center. 150 of its residents are Africans, and
Meanwhile, German Chancellor Angela Merkel has called for
unaccompanied young men make up 80 percent of them, while
a“nationwide
push” to
deport
refugees
whose
asylum
in previous years the facility mostly accommodated Syrian
applications were refused, signaling a slight change in her
families.
much-criticized “open door policy.” The refugee crisis caused
Garmisch-Partenkirchen, a picturesque resort town in Bavaria,
numerous problems both for Merkel and her conservative bloc,
lies close to Germany’s highest mountain – the Zugspitze. Due
losing supporters to the anti-immigrant Alternative for Germany.
to its mild winter climate, the town is also a popular holiday spot
However, some observers insist that the scale of the crisis is
for skiing, snowboarding, and hiking, having some of the best
exaggerated by the German media. Martin Dolzer, a Left Party
skiing areas in the country.
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MP, told RT last week that one million arrivals is not a large
figure for a wealthy country like Germany, which has a
population of about 80 million.
“As the [West] pursues the strategy of destabilizing Libya, Mali
and Somalia as well as other African and Middle Eastern
countries, refugees will come,” he stressed.
https://www.rt.com/news/362994-bavarian-townmigrants-letter/
***

Majority of Cologne NYE attackers are from Morocco,
Algeria – report
***

Protests on Swedish island, attack on refugee center after
rape of wheelchair-bound woman
***

_____________________________________________________________________

Why The UNESCO Vote Is A Victory For Israel

HAARETZ – Contrary to Israeli claims, the document isn’t
a declaration as to the rightful owner of Temple Mount
and its surroundings, or as to which religion has sacred
claim to the site and its wall. The resolution is about
determining how to maintain and nurture a world
heritage site recognized by UNESCO (…)
The U.S., it stands to be noted, stopped playing a role in
UNESCO after Congress decided, under pressure from the Israel
lobby, to stop funding any UN agency that will accept Palestine
as a member. It is likely that if the U.S. retained its power in the
agency, Israel could have gotten a better resolution.
———————————————HAARETZ – Israeli politicians rushed to condemn the resolution
adopted by the UN’s education, science and culture agency on
Thursday with regard to the Temple Mount. The bulk of the
criticism touched on the motion’s terminology and was largely
justified. But a close reading of the resolution shows that in fact,
it includes a few positive revisions from the last such resolution
passed by UNESCO. More importantly, it calls on Israel to enter
negotiations with Jordan and the Palestinians to improve the
situation on Temple Mount for everyone involved.
Contrary to Israeli claims, the document isn’t a declaration as to
the rightful owner of Temple Mount and its surroundings, or as
to which religion has sacred claim to the site and its wall. The
resolution is about determining how to maintain and nurture a
world heritage site recognized by UNESCO. The agency has set
rules for the preservation of Jerusalem’s Old City, and these
rules are being violated, according to the writers of the
document.
Israel is recognized by international law as an occupier, so the
document’s repeated reference to Israel as such shouldn’t raise
eyebrows. However, the terminology does have a clear slant
toward the Islamic narrative. For example, the term Western
Wall appears in quotes throughout the document, while the
Arabic term for the site, Al-Burak, does not. The document
refers to the Temple Mount by its Arabic names, Haram Al-

Sharif and Al-Aqsa, while making no mention of its Jewish
names.
But the first achievement for Israel comes early in the
document. In section 3, UNESCO’s executive board affirms “the
importance of the Old City of Jerusalem and its Walls for the
three monotheistic religions.” The implication is that Judaism is
one of the three religions that consider Jerusalem’s Old City
holy. This assertion does not exist in the previous version of the
resolution that UNESCO approved in April.
A comparison of the two versions shows that one section is
missing from the new text – section 14, which accuses Israel of
damaging the assets of the Muslim religious trust, the Waqf,
outside Temple Mount. The section that was eliminated alleged
that Israel has planted fake Jewish graves inside a Muslim
cemetery and harmed remains from the Umayyad and Byzantine
periods in favor of Jewish prayer sites and ritual baths.
Two additional sections have undergone changes. A
condemnation of attacks on members of the Waqf was added to
section 8, in light of recent clashes between police and the
organization on Temple Mount and around it. And section 10
now condemns the entrance of Israel Antiques Authority officials
to structures on the mount.
Section 16 condemns Israeli projects that alter the mount’s
surroundings, including Jerusalem Mayor Nir Barkat’s plan to
build a cable car system in the East Jerusalem area of Silwan
and the Mount of the Olives, a plan to build a large visitor center
in Silwan, the construction of a major office building in the
Western Wall plaza and the installation of an elevator between
the wall and the Jewish quarter.
But the most important part is section 7, which appeared in the
previous version and calls on Israel to restore the “historic
Status Quo” that existed on the Temple Mount until September
2000. That month, then-opposition leader Ariel Sharon ascended
to Temple Mount and the second intifada broke out, prompting
Israel to halt non-Muslim visits to the site for three years. The
visits were renewed in 2003 unilaterally, without the Waqf’s
consent and without allowing visitors to enter mosques. Jordan
has been pressing Israel for some time now to restore the status
quo, under which non-Muslims would be allowed to enter the
Mount from three gates, instead of just one, and would be
allowed to buy tickets to enter the local mosques. Many Israeli
figures are in favor of the move. The belief is that mosque ticket
sales would give the Waqf financial incentive to maintain order
on the Mount.
Israel can also console itself with the fact that the European
members of UNESCO did not vote in favor of the resolution.
These states made efforts behind the scenes to moderate the
motion, which was written by Jordan and supported by Arab
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states. The aforementioned section 14, for example, was
eliminated in part due to pressure from France.
The U.S., it stands to be noted, stopped playing a role in
UNESCO after Congress decided, under pressure from the Israel
lobby, to stop funding any UN agency that will accept Palestine
as a member. It is likely that if the U.S. retained its power in the
agency, Israel could have gotten a better resolution.
Ultimately, the UNESCO motion isn’t unusual in the face of the
international dialogue on Jerusalem and the holy sites. Even if
most Israelis and the government refuse to accept it,
Jerusalem’s Old City and its holy sites, just like Hebron and
Nablus, are considered to be occupied territory by international
law, all international organizations and each member of the UN.
Within this framework, recognizing Jewish links to holy sites in
Jerusalem has become a pawn in the Palestinian struggle. So if
the Israeli government finds it so important that the world
recognize this link, it must sit down and talk to the Palestinians
– the exact thing it is avoiding. Israel’s continued disregard of
this reality is the true backdrop to Israeli politicians’ desperate
cries.
***
Netanyahu Slams UNESCO Resolution on Temple Mount:
Like Denying Link Between PB and Jelly
'UNESCO haven't read the Bible,' prime minister says
after resolution nullifying Jewish ties to Temple Mount,
likens decision to saying China has no link to Great Wall.
Barak Ravid Oct 13, 2016 10:11 PM
*At UNESCO, Jews have no standing, but historical
revisionism does.
*UNESCO backs motion nullifying Jewish ties to Temple
Mount
*Were there Jewish Temples on Temple Mount? Yes.
Prime Minister Benjamin Netanyahu criticized UNESCO Thursday
after the organization voted in favor of a resolution effectively
nullifying any Jewish connection to the Temple Mount or the
Western Wall.

"The absurd theater of UNESCO continues," said Netanyahu. "So
they haven't read the Bible, but I suggest that UNESCO
members visit the Arch of Titus in Rome where you can see
what the Romans brought to Rome after they destroyed and
looted the Temple Mount 2,000 years ago."
The arch referred to by Netanyahu celebrates and depicts
Rome's victories in the the lands of modern-day Israel and
details many Jewish artifacts that were pillaged from
Jerusalem's Jewish temple, which most scientists concur sat on
today's Temple Mount.
"Soon UNESCO will say that the Emperor Titus was also pushing
Zionist propaganda," Netanyahu continued in his criticism of
UNESCO.
"To say that Israel has no connection to the Temple Mount and
the Western Wall is like saying that China has no connection to
the Great Wall of China and that Egypt has no connection to the
pyramids. With this absurd decision, UNESCO lost the little
legitimization it had left. But I believe that the historical truth is
stronger and the truth will win."
The UNESCO resolution, adopted earlier Thursday, asserted that
Jerusalem is holy to the three monotheistic religions: Judaism,
Islam and Christianity. However, it includes a special section
dealing with the Temple Mount, which says the site is sacred
only to Muslims and fails to mention that it is sacred to the Jews
as well. In fact, it mentions neither the Hebrew term for the site
– Har HaBayit – nor its English equivalent, the Temple Mount.
The site is referred to only by its Muslim names – Al-Aqsa
Mosque and Haram al-Sharif.
The Israeli prime minister continued his criticism on Twitter,
where his official account posted: "What's next? A UNESCO
decision denying the connection between peanut butter and
jelly? Batman and Robin? Rock and roll?"
http://www.haaretz.com/israel-news/1.747354

_________________________________________________
Fredrick Töben says:
BEEN THERE, DONE THAT! Truth is no defence under s18C!
********

Bill Leak cartoon reviewed for ‘racial hatred’

HEDLEY THOMAS
National Chief Correspondent, Brisbane
The Australian, 12:00AM October 15, 2016

Bill Leak’s cartoon from August 4 which is being
investigated by the Human Rights Commission.
Bill Leak and The Australian are staring down a Human Rights
Commission challenge under section 18C, 10 weeks after the

cartoonist’s provocative drawing led to a public debate over
indigenous parental neglect.
Commission president Gillian Triggs’s delegate, Jodie Ball, has
written to the newspaper’s lawyers to advise that allegations of
racial hatred under the Racial Discrimination Act will be
investigated.
The allegations are in a complaint by Melissa Dinnison over
Leak’s August 4 cartoon, which prompted widespread
commendation and criticism for its blunt portrayal of a crisis in
Aboriginal parenting.
In the cartoon, an indigenous uniformed Northern Territory
police officer presents an indigenous youth to his father in an
outback setting and says to the father: “You’ll have to sit down
and talk to your son about personal responsibility.” The
indigenous father, who is holding a can of Victoria Bitter beer, replies: “Yeah righto, what’s his name then?”
Those who supported the cartoon, including Aboriginal
intellectuals and frontline workers, praised it for cutting through
a miasma of political correctness to confront painful truths about
a fundamental reason for the chronic neglect and abuse of indigenous children.
The cartoon’s loudest critics — including prominent media
commentators and political philosopher and Race Discrimination
Commissioner Tim Soutphommasane, who publicly called for
racial hatred complaints — described Leak’s work as a racist and
hateful smear of indigenous parents.
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Attempts by The Weekend Australian to contact Ms Dinnison
were unsuccessful. A north Queensland state school teacher by
the same name said yesterday she was not the complainant.
Documents provided by the federal human rights body state Ms
Dinnison has complained under section 18C because she says
she has “experienced racial hatred” and been discriminated
against as a result of the cartoon.
Her complaint states: “The Australian newspaper has published
and endorsed a cartoon depicting racial discrimination, racial
profiling, and racially offensive material. A series of cartoons
illustrate hateful and derogatory material specifically relating to
indigenous Australians, their relationships with their children,
alcoholism and domestic violence.”
Ms Dinnison cites section 18C, which makes an act unlawful if it
“is reasonably likely, in all the circumstances, to offend, insult,
humiliate or intimidate another person or a group of people; and
the act is done because of the race, colour or national or ethnic
origin of the other person or of some or all of the people in the
group”.
The Human Rights Commission has advised The Australian that
“sections 18C, 18D and 18E of the Racial Discrimination Act
appear relevant to the complaint”.
Ms Ball explained that when a complaint is received, Professor
Triggs “is required to inquire into and attempt to resolve the
complaint by conciliation”. The complaint is dated August 4 but
the commission brought it to The Australian’s attention for the
first time this month.
“If a complaint cannot be conciliated, or is terminated for some
other reason, the person affected by the alleged discrimination
may apply to the Federal Circuit Court of Australia for the court
to decide the allegations,” Ms Ball said.
Leak and the newspaper have been given an October 28
deadline to respond to Ms Dinnison’s claims that “the publishing
of the cartoon on August 4, 2016, constitutes racial hatred
under the terms of 18C”, and to provide submissions “relevant
to the commission’s consideration of the matter”.
The human rights body has also asked if Leak and the
newspaper “would be willing to participate in a conciliation
process to try to resolve the complaint”.
The relevance of section 18D of the Racial Discrimination Act is
that it provides for a defence if the cartoon is found to have
been published reasonably and in good faith “in the
performance, exhibition or distribution of an artistic work; or in
the course of any statement, publication, discussion or debate
made or held for any genuine academic, artistic or scientific
purpose or any other genuine purpose in the public interest”.
The defence can also be cited in making or publishing “a fair and
accurate report of any event or matter of public interest; or a
fair comment on any event or matter of public interest if the
comment is an expression of a genuine belief held by the person
making the comment”.
Professor Triggs and the commission are embroiled in another
18C case involving white students from the Queensland
University of Technology who wrote Facebook posts about being
kicked out of an indigenous-only computer room on the main
Brisbane campus by a QUT staffer, Cindy Prior, in May 2013.
In that case, still before the Federal Circuit Court, Ms Prior, who
is indigenous, seeks $250,000 in damages from the students,
who strenuously deny racial hatred, and QUT.
The QUT case has led to Professor Triggs appointing
independent Sydney lawyer Angus Stewart SC to run an investigation into counter-complaints by the students that their
reputations and rights have been irreparably damaged by the
commission’s allegedly incompetent and biased handling of Ms
Prior’s complaint.
The editor-in-chief of The Australian, Paul Whittaker, said
yesterday that freedom of expression was absolutely essential to
a robust and fair-minded liberal democracy.
“Bill’s cartoons are often confronting and prompt readers to
think about unpalatable truths,’’ he said. “In this case, it is an
indisputable fact that the serious child welfare issues present in
remote indigenous communities are often the result of absent or
neglectful parents.’’
He said the newspaper was proud of Leak’s work and would
mount a vigorous defence. He called on the Turnbull

government to revisit previous Liberal Party promises to repeal
or amend section 18C.
Leak said yesterday he was appalled that a government bureaucracy was permitted to intrude on and restrict one of the
most fundamental freedoms in democracy, free speech, and was
disgusted at the claims that he was a racist.
“This cartoon was about the plight of children in Aboriginal
communities who wander the streets at all hours because they
are too afraid to go their homes,” he said. “My sympathies are
with these children and it is disgusting that when you try to
draw attention to them, you are labelled a racist on social media
and by the loud ‘anti-racists’ who are in fact the most racist of
all. I am repulsed and repelled by racists and I have been all my
life. Section 18C is an outrageous piece of law which leads to
completely farcical situations like this.”
In the eruption of public debate over Leak’s cartoon, Mr
Soutphommasane was quoted saying: “Our society shouldn’t endorse racial stereotyping of Aboriginal Australians or any
other racial or ethnic group.”
The Race Discrimination Commissioner was accused of
prejudging the issue. He made public statements that “a
significant number” of people would agree the cartoon was a
racial stereotype of Aboriginal Australians, and urged anyone
offended to lodge a complaint under the Racial Discrimination
Act.
The lawyer for two of the QUT students, Tony Morris QC,
said The Australian had compelling defences for a cartoon he described as targeting not any one individual but “a caricature,
both in an artistic and a substantive sense”.
“What is especially important is that the cartoon was intended to
convey — and, I believe, was very successful in conveying — an
important sociopolitical message: that the problems affecting
youthful offenders in the Aboriginal community are sometimes
contributed to by neglect on the part of their parents, and the absence of paternal role models. That may not be a fashionable
or ‘politically correct’ opinion, but that does not make it wrong.
“I also deduce from Bill Leak’s published comments that it is an
opinion honestly held, and based on his own life experience; and
I expect that it would not be too hard to gather expert ...
witnesses to support Leak’s opinion.’’
Ms Dinnison may be challenged to demonstrate that she could
be a member of a “group of people” who “reasonably” take
personal offence at Leak’s depiction of an unsophisticated
outback male Aborigine.
http://www.theaustralian.com.au/business/media/billleakcartoonreviewedforracialhatred/newsstory/6878035
50b49792faaaae85c220b83f5

********
NATIONAL AFFAIRS
Use of section 18C is out of hand, says Tony Abbott

Former PM Tony Abbott:
‘Section 18C is getting completely out of hand as a
weapon to stifle free speech’.

The Australian 12:00AM October 17, 2016

HEDLEY THOMAS
National Chief Correspondent Brisbane
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MARK SCHLIEBS
Reporter Brisbane @mark_schliebs
Tony Abbott has declared that the use of section 18C of the
Racial Discrimination Act to stifle free speech is getting “out of
hand’’ as criticism surrounding the lodging of a complaint about
a provocative cartoon by Bill Leak mounted.
The former prime minister, who walked away in 2014 from a
commitment to change 18C, said the problems with the
provisions regarding “offence” and “insult” were now more
apparent.
“It’s now much more obvious than it was two years back that
section 18C is getting completely out of hand as a weapon to
stifle free speech,” he told The Australian. “At the very least it
should be amended to remove ‘offend’ and ‘insult’.”
Mr Abbott’s comments came as indigenous adviser Warren
Mundine yesterday criticised a complaint against Leak and The
Australian under section 18C.
The complaint to the Human Rights Commission was prompted
by a cartoon that portrayed a crisis in Aboriginal parenting.
Mr Mundine said he disagreed with the allegation of racial hatred
in the complaint to the commission over Leak’s August 4
cartoon.
“If the allegations are that (Leak) has incited racial hatred, I
don’t support that at all,” Mr Mundine said. “It has a black police
officer and it’s opening up a debate. Cartoonists have always
been in your face — and that’s definitely in your face.
“If people read my comments only a couple of weeks ago in
regards to domestic violence stuff that was in The Australian as
well, I think what he was saying — how I took it — was that a
lot of people are ignoring or … avoiding the bleeding obvious in
this space.”
The cartoon depicted an indigenous uniformed Northern Territory police officer presenting an indigenous youth to his father in
an outback setting and saying to the father: “You’ll have to sit
down and talk to your son about personal responsibility.” The
indigenous father replies: “Yeah righto, what’s his name then?”
Mr Mundine, a former ALP president who now chairs the Prime
Minister’s indigenous Advisory Council, also backed calls for 18C
to be amended. “I’ve always been a strong supporter of free
speech,” he said. “I’ve always thought 18C went too far and
needed to be amended.”
Mr Mundine said he was considering making his own complaints
about “members of the Left” who have used racial slurs, such as
“coconut”, when talking about him on Twitter.

Liberal Democrats senator David Leyonhjelm lodged his own
complaint in August after being called an “angry white male”, in
a bid to demonstrate why 18C should be repealed.
Anthony Dillon, a postdoctoral fellow at the Australian Catholic
University whose father, Collin Dillon, was Australia’s first
Aboriginal police officer, also said he did not believe 18C should
exist in its current form.
“Any law that is premised on ‘you’ve hurt my feelings with what
you said or did’ is nonsense,” Dr Dillon said yesterday.
He said other cartoons stereotyping white people had not
generated the controversy created by Leak’s August 4 work.
The
Human
Rights
Commission
wrote
to The
Australian’s lawyers this month to advise that allegations of
“racial hatred under the Racial Discrimination Act” regarding the
August 4 cartoon would be investigated.
It followed a complaint being lodged by a person identified as
Melissa Dinnison, who alleged she had “experienced racial
hatred” and discrimination as a result of the cartoon.
Comment

Fredrick When the RDA was amended in 1995 to
bring in especially s18C, the aim was legally to protect those
who up to then used ad hominem attacks on anyone who
disagreed with their world view by labelling them: HATERS,
HOLOCAUST DENIERS, ANTISEMITES, RACISTS.
Under this legislation Truth is no defence and s18D - good faith,
is scoffed at because if you are labelled a DENIER and a HATER,
then you cannot be acting in good faith.
Individuals who use s18 D to seek redress of a perceived hurt
have their personal agenda, which would not stand the scrutiny
of a High Court challenge. It is a pity that Andrew Bolt/The
Australian refused to take their case on appeal to the High
Court.
What s18C has done to Australia's communal mindset is
solidified what we now call PC thinking, something that Donald
Trump is challenging in the USA by ripping apart this politically
correct shroud that is stifling western civilization's basic
instincts....and blah, blah-blah...
MORE:No reasoning with PC bigots
MORE:Triggs delegation not valid: QC
*http://www.theaustralian.com.au/national-affairs/useof-section-18c-is-out-of-hand-says-tony-abbott/newsstory/67eab09aba3d62fc2217e8f83cc84166

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------***Russia 'will retaliate' against British media after RT's bank accounts closed***
https://www.theguardian.com/media/2016/oct/18/russia-will-retaliate-against-british-media-after-rts-bankaccounts-closed

The deadly racism of the ‘anti-racist’ liberal imperialist

Neil Clark is a journalist, writer, broadcaster and blogger.
He has written for many newspapers and magazines in
the UK and other countries including The Guardian,
Morning Star, Daily and Sunday Express, Mail on Sunday,
Daily Mail, Daily Telegraph, New Statesman, The
Spectator, The Week, and The American Conservative. He
is a regular pundit on RT and has also appeared on BBC
TV and radio, Sky News, Press TV and the Voice of Russia.
He is the co-founder of the Campaign For Public
Ownership @PublicOwnership. His award winning blog
can be found at www.neilclark66.blogspot.com. He
tweets on politics and world affairs @NeilClark66
Published time: 12 Oct, 2016 16:12
When it comes to hypocrisy, the pro-war Western ‘liberal’ is in a
class of his own. While professing opposition to racism, the prowar liberal is cheerleader for the most dangerous and deadly

forms of racism in the world today - contemporary US/Western
imperialism.
A racism that is scarcely reported, but which has laid waste to
entire countries and killed millions - and which now threatens to
drag us into potentially catastrophic military confrontation with
Russia.
We can see this abhorrent racism on display again in the current
debates in elite circles in the West over Syria. It’s taken as a
given that ‘We’ i.e., the US and its allies, have a right to declare
who is or is not the legitimate government of Syria. We can
demand ‘Assad must go’ but of course no Syrian government
official can demand one of OUR leaders must go. The very
thought of it!
We have the right to impose ‘No Fly Zones’ which of course
won’t apply to OUR aircraft - only to THEIRS. We have the right
to bomb or illegally invade countries at any time we want to for whatever fictitious reasons - but if the people of the targeted
country dare to fight back, we’ll call them “genocidal” and
accuse their leader (and his allies) of war crimes and push for
them to be sent to The Hague. Our leaders meanwhile can break
international law and kill hundreds of thousands with total
impunity.
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If you doubt the inherent racism of the current world order, and
think I’m overstating the case; then consider what’s been going
on at the International Criminal Court (ICC). During its 14 years
of existence the only people indicted and tried by the ICC have
been Africans.
What would you say if there was a domestic court in England
that only ever tried Africans? And that Europeans, whatever
heinous crimes they’d committed, were never brought before
the court. You’d call the whole set up racist, and you’d be right.
But it happens at the ICC and pro-war ‘anti-racist’ liberals are
silent. Showing that on an international scale you can get away
with the most blatant levels of discrimination that you’d never
get away with domestically.

RT
✔@RT_com
International justice is farce if Blair doesn’t go on trial over Iraq
war (by @NeilClark66) http://on.rt.com/6un8
7:45 AM - 26 Oct 2015
Regrettably, a sizable section of the anti-racist left in the West
has bought into this pernicious liberal racism, probably without
even being aware of it. Evidence of this is how few people feel
brave enough to publicly declare: 'Actually the Syrian
government does have the right to fight back against USbacked jihadists’.
Again, it's taken as a 'given' that countries of the global south
targeted by the US and its allies have absolutely no right to
engage in violent resistance; their governments are expected to
roll over and die. If they dare to resist and fight back with force
as Syria’s has done, then some in the anti-war movement even
portray them as equally culpable as the aggressor.
Remember the outrage from the ‘Exceptional Nation’ and its
allies when Yugoslav forces downed a US Stealth Bomber in
1999! 'How dare they! We have the right to bomb your country
back to the Stone Age for 'humanitarian' reasons - but you have
no right to try and down our aircraft!’
When three US soldiers were captured, President Bill Clinton
warned the Yugoslavs that they had no authority to put the men
on trial, while stressing that the illegal US-led bombing of
Yugoslavia would continue.
Again, the only way you could support such blatant double
standards is if you believe that Americans and their NATO allies
are superior to Yugoslavs. And that would be racism.
The dehumanization of the many victims of military aggression
carried out by the West and its allies is another example of
‘acceptable’ liberal racism.
The millions killed by US/Western imperialism in Iraq, Pakistan,
Afghanistan, Syria, Libya, Yemen, Yugoslavia and elsewhere, are
not commemorated on any special day of the calendar. They’re
most unlikely to be honored in any blockbuster Hollywood films.
While ‘regret’ is sometimes expressed over ‘accidental’ civilian
casualties, there is no pretense at sorrow when soldiers fighting
for armies of targeted states are incinerated in large numbers.
Did you see any concern from pro-war Western liberals, when
the US and its allies murdered 62 Syrian soldiers last month
bringing the ceasefire to an end? No, me neither.
18 Sep
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BREAKING: US military says coalition airstrikes may have
unintentionally targeted Syrian army http://on.rt.com/7pj2
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Coalition strikes on Syrian army: 62 soldiers killed, nearly 100
injured – Russian MoD
http://on.rt.com/7pj2 pic.twitter.com/KbHrs6dhaI
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It’s doubtful the ’humanitarian’ pro-war ‘anti-racist’ liberals now
clamoring for a ‘No Fly Zone’ to be imposed in Syria (or rather a
We Can Fly But They Can’t Zone), have ever met any soldiers
from the Syrian Arab Army. But I have.
A few years back I was in Latakia, Syria, waiting for a bus to
take me back to my flat in Damascus. I’d missed the last one
but a special army bus was waiting to depart. I was invited to
travel on it. Throughout the journey the soldiers generously
shared their food, drink and smokes with me. They sang songs,
we joked and laughed. It was a great journey.
I always think of these Syrian soldiers whenever I hear a prowar ‘anti-racist’ liberal feign humanitarian concern for Syria.
Because for them, Syrian soldiers loyally defending their country
aren’t human beings at all; they can be slaughtered in large
numbers and when they do it’s a cause for celebration.
“When are humans not human?” asked my fellow RT OpEdge
contributor Dan Glazebrook in his Morning Star column from
August 2012. The answer is when they’re soldiers from global
south countries resisting a US-backed invasion. Glazebrook
notes that while soldiers of the occupying army are “always
human no matter what atrocities they have taken part in,” those
from armies that are defending their countries from Western
aggression “are never human”…”even if they’ve never fired a
shot in their life.”
The sad truth is that too many ‘anti-racists’ in the West are
more concerned with bad things certain individuals say than
with countering the most deadly and virulent form of racism
affecting the world today; the racism that underpins the foreign
policy of the US and its closest allies.
Just imagine if widespread racist pogroms against black people
were to be launched by far-right groups in France. There would,
I’m sure, be enormous and totally justified outrage. The
perpetrators would be brought to book, and rightly so. But as
Dan Glazebrook has pointed out, racist pogroms against black
people were ‘characteristic’ of the Western-backed Libyan
rebellion in 2011 from the very start. Yet Western ‘anti-racist’
liberals still supported the rebellion and Western ’humanitarian’
air strikes in favor of racist ‘rebels‘. How can you denounce
racist pogroms against black people in Europe yet support them
in Libya? Well ‘anti-racist’ liberal imperialists can. As Maximilian
Forte wrote: “If this was ‘humanitarianism’ it could only be so by
disqualifying Africans as members of humanity.”
11 Oct

Phil Greaves @PhilGreaves01
Make a list of every warmongering Al Qaeda death-squad
supporting British MP that calls for war on Syria &
Russia.#AleppoDebate

Phil Greaves @PhilGreaves01
Libya was destroyed by the same 'humanitarians', a prosperous
developing country plundered & turned to rubble via UK
'NFZ'.#AleppoDebate
11:19 PM - 11 Oct 2016
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The truly genuine anti-racist (as opposed to the fake ‘anti-racist’
liberal imperialist) believes that all countries are equal and that
the US and its allies have no more right to threaten Syria than
Syria has to threaten the US and its allies. Genuine anti-racists
believe that all human life is equal too. And that international
law should apply to all and that the US, Britain, Israel and their
allies should not be exempt. It's time genuine anti-racists
reclaimed anti-racism from pro-war Western liberals. Before the

racist, virtue signaling phonies start their ‘humanitarian’ World
War Three.
Follow Neil Clark on Twitter @NeilClark66
The statements, views and opinions expressed in this
column are solely those of the author and do not
necessarily represent those of RT.
https://www.rt.com/op-edge/362533-racism-war-westimperialist/#
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The Origins of Political Correctness
February 5, 2000, Bill Lind, 136 Comments
An Accuracy in Academia Address by Bill Lind
Where does all this stuff that you’ve heard about this morning –
the victim feminism, the gay rights movement, the invented
statistics, the rewritten history, the lies, the demands, all the
rest of it – where does it come from? For the first time in our
history, Americans have to be fearful of what they say, of what
they write, and of what they think. They have to be afraid of
using the wrong word, a word denounced as offensive or
insensitive, or racist, sexist, or homophobic.
We have seen other countries, particularly in this century, where
this has been the case. And we have always regarded them with
a mixture of pity, and to be truthful, some amusement, because
it has struck us as so strange that people would allow a situation
to develop where they would be afraid of what words they used.
But we now have this situation in this country. We have it
primarily on college campuses, but it is spreading throughout
the whole society. Were does it come from? What is it?
We call it “Political Correctness.” The name originated as
something of a joke, literally in a comic strip, and we tend still
to think of it as only half-serious. In fact, it’s deadly serious. It
is the great disease of our century, the disease that has left tens
of millions of people dead in Europe, in Russia, in China, indeed
around the world. It is the disease of ideology. PC is not funny.
PC is deadly serious.
If we look at it analytically, if we look at it historically, we
quickly find out exactly what it is. Political Correctness is cultural
Marxism. It is Marxism translated from economic into cultural
terms. It is an effort that goes back not to the 1960s and the
hippies and the peace movement, but back to World War I. If
we compare the basic tenets of Political Correctness with
classical Marxism the parallels are very obvious.
First of all, both are totalitarian ideologies. The totalitarian
nature of Political Correctness is revealed nowhere more clearly
than on college campuses, many of which at this point are small
ivy covered North Koreas, where the student or faculty member
who dares to cross any of the lines set up by the gender
feminist or the homosexual-rights activists, or the local black or
Hispanic group, or any of the other sainted “victims” groups that
PC revolves around, quickly find themselves in judicial trouble.
Within the small legal system of the college, they face formal
charges – some star-chamber proceeding – and punishment.
That is a little look into the future that Political Correctness
intends for the nation as a whole.
Indeed, all ideologies are totalitarian because the essence of an
ideology (I would note that conservatism correctly understood is
not an ideology) is to take some philosophy and say on the basis
of this philosophy certain things must be true – such as the
whole of the history of our culture is the history of the
oppression of women. Since reality contradicts that, reality must
be forbidden. It must become forbidden to acknowledge the
reality of our history. People must be forced to live a lie, and
since people are naturally reluctant to live a lie, they naturally
use their ears and eyes to look out and say, “Wait a minute.
This isn’t true. I can see it isn’t true,” the power of the state
must be put behind the demand to live a lie. That is why
ideology invariably creates a totalitarian state.

Second, the cultural Marxism of Political Correctness, like
economic Marxism, has a single factor explanation of history.
Economic Marxism says that all of history is determined by
ownership of means of production. Cultural Marxism, or Political
Correctness, says that all history is determined by power, by
which groups defined in terms of race, sex, etc., have power
over which other groups. Nothing else matters. All literature,
indeed, is about that. Everything in the past is about that one
thing.
Third, just as in classical economic Marxism certain groups, i.e.
workers and peasants, are a priori good, and other groups, i.e.,
the bourgeoisie and capital owners, are evil. In the cultural
Marxism of Political Correctness certain groups are good –
feminist women, (only feminist women, non-feminist women are
deemed not to exist) blacks, Hispanics, homosexuals. These
groups are determined to be “victims,” and therefore
automatically good regardless of what any of them do. Similarly,
white males are determined automatically to be evil, thereby
becoming the equivalent of the bourgeoisie in economic
Marxism.
Fourth, both economic and cultural Marxism rely on
expropriation. When the classical Marxists, the communists,
took over a country like Russia, they expropriated the
bourgeoisie, they took away their property. Similarly, when the
cultural Marxists take over a university campus, they
expropriate through things like quotas for admissions. When a
white student with superior qualifications is denied admittance
to a college in favor of a black or Hispanic who isn’t as well
qualified, the white student is expropriated. And indeed,
affirmative action, in our whole society today, is a system of
expropriation. White owned companies don’t get a contract
because the contract is reserved for a company owned by, say,
Hispanics or women. So expropriation is a principle tool for both
forms of Marxism.
And finally, both have a method of analysis that automatically
gives the answers they want. For the classical Marxist, it’s
Marxist economics. For the cultural Marxist, it’s deconstruction.
Deconstruction essentially takes any text, removes all meaning
from it and re-inserts any meaning desired. So we find, for
example, that all of Shakespeare is about the suppression of
women, or the Bible is really about race and gender. All of these
texts simply become grist for the mill, which proves that “all
history is about which groups have power over which other
groups.” So the parallels are very evident between the classical
Marxism that we’re familiar with in the old Soviet Union and the
cultural Marxism that we see today as Political Correctness.
But the parallels are not accidents. The parallels did not come
from nothing. The fact of the matter is that Political Correctness
has a history, a history that is much longer than many people
are aware of outside a small group of academics who have
studied this. And the history goes back, as I said, to World War
I, as do so many of the pathologies that are today bringing our
society, and indeed our culture, down.
Marxist theory said that when the general European war came
(as it did come in Europe in 1914), the working class throughout
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Europe would rise up and overthrow their governments – the
bourgeois governments – because the workers had more in
common with each other across the national boundaries than
they had in common with the bourgeoisie and the ruling class in
their own country. Well, 1914 came and it didn’t happen.
Throughout Europe, workers rallied to their flag and happily
marched off to fight each other. The Kaiser shook hands with
the leaders of the Marxist Social Democratic Party in Germany
and said there are no parties now, there are only Germans. And
this happened in every country in Europe. So something was
wrong.
Marxists knew by definition it couldn’t be the theory. In 1917,
they finally got a Marxist coup in Russia and it looked like the
theory was working, but it stalled again. It didn’t spread and
when attempts were made to spread immediately after the war,
with the Spartacist uprising in Berlin, with the Bela Kun
government in Hungary, with the Munich Soviet, the workers
didn’t support them.
So the Marxists’ had a problem. And two Marxist theorists went
to work on it: Antonio Gramsci in Italy and Georg Lukacs in
Hungary. Gramsci said the workers will never see their true
class interests, as defined by Marxism, until they are freed from
Western culture, and particularly from the Christian religion –
that they are blinded by culture and religion to their true class
interests. Lukacs, who was considered the most brilliant Marxist
theorist since Marx himself, said in 1919, “Who will save us from
Western Civilization?” He also theorized that the great obstacle
to the creation of a Marxist paradise was the culture: Western
civilization itself.
Lukacs gets a chance to put his ideas into practice, because
when the home grown Bolshevik Bela Kun government is
established in Hungary in 1919, he becomes deputy commissar
for culture, and the first thing he did was introduce sex
education into the Hungarian schools. This ensured that the
workers would not support the Bela Kun government, because
the Hungarian people looked at this aghast, workers as well as
everyone else. But he had already made the connection that
today many of us are still surprised by, that we would consider
the “latest thing.”
In 1923 in Germany, a think-tank is established that takes on
the role of translating Marxism from economic into cultural
terms, that creates Political Correctness as we know it today,
and essentially it has created the basis for it by the end of the
1930s. This comes about because the very wealthy young son of
a millionaire German trader by the name of Felix Weil has
become a Marxist and has lots of money to spend. He is
disturbed by the divisions among the Marxists, so he sponsors
something called the First Marxist Work Week, where he brings
Lukacs and many of the key German thinkers together for a
week, working on the differences of Marxism.
And he says, “What we need is a think-tank.” Washington is full
of think tanks and we think of them as very modern. In fact
they go back quite a ways. He endows an institute, associated
with Frankfurt University, established in 1923, that was
originally supposed to be known as the Institute for Marxism.
But the people behind it decided at the beginning that it was not
to their advantage to be openly identified as Marxist. The last
thing Political Correctness wants is for people to figure out it’s a
form of Marxism. So instead they decide to name it the Institute
for Social Research.
Weil is very clear about his goals. In 1917, he wrote to Martin
Jay the author of a principle book on the Frankfurt School, as
the Institute for Social Research soon becomes known
informally, and he said, “I wanted the institute to become
known, perhaps famous, due to its contributions to Marxism.”
Well, he was successful. The first director of the Institute, Carl
Grunberg, an Austrian economist, concluded his opening
address, according to Martin Jay, “by clearly stating his personal
allegiance to Marxism as a scientific methodology.” Marxism, he
said, would be the ruling principle at the Institute, and that
never changed.
The initial work at the Institute was rather conventional, but in
1930 it acquired a new director named Max Horkheimer, and
Horkheimer’s views were very different. He was very much a
Marxist renegade. The people who create and form the Frankfurt
School are renegade Marxists. They’re still very much Marxist in

their thinking, but they’re effectively run out of the party.
Moscow looks at what they are doing and says, “Hey, this isn’t
us, and we’re not going to bless this.”
Horkheimer’s initial heresy is that he is very interested in Freud,
and the key to making the translation of Marxism from economic
into cultural terms is essentially that he combined it with
Freudism. Again, Martin Jay writes, “If it can be said that in the
early years of its history, the Institute concerned itself primarily
with an analysis of bourgeois society’s socio-economic substructure,” – and I point out that Jay is very sympathetic to the
Frankfurt School, I’m not reading from a critic here – “in the
years after 1930 its primary interests lay in its cultural
superstructure. Indeed the traditional Marxist formula regarding
the relationship between the two was brought into question by
Critical Theory.”
The stuff we’ve been hearing about this morning – the radical
feminism, the women’s studies departments, the gay studies
departments, the black studies departments – all these things
are branches of Critical Theory. What the Frankfurt School
essentially does is draw on both Marx and Freud in the 1930s to
create this theory called Critical Theory. The term is ingenious
because you’re tempted to ask, “What is the theory?” The
theory is to criticize. The theory is that the way to bring down
Western culture and the capitalist order is not to lay down an
alternative. They explicitly refuse to do that. They say it can’t be
done, that we can’t imagine what a free society would look like
(their definition of a free society). As long as we’re living under
repression – the repression of a capitalistic economic order
which creates (in their theory) the Freudian condition, the
conditions that Freud describes in individuals of repression – we
can’t even imagine it. What Critical Theory is about is simply
criticizing. It calls for the most destructive criticism possible, in
every possible way, designed to bring the current order down.
And, of course, when we hear from the feminists that the whole
of society is just out to get women and so on, that kind of
criticism is a derivative of Critical Theory. It is all coming from
the 1930s, not the 1960s.
Other key members who join up around this time are Theodore
Adorno, and, most importantly, Erich Fromm and Herbert
Marcuse. Fromm and Marcuse introduce an element which is
central to Political Correctness, and that’s the sexual element.
And particularly Marcuse, who in his own writings calls for a
society of “polymorphous perversity,” that is his definition of the
future of the world that they want to create. Marcuse in
particular by the 1930s is writing some very extreme stuff on
the need for sexual liberation, but this runs through the whole
Institute. So do most of the themes we see in Political
Correctness, again in the early 30s. In Fromm’s view,
masculinity and femininity were not reflections of ‘essential’
sexual differences, as the Romantics had thought. They were
derived instead from differences in life functions, which were in
part socially determined.” Sex is a construct; sexual differences
are a construct.
Another example is the emphasis we now see on
environmentalism. “Materialism as far back as Hobbes had led
to a manipulative dominating attitude toward nature.” That was
Horkhemier writing in 1933 in Materialismus und Moral. “The
theme of man’s domination of nature,” according to Jay, ” was
to become a central concern of the Frankfurt School in
subsequent
years.”
“Horkheimer’s
antagonism
to
the
fetishization of labor, (here’s were they’re obviously departing
from Marxist orthodoxy) expressed another dimension of his
materialism, the demand for human, sensual happiness.” In one
of his most trenchant essays, Egoism and the Movement for
Emancipation, written in 1936, Horkeimer “discussed the
hostility to personal gratification inherent in bourgeois culture.”
And he specifically referred to the Marquis de Sade, favorably,
for his “protest…against asceticism in the name of a higher
morality.”
How does all of this stuff flood in here? How does it flood into
our universities, and indeed into our lives today? The members
of the Frankfurt School are Marxist, they are also, to a man,
Jewish. In 1933 the Nazis came to power in Germany, and not
surprisingly they shut down the Institute for Social Research.
And its members fled. They fled to New York City, and the
Institute was reestablished there in 1933 with help from
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Columbia University. And the members of the Institute,
gradually through the 1930s, though many of them remained
writing in German, shift their focus from Critical Theory about
German society, destructive criticism about every aspect of that
society, to Critical Theory directed toward American society.
There is another very important transition when the war comes.
Some of them go to work for the government, including Herbert
Marcuse, who became a key figure in the OSS (the predecessor
to the CIA), and some, including Horkheimer and Adorno, move
to Hollywood.
These origins of Political Correctness would probably not mean
too much to us today except for two subsequent events. The
first was the student rebellion in the mid-1960s, which was
driven largely by resistance to the draft and the Vietnam War.
But the student rebels needed theory of some sort. They
couldn’t just get out there and say, “Hell no we won’t go,” they
had to have some theoretical explanation behind it. Very few of
them were interested in wading through Das Kapital. Classical,
economic Marxism is not light, and most of the radicals of the
60s were not deep. Fortunately for them, and unfortunately for
our country today, and not just in the university, Herbert
Marcuse remained in America when the Frankfurt School
relocated back to Frankfurt after the war. And whereas Mr.
Adorno in Germany is appalled by the student rebellion when it
breaks out there – when the student rebels come into Adorno’s
classroom, he calls the police and has them arrested – Herbert
Marcuse, who remained here, saw the 60s student rebellion as
the great chance. He saw the opportunity to take the work of
the Frankfurt School and make it the theory of the New Left in
the United States.
One of Marcuse’s books was the key book. It virtually became
the bible of the SDS and the student rebels of the 60s. That
book was Eros and Civilization. Marcuse argues that under a
capitalistic order (he downplays the Marxism very strongly here,
it is subtitled, A Philosophical Inquiry into Freud, but the
framework is Marxist), repression is the essence of that order
and that gives us the person Freud describes – the person with
all the hang-ups, the neuroses, because his sexual instincts are

repressed. We can envision a future, if we can only destroy this
existing oppressive order, in which we liberate eros, we liberate
libido, in which we have a world of “polymorphous perversity,”
in which you can “do your own thing.” And by the way, in that
world there will no longer be work, only play. What a wonderful
message for the radicals of the mid-60s! They’re students,
they’re baby-boomers, and they’ve grown up never having to
worry about anything except eventually having to get a job. And
here is a guy writing in a way they can easily follow. He doesn’t
require them to read a lot of heavy Marxism and tells them
everything they want to hear which is essentially, “Do your own
thing,” “If it feels good do it,” and “You never have to go to
work.” By the way, Marcuse is also the man who creates the
phrase, “Make love, not war.” Coming back to the situation
people face on campus, Marcuse defines “liberating tolerance”
as intolerance for anything coming from the Right and tolerance
for anything coming from the Left. Marcuse joined the Frankfurt
School, in 1932 (if I remember right). So, all of this goes back
to the 1930s.
In conclusion, America today is in the throes of the greatest and
direst transformation in its history. We are becoming an
ideological state, a country with an official state ideology
enforced by the power of the state. In “hate crimes” we now
have people serving jail sentences for political thoughts. And the
Congress is now moving to expand that category ever further.
Affirmative action is part of it. The terror against anyone who
dissents from Political Correctness on campus is part of it. It’s
exactly what we have seen happen in Russia, in Germany, in
Italy, in China, and now it’s coming here. And we don’t
recognize it because we call it Political Correctness and laugh it
off. My message today is that it’s not funny, it’s here, it’s
growing and it will eventually destroy, as it seeks to destroy,
everything that we have ever defined as our freedom and our
culture.
Variations of this speech have been delivered to various AIA
conferences including the 2000 Consevative University at
American University
http://www.academia.org/the-origins-of-political-correctness/
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