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JUDAISM OR THE MOSAIC 
DISTINCTION 

  

  

One of the main points of distinction between the religions of the West and 
those of the East is the former’s belief in one God. To be sure, belief in One 
Supreme Principle or Ultimate Reality is not unknown in the East. On the 
contrary, such a belief is central to Eastern traditions like Hinduism, Daoism and 
Buddhism. Exclusive belief in One God, on the other hand, represents a 
relatively recent development in the history of Eastern religion (e.g., Sikhism) 
which has largely remained limited to small sections of the population. 
Monotheism, therefore, is atypical of Eastern religion which is best represented 
by Hinduism, a tradition that admits not only One Ultimate Reality or Supreme 
Being but a plurality of divine beings regarded as manifestations of the former. 
Hence Eastern and, in particular, Hindu religion must be admitted to be more 
inclusive and, therefore, more complete than the unqualified and exclusive 
Monotheism of the West. 

  

In addition, in contrast to Western Monotheism, Eastern religion has no history 
of forcibly imposing itself on other faiths. In short, some of the defining 
characteristics of Western Monotheism must be admitted to be its exclusivity, 
intolerance and militancy. Indeed, the study of the history of religion shows that 
religious extremism as embodied by 21st century militant Islamist movements is 
not a new development but has been part and parcel of Western Monotheism 
from its inception. This indicates that, in order to understand Western religion, 
in particular, its extremist forms, it is necessary to study the historical origins of 



its defining characteristics. For the historical links between Western 
Monotheism and violence see Professor Assmann, Monotheismus und die 
Sprache der Gewalt or Monotheism and the Language of Violence (2004), etc. 

  

The Western world is often identified with the Christian religion. What is less 
well known is that Christianity is historically and culturally related to other 
Western religions such as Judaism and Islam. Therefore, a more useful starting 
point for the examination of the problem of Western religion and culture will be 
the religious movements from which Christianity emerged, in particular, 
Judaism. The latter is generally defined as the religion of the Jews which is 
conventionally said to have originated with the patriarch Abraham. Since the 
main official monotheistic traditions of the West (Judaism, Christianity and 
Islam) all claim descent from that tradition, they may be collectively referred to 
as “Abrahamic”. However, the fact is that Jewish tradition offers very little 
evidence for the religious beliefs of Abraham or, indeed, for the claim that he 
was a historical person. In addition, historical and archaeological evidence 
indicates that Jewish religion underwent significant changes since the supposed 
time of Abraham (ca. 2000-1500 BCE). The designation “Abrahamic”, 
therefore, must be regarded as questionable.  

  

“Mosaic Judaism”, that is, Judaism as supposedly introduced by Moses is more 
clearly defined yet not entirely without problems of its own: it is generally 
accepted by Bible scholars that at the time of Moses Jewish religion admitted 
not one single God but one God as chief among others who was given 
preference in worship over other Gods, in particular, over the Gods of other 
nations or tribes. It is in this sense that the biblical commandment “You shall not 
have other Gods before (that is, in preference to) God Yahweh” must be 
understood. If Moses understood his religion in this sense, then it would qualify 
as Henotheism (belief in one God over others) rather than Monotheism 
(exclusive belief in one God). For the above reasons, it must be regarded as 
doubtful whether the religion promoted by Jewish Scripture in its present form 
can be properly identified with the tradition of either Abraham or Moses. 
Indeed, as will become apparent, a more accurate designation for official 
biblical religion would be “Yahwism-Adonism” or “Israelism”.   

  

Archaeological and textual evidence shows that Monotheism was officially 
introduced into Egypt by King Akhenaten (14th century BCE) who initiated a 
cult of the God Aten with himself as a prophet. Like all Ancient Egyptian kings, 
Akhenaten (or “Spirit of Aten”) was regarded as an incarnation or son of God 
and absolute ruler of the Egyptian Empire. In particular, he regarded himself as 



the prophet of God Aten (or Aton) who was symbolized by the Sun-disc. 
Akhenaten’s royal status together with his religious beliefs gave rise in him to 
the conviction that he had the authority to impose his own cult on the entire 
Egyptian Empire. The question of the ultimate origins of the Atenist cult has not 
been conclusively settled, although an Indian (Hindu) origin has been suggested 
by some scholars. Indeed, striking parallels to Atenist teachings may be found in 
Hindu Scriptures (Upanishads, Puranas, etc.) where devotees seeking moral and 
spiritual uplift are instructed to worship and meditate on the Divine Spirit within 
the Sun-disc. It is conceivable that this Hindu tradition – or a modified version 
thereof – passed into Egyptian religion during the reign of Akhenaten’s 
predecessor, King Amenhotep III (1405-1367 BCE), who is known to have 
commissioned a large temple (the largest in Egypt) dedicated to various Gods 
and to have been married to a Mittani princess.  

  

The kingdom of the Mittani (situated in the mountainous region to the north of 
Syria and Iraq) appears to have been ruled by Indo-European (Aryan) kings who 
worshipped Vedic Gods, thus providing a possible link between the religious 
traditions of the East and those of the West. Resemblances aside, however, there 
are some important differences between the Atenist and the Hindu traditions 
involving worship of (or meditation on) the Sun-disc. In contrast to Upanishadic 
teachings, Atenism was not an inner path leading to an experience of God within 
man. In Atenism, the only person who had access to God in any form or shape 
was the king (Akhenaten himself). The rest of the population was expected to 
pray to the king who in turn prayed to his father and God (Aten). In practice, 
therefore, Atenism was more an extreme, state-imposed personality cult than a 
religion.  

  

By contrast, the Hindu traditions in question are spiritual, rather than political, in 
nature. Nor do they advocate the suppression of other traditions. As religious 
intolerance was unknown to Akhenaten’s predecessors, including King 
Amenhotep III, it becomes apparent that it was introduced by Akhenaten 
himself. Indeed, Akhenaten’s intolerance towards other religions is clearly 
attested by archaeological evidence. Even though this is routinely overlooked by 
Western historians, there can be no doubt that, had he succeeded in carrying out 
his plans, traditional Egyptian religion and culture would have been wiped out. 
It was only through strong opposition from the powerful Egyptian priesthood, 
who valiantly adhered to the established polytheistic tradition, that Akhenaten’s 
plans eventually failed. 

  



Atenism and the Jewish Tradition 

  

For many centuries, the circumstances in which Monotheism or Yahwism-
Adonism became part of Jewish tradition have been shrouded in ignorance, 
superstition and deliberate disinformation. However, researches carried out by 
modern scholars have brought to light a wealth of materials which enable us to 
obtain a much more accurate picture of the true origin and nature of Jewish 
Monotheism.  

  

The main objective of the present investigation is to show, on the basis of the 
available evidence, that: (1) Ancient Judaism, the original, authentic and 
legitimate religion of the Jews, was essentially identical with the religious 
traditions of neighbouring peoples such as Babylonians, Canaanites, Egyptians 
and Greeks; (2) Mosaic Judaism (or Yahwism-Adonism) was not revealed by 
God but was constructed by man from elements of earlier religion and imposed 
upon the Jewish people through clever device, cunning policy and coercion; (3) 
Mosaic Judaism was a fraudulent and repressive movement which robbed the 
Jewish people of their true religion and evolved into other movements of a 
similar nature, in particular, Christianity and Islam. These movements have 
separated man from God and his fellow-men and have divided the world into 
antagonistic camps which today represent the opposite sides in what has become 
known as the “Clash of Civilisations”. The primary source for our investigation 
is the Hebrew Bible (also known as “Old Testament”) in addition to which 
supporting evidence is adduced from other Jewish traditions, archaeological and 
historical (textual) data as well as arguments advanced by leading Western 
scholars. 

  

As a starting point, it will be convenient to enumerate a number of factors 
clearly linking Jewish Monotheism with Ancient Egyptian religion. Firstly, the 
connection of Jewish religion with Ancient Egypt is attested by Jewish tradition 
itself. “I am the Lord your God, who brought you out of Egypt, out of the house 
of slavery” (Book of Exodus 20:2) is one of the key teachings of biblical 
Judaism. Indeed, an Egyptian connection can hardly be denied given that the 
Israelites admittedly lived there for several generations. In particular, Jewish 
tradition links its founders, the prophets Abraham and Moses, with the Egyptian 
royal house. The suspicion which immediately arises from this is that Jewish 
Monotheism may have been a local version of earlier (Egyptian) religious 
traditions. 



  

Secondly, similarities between Ancient Egyptian and biblical religion have been 
pointed out by a long line of Western historians and scholars from the 3rd 
century BCE Egyptian priest Manetho to the English Hebraist John Spencer and 
Austrian psychologist Sigmund Freud. In particular, links have been suggested 
between key biblical names and their Egyptian counterparts, for example: 
Hebrew Adonai and Egyptian Aten or Aton; Moses (or Moshe) and Mos; David 
or (Daud) and Tuth, Amen and Amun etc. In addition to names of persons and 
Deities which Judaism may have borrowed from Egypt, are: hymns in praise of 
God (e.g. Psalms 104:20-26); the Laws of Moses; the Ark, which originally was 
a replica boat carrying in procession an idol of the Egyptian God; circumcision 
of all male children; dietary rules such as the prohibition against eating pork, 
etc. 

  

More specifically, the origin of Abrahamic Monotheism has been traced back to 
King Akhenaten’s cult of Aten by Western Egyptologists such as Ahmed Osman 
in his work Out of Egypt (1999). Indeed, so many are the similarities between 
biblical religion and its Ancient Egyptian counterpart that the former’s 
derivation from the latter seems difficult to dispute. As will become apparent, 
the exclusivity, intolerance and militancy of Abrahamic Monotheism also stem 
largely from its origins in the repressive cult of Aten. The available evidence 
shows that although Akhenaten failed to establish Atenism in Egypt, Western 
Monotheism was resuscitated under the Jewish prophets who adapted Atenism 
for their own political purposes. The first of these prophets was one of the name 
Moses who admittedly not only lived in about the same period as Akhenaten 
(14th-13th century BCE) but had well-known connections to the Egyptian royal 
house. 

  

Royal connections were already ascribed to Abraham and other Jewish figures. 
As the Bible tells, an Egyptian king married the beautiful wife of Abraham, the 
ancestor of the Israelites, in the belief that she was his sister. Upon realising his 
mistake, the king returned her to Abraham (Book of Genesis 12:15-19). 
However, since as pointed out by Ahmed Osman (p. 13), it was customary in 
Ancient Egypt for husband and wife to consummate their marriage on the 
wedding night, it is not unreasonable to assume that the event resulted in 
offspring. The importance of such an outcome lies in the fact that it would make 
Isaac not Abraham’s son but the son of the king of Egypt. This would 
automatically link all of Abraham’s descendents (and Israel’s prophetic lineage) 
with the royal house of Egypt. Even on the assumption that Abraham’s wife’s 
liaison with the king of Egypt remained without issue, Abraham’s connection 
with the ruler of the mightiest empire of the Western world – and implicit 



association with power – is indisputable. For, as evidenced by the Genesis 
12:16, Abraham received as reward (or bride-price) flocks of sheep, herds of 
oxen and camels as well as servants from the Egyptian king. 

  

Another biblical figure with royal Egyptian (and hence “divine”) connections 
was Joseph, great-grandson of Abraham. As the Bible informs us, Joseph had 
been appointed minister of state by an Egyptian king, with the words: “All my 
people shall be ruled according to your word; only in respect of the throne shall 
I be greater than you” (Genesis 41:40) … “and he [the king] made him ruler 
over all Egypt” (Genesis 41:43). At this point an obvious spin is put on the story 
by the Bible’s Yahwist editors, as Joseph is made to say to his brothers: “Hurry 
and go to my father and tell him, Thus says your son Joseph, God has made me 
lord of all Egypt” etc. (Genesis 45:9). Evidently, this was an unwarranted 
exaggeration. In reality, since that position belonged exclusively to the king, 
Joseph had not been made “lord of all Egypt” but only minister of state as 
illustrated by the fact that he was to ride in the “second chariot” after the king. 
Nor was he given his post by God but by the king as stated in Genesis 41:43. 
Unless, of course, Joseph believed that the king was divine – which is what most 
Egyptian subjects (including, perhaps, Jewish immigrants) would have believed.  

  

In any event, the story of Joseph provides us with a revealing illustration of the 
biblical authors’ inclination towards exaggeration and mythical inflation. 
Indeed, the connections of leading Jewish figures with the royal house of Egypt 
appear to become closer and closer as the narrative develops: while Abraham 
had become acquainted with the king of Egypt through his wife Sarah, Joseph 
found employment in a key position at the royal court and Moses was adopted 
into the royal family itself. Moreover, various Jewish sources (Flavius Josephus’ 
Antiquities of the Jews, the Talmud, etc.) claim that Moses married the daughter 
of the King of Ethiopia, where he reigned as king for forty years; that he married 
the daughter of the King of Arabia, etc. Thus, we see a gradual progression from 
(1) simple shepherd (Abraham) to (2) Minister of State or Vizier (Joseph) to (3) 
Prince or King (Moses). In other words, with each passing generation, Jewish 
tradition elevates its leading ancestor to a more and more powerful position 
until, by the time of Moses, the leader becomes heir to the throne of the 
mightiest empire of the Western world. The predictable progression from this is 
the Jewish leader’s special relationship with God (the king of Israel is 
designated the “Son of God”) and, finally, the elevation of the entire Jewish 
nation to (semi-)divine status: the People of Israel itself becomes the exclusive 
“Chosen People of God” and “Children of God”. 

  



The Covenant of Israel and the “Promised Land” 

  

To deconstruct this mythical inflation and get to the truth of the matter it is 
necessary to analyse biblical mythology with the help of known historical facts. 
In particular, it is important to understand that Jews were originally nomadic and 
semi-nomadic people who were moving from place to place with their flocks of 
sheep and other animals. As related in the Bible, the land of Canaan where they 
had begun to settle was not infrequently affected by drought, resulting in periods 
of poverty and famine. On such occasions, the Jews were forced to travel to 
Egypt – in those days the wealthiest and most powerful empire in the Western 
world – in search of work. As Latin American immigrants are in North America, 
North Africans in Europe and Pakistanis and Bangladeshis in India today, so 
also Jews were migrant workers in Ancient Egypt where they were employed as 
low-paid agricultural labourers and builders. In fact, as foreigners, Jews would 
generally not have been allowed to live in Egypt proper but only in remote areas 
near the eastern borders adjacent to the Nile Delta. Thus any Jewish person who 
was in any way related to or associated with the royal house of Egypt would 
have enjoyed enormous prestige and authority among his fellow-Jews.  

  

In addition to their inferior economic and social status, Jews were also often 
affected by military conflicts between Egypt and other Western Empires such as 
Assyria, and by the fact that their desired land was also claimed by the 
Canaanites – the aboriginal inhabitants of Canaan – as well as by Palestinians 
(Philistines) who had already established themselves in Canaan by the time of 
Abraham. In this precarious situation, the Jewish people naturally developed the 
concept of the “Messiah” or “Saviour”. This was not a Saviour in the spiritual 
sense of the word as Jews did not believe in spiritual Salvation or Liberation. On 
the contrary, the “Messianic” idea was purely political in nature (as, indeed, was 
the idea of “Israel”, “Promised Land”, etc.). The Jewish “Messiah”, was simply 
a king who would unite the Jewish people, liberate them from poverty and 
conflict, and establish a Jewish Kingdom (based, as we shall have occasion to 
show, on the Egyptian model) where all Jews could live in prosperity and peace 
– a land of “milk and honey” as the Bible calls it. This popular Jewish dream 
came close to becoming reality when Jewish leaders established connections 
with the “divine” royal house of Egypt as related in the Bible. 

  

Thus the concepts of “Promised Land”, “Messiah”, “People of God”, etc. are 
perfectly explained as natural products of Jewish psychology which developed 
from the particular historical situation of the Jewish people. As a pragmatic and 
materialistic people, Jews were not overly concerned with life after death or any 



other otherworldly considerations. All they wanted was a Jewish Kingdom that 
would be their home. This desire would have been an ideal tool the Atenist 
leadership could have used for its own purposes. Indeed, the Kingdom or 
“Promised Land” of the Jews must have been promised them not by God but by 
a leading representative of the Egyptian royal cult of Aten. This could have been 
anyone, including Moses himself who had admittedly been adopted into the 
royal house of Egypt and therefore was not only royal and hence “divine” but, 
according to established practice, must have been initiated into the royal cult. As 
the land of Canaan (roughly corresponding to modern Israel, including the West 
Bank and Gaza) was under Egyptian political and military control, a Jewish state 
there could only have existed with Egyptian permission. For this very reason, 
Jews would have needed a promise in respect of a Jewish state in Canaan from 
the royal house of Egypt rather than from God. This is precisely why the biblical 
authors chose to link the supposed founder of their cult with Egypt: if Moses 
was a member of the Egyptian royal family, as it is alleged he was, then he 
could well have made such a promise to his own people. 

  

As related in the Bible, Moses was adopted by the king of Egypt’s own daughter 
(or wife, according to Ahmed Osman, p. 88) and named Moses – from Egyptian 
“mos”, “child” or “son”, also “heir”. His full name may have been Ramoses 
(“Son of God” or “God’s Child”), a popular Egyptian name related to 
Ramesses/Ramses and reflecting the fact that he had been found and hence was 
regarded as a “godsend”. Thus we can see how a historical person, such as an 
Egyptian prince (of indigenous or foreign extraction), might have become the 
political and religious leader of Jewish immigrants in Egypt. What is important 
to understand, however, is that the “Promised Land” was not an unconditional 
promise made by a member of the royal family to the Jewish people. It was a 
covenant or agreement conditional upon the acceptance by Jews of the cult of 
Aten (Adon). In consequence, there was more behind this royal promise than 
mere solidarity with one’s tribe (assuming that Moses was an ethnic Jew and not 
a true Egyptian).    

  

As indicated earlier, the Atenists were (rightly) regarded as heretics by the 
priests of established Egyptian religion. Even King Akhenaten himself, lord and 
master of the Egyptian Empire and “Son of God” though he was, was forced to 
abdicate his throne and fled, never to be seen again (he may have been killed in 
a fight with anti-Atenist forces). Evidently, this was a religious revolution 
suppressed by a counter-revolution. It was a unique event in the long history of 
Egypt which was to have far-reaching and lasting consequences for Egypt, the 
Eastern Mediterranean region and the world. Now, when a revolution is 
suppressed by a counter-revolution, many revolutionaries are liquidated by the 
established authorities. But many more just go underground. In particular, the 



wealthy leaders of the Atenist cult could not all have vanished into thin air. 
Some of them may have been killed, but others must have survived and naturally 
tried to gain new followers for their underground movement. They could not 
have found easier people to convert than the Jews themselves who had been 
dreaming of a homeland and a king to lead them to it. 

  

Thus, any Atenist leader, perhaps even Akhenaten himself, would have made the 
following promise to the Jews: “embrace the cult of the One God and we will 
give you your desired land”. Indeed, had the Atenist revolution succeeded with 
the help of Jews and other fringe elements of Egyptian society such as Arab 
Bedouin, Libyans, Nubians, Ethiopians and others, Akhenaten himself, the 
“God-King” of the Western world (or some other Atenist leader) would 
arguably have been in a position to actually grant the land of Canaan to the Jews 
as a reward for their loyalty to the new, monotheistic “Divine Monarchy of 
Aten/Adon”. As it happened, the Atenists were unable to regain power and their 
fighters must have been hunted down and eliminated by the imperial forces. The 
Jews themselves must have been persecuted and were forced to flee the country. 
This particular episode is what the Book of Exodus (the second Book of the 
Bible) describes as the Jewish “Flight from Egypt”. 
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Although no independent record of the Exodus has been found, an inscription of King 
Merneptah of Egypt (son of Ramesses II) describing an Egyptian campaign into Canaan 
resulting in the crushing defeat of a people called Israel and other archaeological evidence 
indicate that Israel existed as an ethnic and religious group which was present in the 
highlands of Canaan from the end of the 13th century BCE (that is, soon after the death of 
King Akhenaten) and came into conflict with the Egyptian state (Finkelstein and 
Silberman, pp. 57, 119). 

  

Regarding the identity of Moses, scholars like Ernst Sellin and Sigmund Freud have long 
argued that he was not a Jew but an Egyptian prince belonging to Akhenaten’s cult. 
Professor Knauf (1988) believes that Moses was a 12th century BCE usurper of Syrian 
descent (Ramosekhayemnetjeru) who became king of Egypt. Professor Assmann concurs 
with the view that there is “excellent evidence … that Moses, if there ever existed a 
historical figure of that name, was indeed an Egyptian (Moses the Egyptian, p. 12). Others, 
like Ahmed Osman (1999), have identified Moses with Akhenaten himself. On the 
evidence of Jewish tradition itself (which gives 1393 BCE as the year of Mose’s birth), 
Moses lived quite close to Akhenaten and his cult. Finally, as suggested by Dr Freud, the 
motive for Moses’ interest in the founding of a Jewish state is explained by his 



psychological need to compensate for his loss of power following his falling out with the 
Egyptian authorities. His adoption into the royal family of Egypt and closeness in time and 
space to Atenism indicate that he would have been in a position to become (or appoint 
himself) leader of the Jewish tribes and impose Atenist ideas upon them.  

  

The critical issue, however, is not whether Moses was an Egyptian or a Jew, but whether, 
on the available evidence, biblical religion was revealed by God or invented by man. The 
objective evaluation of the biblical texts leaves no doubt that the Bible is not a work of 
history but of mythology which uses separate strands of cultural memory to construct a 
fictitious identity for the Jewish people and its leading ancestors, thereby lending authority 
to the Yahwist elite who composed (or edited) the Bible. This suspicion is confirmed by the 
findings of leading Jewish archaeologists and historians such as Professor Israel Finkelstein 
and Neil Asher Silberman (2001). It is evident, therefore, that the figure of Moses himself 
was constructed from semi-historical materials. In the final analysis, however, the figure of 
Moses is quite unnecessary for a link between Atenism and Yahwism-Adonism to be 
established. For, on the Bible’s own admission, the Jews lived in Egypt for generations. In 
consequence, even without Moses, they could easily have absorbed certain Atenist 
teachings which were preserved in their collective memory, subsequently serving as a basis 
for the construction of Yahwist-Adonist religion. Equally clear are the political motives for 
the choice of an Egyptian as a model for the Israelite leader: being fully aware of Egyptian 
political power, the biblical authors sought to enhance the prestige and authority of their 
Covenant and the political and theological system revolving on it, by linking it with Egypt. 

  

The Hebrews in Egypt: Slaves or Invaders? 

  

As indicated earlier, that the Israelites were in conflict with Egypt is attested not only by 
the Hebrew Bible, but also by the late 13th century BCE inscription of King Merneptah of 
Egypt. In the light of this, the question that naturally arises is, What might have been the 
causes of this conflict? Predictably, the Bible seeks to portray the Israelites as blameless 
victims who were persecuted and enslaved for no apparent reason. However, as we shall 
presently see, the biblical assumption of Israelite innocence does not stand well to closer 
scrutiny. 

  

Firstly, there is no evidence that Ancient Egyptians had a history of persecuting other 
nations for no reason. Nor has any independent evidence for the enslavement of Israelites in 
Egypt ever been found. Moreover, the objective evaluation of the biblical text itself casts 
doubt on biblical claims of Israelite “enslavement” at the hands of the Egyptians. For, no 
sooner had the Israelites fled Egypt than they began to rebel against Moses and to seriously 



consider returning: “Why has the Lord brought us into this land”, they demanded, “were it 
not better for us to return into Egypt?” “We remember the fish, which we did eat in Egypt 
freely; the cucumbers, and the melons, and the leeks, and the onions, and the garlick” 
(Numbers 11:5). Many even declared that they would have preferred to die in Egypt than be 
with their “saviour” Moses in Sinai. “And they said to one another, Let us make a captain 
[i.e., leader], and let us return into Egypt” (Numbers 14:3-4). It must be admitted that this 
nostalgic reminiscing of life in Egypt and yearning to return there is inconsistent with a 
population that had recently escaped from Egyptian slavery. 

  

Secondly, one can think of several excellent reasons why the Egyptian authorities might 
have been hostile to the Israelites, for example: (1) Israelite involvement with the heretical 
and subversive cult of Aten; (2) the introduction by Moses, their leader and ally, of a new 
heretical and subversive cult (connected with, or independent of, Atenism); (3) Israelite 
attempts to seize state power. Any of the above may explain why the Israelites whose 
leaders had had such a good relationship with the royal house of Egypt in the days of 
Abraham and Joseph, were suddenly forced to flee the country, pursued by the mighty 
Egyptian Army led by the King of Egypt himself. Evidently, such military action against 
unarmed men, women and children could only have been warranted by a serious crime such 
as conspiracy against the Egyptian state. Even without Atenist involvement, it is evident 
that Moses himself, as a religious extremist belonging to a heretical and subversive cult, 
represented a serious danger to the Egyptian state as well as to the religion and culture of 
the Egyptian people. Indeed, as an Egyptian prince, he would have been in command of 
some units of the armed forces. Nor were his Israelite allies entirely defenceless. For, on the 
evidence of biblical accounts of events at Mt. Sinai, at least some of the Israelites were 
armed, in particular, Moses’ Levite followers (Exodus 32:27; Numbers 25:7, etc.). 

  

Regarding Israelite attempts to seize power the truth of the matter seems to be that Israelite 
immigration into Egypt had been motivated not merely by opportunities of seasonal wage-
labour, but also by the conscious intention to infiltrate, subvert and take over the Egyptian 
Empire itself (or parts thereof). Evidently, a prosperous and peaceful country like Egypt 
attracted many predatory, marauding nomadic races with their sights set on obvious 
Egyptian wealth. As observed by the historian of religion, Professor James, the name 
“Habiru” which seems to be identical with “Hebrew” was applied in Mesopotamia between 
the 19th and 14th centuries BCE to “intruders, raiders and outsiders” (The Ancient Gods, p. 
36). Thus it appears that the Hebrews or ancestors of the Jews had a history of aggression 
against the sedentary populations of the region even prior to their arrival in Egypt. Indeed, 
in the 17th century BCE another Semitic group, namely, the Hyksos, had similarly settled in 
the Nile Delta for several generations before taking control of parts of Egypt and finally 
being expelled in the Egyptian War of Independence (ca. 1570-1540 BCE). 

  



Whether the Hyksos (“Heqau Khasut”, “foreign rulers”) were the same as the Hebrews or 
Jews has been a matter of debate. Historical and archaeological evidence indicates that the 
Hyksos were from Canaan. According to some historians the Hyksos and the Jews were 
one and the same people – a view which goes back to antiquity (see Flavius Josephus, etc.). 
Professors Redford (1992), Assmann (2002) and others have interpreted the biblical Exodus 
narrative as a shared Canaanite memory of the Hyksos’ occupation of, and subsequent 
expulsion from, Egypt. However, the Israelites, too, were present in Canaan at least from 
the 13th century BCE; they, too, were in conflict with Egypt; and their strategy of gradual 
infiltration, encroachment and take-over of Canaan (described in Exodus 23:30) was 
identical to that of the Hyksos in Egypt. This suggests that the Israelites shared more with 
the Hyksos than just a memory of the latter’s expulsion from Egypt. On balance, the 
Hyksos and the Jews were either (a) the same people or (b) relatives and, possibly, allies. In 
any event, they both belonged to the same stock of Semitic tribes which infiltrated Egypt 
and other parts of the region in the 2nd millennium BCE. This is confirmed by Exodus 1:7-9 
which states that the Jews had “waxed exceeding mighty and the land was full of them”, 
causing the king of Egypt to declare that “the people of the children of Israel are more and 
mightier than we”. 

  

On the Bible’s own evidence, therefore, the Jews had come to be seen as a serious threat by 
the indigenous population of Egypt. Indeed, although as foreigners Jews were generally 
restricted to the border areas in the Eastern Nile Delta, some must have already penetrated 
the Egyptian capital as domestic servants, labourers and traders while others – like Joseph – 
had taken up employment at the royal court. The systematic infiltration of Egyptian society 
and occupation of strategic positions within its hierarchy would have enabled Jewish 
leaders to attempt a take-over of state authority with the help of Egyptian Atenists and other 
subversive elements. We may observe in this context that, assuming the story of Moses’ 
adoption is based on historical fact (as claimed by Yahwist-Adonists), the circumstances of 
his being found by an Egyptian princess or queen are in themselves highly suspect. For as 
related in Exodus 2:4-9, although Moses had been put by his mother in a floating basket, he 
had not been completely abandoned to his fate. On the contrary, his sister was sent to see 
“what would be done to him”. Having observed from a distance that the floating basket had 
reached the royal palace and that its “abandoned” passenger had been rescued by the 
princess or queen, the sister cleverly suggested that a Jewish woman be appointed to nurse 
him. Sure enough, the Jewish nurse was none other than Moses’ natural mother.  

  

The conclusion that must be drawn from the above narrative is that the adoption of Moses 
into the royal family of Egypt was not accident but design. For, no woman would set her 
baby adrift in a basket in the direction of the palace (which must have stood on the eastern 
bank of the river Nile, downstream of the Jewish dwellings) without contemplating the 
possibility of the baby’s being found and adopted by members of the royal household. All 
this demonstrates that the Jews were highly resourceful and determined in their designs to 
extract material gain from the Egyptians and ultimately seize political power. The hostile 
intent of the Jews is evident from Exodus 3:22 where it is claimed that “God” commanded 



them to despoil the Egyptian people of their silver and gold. Such acts of anti-Egyptian 
subversion and hostility on the part of Jewish individuals or groups are sufficient to account 
for the general “persecution” of Jews by the Egyptian authorities (who were obliged by law 
to protect the Egyptian state and its indigenous population against foreign intruders). 
Indeed, we must not lose sight of the fact that it was the Jews who were intruders on 
Egyptian soil and not the other way round. If Canaan was the “Holy Land” of the Jews, 
Egypt was the Holy Land of the Egyptian people who were entitled to liberate their 
homeland from undesirable aliens.  

  

The Emergence of Yahwism-Adonism 

  

In religious terms, Jewish involvement with Atenism may explain the dual name 
Adon/Yahweh of the Jewish God as well as the curious Jewish custom of reading “Adonai” 
where Scripture actually reads “Yahweh” (“YHWH”). Evidently, a new cult must have 
been grafted on an older Jewish tradition in which the main Deity had been known by a 
different name. The name Yahweh itself appears to be a later introduction, for as the Bible 
states, “I appeared to Abraham, to Isaac and to Jacob as El Shaddai, but by my name 
Yahweh I did not make myself known to them” (Exodus 6:3). As it makes little sense for a 
God to change his name for no reason, this can mean only one thing, namely, that Yahweh 
was not the God of Abraham. This is confirmed by Joshua 24:2 which states that the 
forefathers of the Israelites, including Abraham’s own father, “served other Gods”. 

  

Indeed, the Jewish God appears to have originally been known by such names as El or 
Elohim (God) which are more consistent with Jewish language and religion than “Yahweh” 
which has an obscure etymology and may have been a minor Deity at origin as suggested 
by the biblical account according to which the Supreme God (El Elyon) divided the earth 
and apportioned Israel to God Yahweh (Deuteronomy 32:8). In any event, as a people with 
strong traditional values, the Jews evidently accepted the cult of Aten/Adon in exchange for 
a “Promised Land” without completely giving up their original faith. In consequence, we 
are now easily able to reconstruct the key elements in the history of modern Western 
Monotheism with the help of biblical, historical and archaeological evidence. Thus, the 
mystery of God’s Covenant with the people of Israel finds perfect solution in historical fact 
and requires no supernatural explanation. Indeed, the official supernatural “explanation” 
offered by Abrahamic monotheists can only serve to obscure and distort the historical facts 
many of which are admitted or suggested by Scripture itself. 

  

On the whole, the actual or perceived connection with the royal house of Egypt was quite 
capable of giving rise to the Israelite belief that the land of Canaan “from the river of Egypt 



unto the great river Euphrates” belonged to them. Moreover, the fact is that being brother-
in-law, even temporarily, to the king of Egypt (as Abraham admittedly was); being the 
second in command to the king of Egypt (as Joseph was); and being adoptive son of an 
Egyptian princess, as well as king of Ethiopia, etc. (as Moses was), carried immense 
prestige and authority – more than any ordinary Jew could have ever had or dreamed of. 
And since the king of Egypt was not only considered divine but, moreover, was the 
absolute ruler of the most powerful empire in the Western world, those among the Jews 
who enjoyed his protection, commanded both in theory and practice complete obedience on 
the part of all the Jews who, as non-Egyptians, were leading a precarious life as semi-
nomadic labourers in a remote corner of the mighty Egyptian Empire. 

  

At the same time, however, the Bible admits that Moses was “slow of speech” and needed 
the assistance of his brother, the priest Aaron, who could “speak well” (Exodus 4: 14). And 
so the question must be asked, How can the “Prophet of God” be slow of tongue and need a 
spokesman to communicate with his own people? As proposed by Dr Freud and others, the 
only logical answer is that Moses was either an Egyptian or sufficiently Egyptianised not to 
speak Hebrew fluently. Hence, on God’s own advice, he had to turn to his brother Aaron as 
spokesman or interpreter. We must observe here that, although the Hebrew Bible has 
evidently been subjected to much editing down the centuries, its Atenist/Adonist authors, 
the Jewish priests of Aten (or Adon), were not necessarily lying about “God’s Covenant 
with Israel”. For, Moses or any other Atenist leader or prophet would actually have been 
regarded by his followers, and regarded himself on account of his royal status and official 
initiation, as Divine. 

  

In consequence, when the Atenist/Adonist authors of the Bible were recording that “God 
promised the land of Canaan to the Israelites”, they evidently meant “God” in the shape of 
the King of Egypt and Chief Priest of Aten, who was in fact God as far as they and 
everyone else in the whole kingdom were concerned. This is supported by the fact that 
Joseph also, having been appointed second in command by the king of Egypt, sent a 
message to his people saying that “God made me lord over all Egypt”. Clearly, on the 
Bible’s own evidence, Jewish prophets themselves regarded the king of Egypt as God – 
either in person or as acting on the Command of God.  Now, as the Bible admits, “God” 
gave the people of Israel their “Promised Land” (Canaan) specifically in exchange for their 
acceptance of the Mosaic Law as laid down in the Ten Commandments (Exodus 20:2-17). 
The deal was absolutely clear: accept the new creed of Aten (Adon) in the form of the Ten 
Commandments (You shall not have other Gods etc.) and you will get your “land of milk 
and honey”. 

  

This is why the Jewish creed as given in Deuteronomy 6:4 begins with the words: Hear, O 
Israel, our Lord (Aten/Adon) is One (“Shema Yisrael Adonai Elohenu Adonai Echod”). 
They announce the tenets of the new faith which the Jewish people must accept if they want 



their “Promised Land”. The Covenant also identifies the authority issuing the Laws with the 
words: “I am the Lord (Yahweh) your God, who brought you out of Egypt” (Exodus 20:2). 
As correctly observed by Professor Assmann, God Yahweh’s declaration follows 
established Egyptian practice whereby “every royal decree first of all established the king’s 
authority for issuing provisions and making demands” (The Mind of Egypt, p. 308). Since it 
is highly improbable that the “God of Israel” would follow the legal practice of his arch-
enemies, the God-kings of Egypt, this strongly suggests that the Laws were introduced by a 
human being and not by the Jewish God. Nor is there any evidence that the person who 
promised Canaan to the Jews was legally entitled to give it to them. 

  

The Mt. Sinai Massacre and the Mosaic Deception 

  

As evident from the biblical text, the above arrangement or “Covenant” was made primarily 
with the Jewish leaders, seventy of which we are told were present at Mt. Sinai. What 
ordinary Jews thought of it, however, becomes clear as we read on: while Moses, their 
“Divine King and Saviour” was up on Mount Sinai collecting the Law Tablets from “God” 
– he was there for forty long days – ordinary Jews were naturally busy doing other things. 
Whether from boredom or to celebrate their escape from Egyptian persecution, the fact is 
that the Jews took to dancing and singing around a gold calf which was sacred to the Deity 
of their ancestral faith (the Bull was also associated with Egyptian and Canaanite Gods). 
Indeed, their priest Aaron himself had told them to bring him all the gold their women and 
their sons had in their earrings, and he made a calf from it, and “they said: This be your 
God (Elohim), O Israel! who brought you out of the land of Egypt.” 

  

And Aaron built an altar in front of the idol, and announced that on the following day there 
was to be a feast to the Lord. And they rose up early in the morning to offer burnt offerings 
to the idol and to eat and drink and dance. Moses, however, was so enraged upon coming 
down from the “Mountain of God” that he ordered his Levite followers to kill them all. 
Says Moses: “Thus said the Lord (Adon) God of Israel, Put every man his sword on, and go 
from gate to gate throughout the camp and slay every man his brother, and every man his 
companion, and every man his neighbour. And the sons of Levi did according to the word 
of Moses: and there fell that day about three thousand men.” (Exodus 32:27-28). This 
disturbing episode represents a first glimpse into the repressive and malign nature of 
Mosaic Judaism.  

  

Equally revealing are the circumstances in which Moses received the stone tablets on which 
the Ten Commandments were supposedly inscribed by God “with his own finger”. Of 
particular interest is that “God” specifically requests Moses to present himself to him on the 



top of the mountain alone: “You shall set bounds unto the people round about, saying, Take 
heed that you go not up into the mount, or touch the border of it: whosoever touches the 
mount shall be put to death” (Exodus 19:12); “and Moses alone shall come near the Lord: 
but they [Moses’ brother Aaron and other leaders] shall not come near; neither shall the 
people go up with him” (24:2). In addition, we are told, the mountain was conveniently 
“covered with a cloud for six days”. The total exclusion – on pain of death – of all 
witnesses from an event that had such enormous importance to the people of Israel must be 
admitted to be too convenient for the story to be given any credence. In the absence of 
witnesses, how can we know that God and not Moses himself wrote the Laws? The logical 
conclusion which must be drawn from the narrative is that either (a) Moses himself wrote 
the Laws or (b) as he did not speak Hebrew, he had the Laws written by another person (a 
Priest of Aten or scribe, for example).  
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Further reasons for doubting the story of the Ten Commandments spring to mind if we 
recall the story of Abraham himself, in which he asked his beautiful wife to claim that she 
was his sister. It has been argued by some that Abraham’s wife was his half-sister and that, 
therefore, he was not lying. However, the fact remains that he specifically asked his wife to 
say she was his sister in order to conceal her status as his wife. This is sufficient to establish 
his intention to conceal the truth in order to deceive. It is of course conceivable that it had 
not been Abraham’s intention to deceive the king in order to extract material gain from him 
(in the form of sheep, cattle, gold, silver and servants), but that he simply had feared for his 
life: in theory, the king could have killed him to take his wife. However, as the story shows, 
the king was a thoroughbred gentleman who returned the wife to Abraham as soon as he 
discovered the facts of her marital status (which demonstrates that the Egyptians were not 
the lawless savages demonised by Yahwist-Adonist propaganda). 

  

The fact that Abraham failed to predict that he had nothing to fear from the king raises 
considerable doubts regarding his prophetic abilities. Our doubts are further reinforced by 
Abraham’s fear for his life itself. It must be admitted that fear of death and even more so 
fear of a mortal ruler – who was an “unbeliever” to that – is incompatible with a prophet 
who supposedly was the “servant of the Lord of the Universe”. For, fear of death implies 
not only lack of courage but, above all, lack of faith in God who in His capacity as Lord of 
Life stands above death. On the other hand, Abraham’s stratagem is consistent with the 
behaviour of certain nomadic groups whose very existence often depends on practical 
ingenuity, in particular, in times of famine and drought as in the case of Abraham and his 
family (who admittedly had emigrated to Egypt to escape a drought in Canaan). The fact 
that Abraham was able to extract material gain from the king with the collaboration of his 
wife suggests that this might have been his ultimate motive. 



  

Either way, the very purpose of a prophet of God is to speak the truth. A prophet who 
deceives and who is afraid of death is an unreliable prophet. Indeed, deception on the part 
of leading Yahwist-Adonist figures is not uncommon in the Bible. Abraham’s story 
certainly demonstrates that biblical prophets were capable of deceptive behaviour. This 
raises the crucial question as to the extent to which Yahwist-Adonist leaders (including the 
authors or editors of biblical texts) were prepared to employ deception to achieve their 
aims. The same is true of Moses. We have already shown that the circumstances in which 
he was “abandoned” and adopted must be regarded as suspect. His later career raises 
further serious doubts. For, having killed an Egyptian, we are told, “Moses was afraid and 
said, surely this thing is known. Now when the Pharaoh heard this thing, he sought to kill 
Moses. But Moses fled from the face of Pharaoh and dwelt in the land of Midian” (Exodus 
2:14-15). Thus, the hero of Israel, who was not afraid of killing thousands of innocent 
people, was afraid of being put to death himself by a mortal king and an “unbeliever”. This 
in itself casts serious doubts on the authenticity of biblical prophets and, by implication, on 
the reliability of the Bible as divine revelation. 

  

The Egyptian Origin of the Laws of Moses 

  

From the due consideration of the relevant facts such as Abraham’s deception of the 
Egyptian king, the “abandonment” of baby Moses, etc., a certain pattern of behaviour 
emerges which is strongly suggestive of a conscious intention to deceive. Having seen that 
Abraham himself, the supposed founder of Abrahamic religion, resorted to deceptive 
behaviour to achieve his objectives, we may reasonably assume that the other “prophet of 
God”, Moses, similarly employed clever device to create for himself an aura of “divine 
authority”. This is supported by the highly suspect circumstances in which, as we have 
shown above, Moses obtained the Law Tablets. Further support for this conclusion is 
provided by the fact that the Ten Commandments are in reality based on established 
Egyptian legal tradition. 

  

It is important to understand in this context that the Hebrew Bible paints a deliberately 
distorted, negative and defamatory image of Egypt. This systematic demonisation of 
Egyptian culture and civilisation was subsequently adopted and taken to new heights of 
hatred by Christianity and Islam and continues to distort Western opinion of Ancient Egypt 
even today. Echoing the anti-Egyptian rhetoric of the Bible, Khalid al-Islambuli, one of the 
Islamist militants involved in the assassination of President Anwar al-Sadat of Egypt in 
1981, boasted that he had “killed the Pharaoh” (al-Ahram, May 9, 1982). 

  



To the ancient Greeks (and later, Romans), however, Egypt was the cradle of Western 
Civilisation and a model state with a peaceful, devout and prosperous population ruled by 
wise and law-abiding kings. On reflection, it is obvious that a sophisticated empire like that 
of Ancient Egypt must have had a legal code long before the Israelites. Indeed, from 
earliest times Egyptian society was based on the concept of righteousness or truth, order 
and justice. Equality of all citizens before the law and protection of the weak from 
oppression and exploitation by the strong were key features of the Egyptian legal system. 
This naturally resulted in a society where there was universal condemnation of 
unconscionable or unlawful actions. 

  

The Egyptian concept of justice which constituted the very foundation of the Egyptian state 
was based on the belief in the immortality of the soul and in the existence of a punishing or 
rewarding authority who decided the fate of the soul at the end of his earthly life. This 
belief is reflected in the Scriptures of Ancient Egypt, in particular, in funerary texts such as 
The Chapters of Coming-forth by Day (also known as “The Book of the Dead”). Chapter 
125 provides a list of eighty laws (the Laws of the Hall of Justice or Laws of the Hall of 
Two Truths) in the form of “negative confessions” such as “I have not committed murder”, 
etc. It was customary for such texts to be placed in tombs along with the bodies of the 
deceased and is evident that these laws were to be learned by heart during one’s lifetime as 
the declarations of innocence in respect of the various crimes were to be made by a 
departed soul at the time of his judgement in the hereafter.  

  

Indeed, the offences listed in the Egyptian Book of the Dead – which are strikingly similar 
to the Bible’s own list of crimes or sins – were regarded as crimes not only in the hereafter 
but also in this life. Legal documents which have come down to us from Ancient Egypt 
confirm that blasphemy, murder, robbery, theft, perjury, adultery, homosexuality, etc., were 
punishable crimes under Egyptian law. These laws were common knowledge among 
ordinary Egyptians and even more so among those who were employed at the royal court - 
like the biblical Joseph. As Vizier to the king of Egypt, the latter would have been supreme 
judge and therefore well-acquainted with Egyptian law. The same applies to members of 
the royal family like Moses. Hence there was no need for the Israelite leader to obtain such 
laws from God. 

  

Indeed, on closer examination, what was new in Moses’ Ten Commandments in the context 
of traditional religion were only two laws, namely, against having other Gods before 
Yahweh and against making images. But even these were derived from King Akhenaten’s 
cult of Aten which prohibited Polytheism and idol-worship. As demonstrated by 17th 
century Hebraist John Spencer in his doctoral dissertation, Urim and Thummim, it was 
customary in Egypt for the supreme judge to wear upon his breast an emblem of the 
Goddess of Truth (daughter of the Sun-God, the Supreme Deity of Ancient Egypt). From 
this Egyptian custom derived the Israelite practice in which the high priest would wear a 



pectoral or breastplate called “Thummim” – rendered as “Truth” in the Greek version of the 
Hebrew Bible – during oracles connected with jurisdiction (Moses the Egyptian, p. 74). The 
available evidence, therefore, indicates that the Ten Commandments are based on existing 
Egyptian law and not on “Yahweh’s revelation”. In consequence, the claim of divine 
agency in the production of the Law Tablets becomes untenable.  

  

The fact is that the very nature of divine revelation is to reveal and not to conceal. Yet 
everything at Mt. Sinai is deliberately and systematically shrouded in mystery like an 
illusionist’s trick: the public is made to wait forty days; potential witnesses are 
conveniently excluded from the scene; the location of “revelation” is obscured by clouds; 
there is smoke, thunder, lightning, fire, trumpets and other “special effects”, clearly 
designed to instill awe and fear yet easily manufactured by man; All this just to produce 
two stone tablets (the original and copy) with a few well-known laws written by the “finger 
of God”! Unsurprisingly, several notable scholars like Professor Reinhold (discussed in 
Moses the Egyptian, pp. 117-124) have identified Moses’ so-called revelation as an 
imitation of mystery plays or religious dramas of the kind periodically performed in 
Ancient Egypt during religious ceremonies and festivals. Indeed, religious performances in 
the genre of the Tibetan Chod Rite, traditionally held in the mountains and involving a tent, 
drums, trumpets, masked dancers and symbolic human sacrifice, would have provided ideal 
models for the Mt. Sinai “revelation”, the main difference being that while the former were 
meant to convey spiritual teachings to a handful of initiates, the latter was nothing but a 
politically-motivated theatrical show designed to inculcate blind belief and obedience in the 
Jewish masses. In the Sinaitic example, of course, the thunder, lightning, and other special 
effects were designed to suggest the presence of Yahweh in the guise of Storm-God. Thus, 
even in this respect the Mt. Sinai performance deliberately imitates pre-biblical 
covenants.          

  

The suspicion of deliberate deception is strongly reinforced by 1 Samuel 6:9 where it is 
said that the entire population of the city of Beth-Shemesh (50070 souls in total) was put to 
death “because they had looked into the Ark of the Lord (wooden chest containing the Law 
Tablets)”. The impression here is that they were killed by the Yahwist-Adonist militias (the 
Levites) for no other reason than that they had discovered that there was nothing divine 
about the “Ark of God”. The fact that at Mt. Sinai Moses was wearing a mask (or veil, 
Exodus 34:33), that “God” Yahweh himself was veiled in “thick darkness” and that the 
Israelites were forbidden to go up Mt. Sinai to see this “God” for themselves, to look into 
the Ark etc., strongly suggests that the Yahwist-Adonist ringleaders had something to hide. 
Indeed, the murder of tens of thousands of human beings for trying to see the “God” they 
were expected to worship (or for trying to verify the supposed divine presence in the Ark) 
is an act of unparalleled savagery which is inconsistent with a religion supposedly revealed 
by the compassionate “God of Righteousness”. In short, the above considerations are 
sufficient to dismiss biblical religion as a fraudulent fabrication. On this point, we fully 
agree with scholars like Dr Freud who believe that biblical narratives such as the story of 



Moses represent screening myths deliberately designed to conceal, rather than reveal, a 
truth.         

  

If in addition to this we consider that Judaism was originally polytheistic, it becomes 
obvious that Mosaic Judaism was essentially little else than Egyptian Atenism 
superimposed on traditional Jewish polytheism. As Professor Alt (1989) suggested, it 
appears that Old Testament titles given to the Jewish God after Moses were originally titles 
of different Gods worshipped separately by the Jews and related Semitic peoples. In fact, 
the names themselves indicate that they denote locally worshipped Deities or Spirits and 
not the Supreme God of later Judaism. Thus “El Bet’el” is “God of Betel, a holy place in 
Canaan”, etc. The Supreme God of Judaism himself is referred to in the Hebrew text of the 
Bible as “God of Gods” (“El Elim”), “God of the Gods” (“Elohe ha-Elohim”), “The Great 
God” (“ha-El Haggadol”), and of course “Lord of the Lords” (“Adonai ha-Adonim”). All 
this indicates that the God of the Jews was not their Only God but only their Main God. 
Indeed, Moses himself may not have been a strict monotheist but a so-called henotheist, 
that is, he admitted many Gods but insisted that one God (Aten/Adon) only be worshipped 
according to the Pact (Covenant) he had made with the Atenist leadership. 

  

Whether he was a monotheist or a henotheist, Moses’ rage against the Jews who were 
worshipping the traditional polytheistic Gods must have been caused not so much by his 
religious beliefs but by the fact that the Israelites’ transgression of the Atenist Pact 
endangered his own prospects of becoming King of the new state. As observed by Dr 
Freud, Moses’ plan of founding a new empire in Canaan was motivated by his 
psychological need to compensate for the loss he had suffered through the fall of the 
Atenist royal family (into which he had been either born or adopted). Furthermore, from 
Moses’ perspective the open disobedience on the part of ordinary Jewish men and women 
was a crime of lese-majesty or treason to the “Divinely Appointed King of Israel” (Moses 
himself) which, being a capital crime under Egyptian law, gave him the legal right – by 
virtue of his membership of the royal house of Egypt – to exact exemplary punishment on 
the transgressors. Indeed, the God of Israel himself does not behave like a Divine Being 
but, in the words of Professor Assmann, “The God of the Exodus is much closer to Pharaoh 
than to [the Egyptian Gods] Aton or Amun, … in being a primarily political figure …. His 
“wrath” and “jealousy” are political affects, befitting a king who has entered into a treaty 
with a vassal” (Moses the Egyptian, p. 211).    

  

It is interesting to note in this context that Jonathan Sacks, the Chief Rabbi of the United 
Hebrew Congregations of the Commonwealth, asserts in his book, The Dignity of 
Difference: How to Avoid the Clash of Civilisations (2002, p. 134), that covenant was “a 
standard form of treaty between neighbouring powers in the ancient Middle East” but “it 
was taken over by the Hebrew Bible and given an entirely new and theological dimension 
…. The idea that God might bind himself to a formal agreement with a group of human 



beings was unprecedented”. The objection that immediately arises to the above assertion is, 
Surely, as an inanimate object, the Bible itself could hardly have taken over pre-biblical 
treaties, but, rather, it must have been either Moses or the Yahwist-Adonist editors of the 
Bible, who have done so? If so, this amounts to an admission that Moses’ Covenant was 
not, after all, authored by the God of Israel but by man!  

  

Indeed, if we leave theology aside, it must be admitted that Moses’ Covenant very much 
resembles a political treaty. In order to establish the truth of the matter, therefore, two 
important facts must be taken into consideration: (1) first, the Mosaic Covenant clearly 
follows the pattern of a standard suzerainty or vassal treaty that was common throughout 
the region from the 3rd millennium BCE, whereby powerful rulers would grant protection, 
land or other benefits to weaker vassals in exchange for an oath of loyalty and service (cf. 
the covenant between King Ahab of Israel and Ben-Hadad of Syria, described in 1 Kings 
20:34); and (2) as Sacks himself admits on page 132 of his book, “At the apex of 
Mesopotamian or Egyptian society was a ruler, king or pharaoh, seen as a God, or child of 
the Gods, or the prime intermediary between the people and the Gods”. And so, if we put 
these two facts together, namely, (1) the existence of suzerainty or vassal treaties (or 
covenants) since pre-biblical time and (2) the existence of rulers seen as a God, we can see 
how a God-king seen as a God (such as Akhenaten, Moses, etc.) might perfectly well “bind 
himself to a formal agreement with a group of human beings” – in accordance with the 
established international practice of the time. 

  

An Ancient Hittite clay tablet text refers to precisely the kind of covenant between a God 
and a group of human beings that was common international practice at the time of Moses. 
The text, known as the Plague Prayers of Mursilis, records the prayers of King Mursilis II 
of Hatti (reigned ca. 1321-1295 BCE) in which he pleads with the Storm-God to remove 
the plague which the God had let loose over the Hittite people since the days of King 
Suppiluliumas I (Mursili’s father) and which was now threatening to wipe out the entire 
population. King Mursilis had searched the royal archives and found the tablets of the 
Covenant of the Storm-God of Hatti, concerning a treaty between Egypt and Hatti, which 
had been breached by his father. He then asked the divine oracle whether the breach of the 
covenant was the reason for the plague, which the oracle confirms: ‘The Storm-God of 
Hatti brought the people of Kurushtama to Egypt and concluded a treaty with the Hittites 
concerning them so that they were bound to him by oath. Although both the Hittites and the 
Egyptians were now bound to the Storm-God by oath, the Hittites broke their obligations. 
They broke their oath to the Gods. My father [King Suppiluliumas] sent troops and chariots 
to attack the land of Amka, in Egyptian territory. … Since then the people in the land of 
Hatti have been dying. … I had the oracle consulted about it: “… is this perhaps the reason 
for the anger of the Storm-God of Hatti, my Lord?” Thus was it confirmed’ (trans. of Prof. 
Albrecht Goetze in ed. J. B. Pritchard: Ancient Near Eastern Texts, Princeton, 1955, quoted 
in The Mind of Egypt, pp. 252-3). 

  



We note here that although the treaty was clearly drawn up and ratified by man, namely, the 
kings of Egypt and Hatti, it is asserted that it was concluded “by the Storm-God with the 
Hittites”. Thus, a covenant between a God (or God-king) and a group of human beings was 
far from extraordinary, let alone “revolutionary” and “unprecedented”. Having established 
this general fact we may now apply it to the specific situation of the Jews, namely, to 
Moses and his Mt. Sinai Covenant. 

  

Firstly, that Jews were not unfamiliar with the concept of God-king is evident from the 
following incontrovertible facts: (1) “Ruler” and “God” in biblical Hebrew are often 
interchangeable, the word “El” (pl. “Elohim”) being used to designate both (compare 
“Melekh”, designating both “King” and “Moloch”, a Canaanite God.); (2) Jews lived 
amidst cultures (e.g., Mesopotamia and Egypt) where the concept of God-king was 
prevalent; and, above all, (3) biblical statements made by God Yahweh himself, such as “I 
have set my king upon my holy hill of Zion … You [King David] are my Son; this day 
have I begotten you” (Psalms 2:6); “… and he [King Solomon] shall be my son, and I will 
be his father; and I will establish throne of his kingdom over Israel for ever” (1 Chronicles 
22:10; 28:6; 2 Samuel 7:13-14). As Old Testament Professor Korpel diplomatically puts it, 
“It is well known that in Israel, too, the divine nature of kingship was sometimes 
recognized (e.g., Psalm 2:6f., 45:7 [Hebrew verse 8], 110)” (Biblical Archaeology Review 
March/April 2008, Vol. 34 No. 2, p.37). Indeed, it can hardly be disputed that biblical 
religion looked upon Israelite kings as representatives and sons of God, seeing that 
according to Israelite Scripture God Yahweh himself appointed them in this capacity! 

  

Secondly, one of God Yahweh’s commandments is “You shall not make covenants with 
other Gods” (Exodus 23:32). This implies that the practice of making a covenant with a 
God (or God-king) was not unheard of, on the contrary, it might have been as common 
among Jewish tribes as among their neighbours.  Indeed, all the elements of the Sinaitic 
Covenant – from the preamble or titulary identifying the authority who institutes the treaty 
to the curses and blessings that are to fall upon the covenanters according to their ignoring 
or honouring the treaty – have been traced back by historians to the classic suzerainty 
treaties of the Ancient Egyptians, Hittites, Assyrians and other neighbouring cultures. Even 
the prohibition against all alien alliances was a standard feature of such pre-biblical treaties 
or covenants. Since, as indicated above, Hebrew “Elohim” means not only “Gods” but also 
“Rulers”, “Lords” etc., it becomes apparent that the biblical commandment may also be 
rendered as “You shall not make covenants with other Rulers”, which conforms exactly 
with the fundamental demands of pre-biblical political covenants of the type under 
consideration. The same applies to the “monotheistic” commandment “You shall have no 
other Gods” which in the light of the above considerations must originally have meant 
“You shall have no other Lords, Rulers or Leaders”.     

  



Indeed, in terms of the specific case of a person (like the Egyptian prince Moses) wishing 
to establish a new state, we may state the following. He would have required just a few 
basic tools to achieve his aim, namely: (1) a religion to inspire and unite the nation (such as 
Atenism or a modified version thereof - Yahwism-Adonism or Israelism); (2) a code of 
laws whereby the future state was to be governed (e.g., the “Laws of Moses” which, as 
shown earlier, were based on Egyptian Law); (3) a government or council of judges (e.g., 
the Sanhedrin or seventy elders of Israel); and (4) a ruling priestly and military class to 
perform religious services, enforce the laws and protect the future state against internal and 
external conflict, etc. (e.g., the Levites). 
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Nor was it unprecedented for rulers to introduce legal systems such as that of Moses on the 
founding of a new state. One of the several historical cases of Revealed Law which must 
have been known to Moses and could have served as a model for his own Laws is the code 
introduced by the Babylonian King Hammurabi (1810-1750 BCE) on the occasion of the 
founding of his new kingdom spanning the whole of Mesopotamia. Like Moses, King 
Hammurabi was instructed by God (described exactly like the biblical God as “the King of 
the Gods and Lord of Heaven and Earth”) to bring order and justice to the people of his 
realm, the purpose of his Code of Laws being to “proclaim law throughout the land, 
eliminate what is evil, prevent the powerful from oppressing the weak”, etc. Similarly, as 
the Laws of Moses were given to him by the God of Israel and written on stone tablets, so 
the Laws of King Hammurabi too had been given to him by Sun-God Shamash and written 
on stone tablets. We may also observe that Hammurabi’s Laws were fundamentally 
identical with Egyptian laws on which, as indicated earlier, Moses’ own laws were based. 
Moreover, they had a long-established tradition behind them going back many centuries. 
Such laws, therefore, must have been known to Moses and, indeed, to Abraham himself 
who had admittedly hailed from Babylon.   

  

There can be no doubt that, as a member of the Egyptian royal family, Moses would have 
had substantial knowledge of what needed to be done, especially if he had access to copies 
of edicts and treaties preserved in the temple or palace archives and enjoyed the 
collaboration of experienced religious, legal and administrative advisers and assistants like 
his father-in-law, the Midianite priest Jethro (see Exodus 18:19-24). As rulers in deeply 
religious societies such as the one under consideration not only derive their spiritual and 
temporal power from God but are also expected to act in the world according to the 
command of God, the whole process of establishing a new state would, by established 
convention, have been regarded as initiated by the Deity whose will would have been made 
known via an oracle or similar medium – exactly as in the Babylonian and Hittite examples 
given above. In consequence, the Mosaic Covenant was nothing but an imitation of what 



had been standard practice among the Israelites’ neighbours for millennia. The most 
striking difference between the Mosaic Covenant and the earlier covenants of the 
Babylonians and Hittites is its blatant criminal intention. For, while the Babylonian 
Covenant (or Code) had been concerned with the establishment of righteousness in Babylon 
and the Hittite Covenant with good relations between Egypt and Hatti, the Covenant of 
Moses was aimed at the creation of a Jewish state in Canaan over the dead bodies of its 
indigenous inhabitants!   

  

In addition, in normal circumstances a covenant would have been made not in the 
“wilderness” but in a capital city. Its terms would have been issued by the palace and it 
would have been sealed by a solemn oath taken before the Gods in a temple. A copy thereof 
would have been deposited as a sacred object in the vassal’s temple. This would have 
endowed the covenant with the necessary divine authority and rendered it legally binding. 
At Mt. Sinai, however, there were several anomalies: (1) there was no royal palace or 
temple; (2) there was no recognised religious or political authority to confirm that it was the 
will of God for a Jewish state to be created in Canaan; (3) Moses was not a ruling monarch 
but a prince in exile, or more accurately, a fugitive outlaw and heretical outcaste; and (4) 
the Jewish tribesmen were an undisciplined, rebellious and “stiff-necked people” (as 
Yahweh himself calls them in Exodus 32:9 etc.) and hence not always willing to submit to 
the new religious and political leadership. 

  

Therefore, in the absence of the usual power structure of the state with its political and 
religious institutions and symbols, it would have been necessary for Moses to resort to 
device in order to lend “divine authority” to his Covenant. Hence “a cloud of smoke”, 
“thunder and lightning”, “the noise of trumpet”, laws “written by God” on stone tablets 
“with his own finger”, an “Ark” with a throne for “God Yahweh” to sit on, a “Tabernacle” 
or holy tent in lieu of a temple for depositing a copy of the treaty and other paraphernalia 
employed by human beings (Moses, his father-in-law and others) to falsely make it appear 
that a divine being was involved and thereby lend credibility to the Covenant. 

  

Unfortunately for the Yahwist-Adonist claims of “divine revelation”, no living souls – apart 
from Moses and his collaborators – were able to witness God’s revelation of the Laws 
because they had been expressly excluded from the scene. What is more, as the Bible itself 
admits, Moses had already written it all down anyway (Exodus 24:4; Deuteronomy 31:9). 
And if Moses admittedly wrote the laws in a book either in person or through a professional 
scribe then he could perfectly well have written the Law Tablets and the Covenant too. 
Thus, the facts of the Mt. Sinai case allow us to reach only one possible verdict, namely 
that the Covenant was not made with God. What is extraordinary is not the Covenant but 
that, three millennia on, considerable sections of humanity still cling on to the patently 
unfounded belief that the Covenant of Israel was made with God Himself and not with a 
human being believing, or pretending, to have special connections with God. 



  

Even more extraordinary and disturbing is the suggestion that this arrangement was in some 
way voluntary and that as suggested by Rabbi Sacks “Here, even more than in the city-
states of Ancient Greece, is born the idea of a free society [!]” – when the evidence shows 
that the Jews had as little say in the matter as vassal kings who had a “covenant” imposed 
upon them by a more powerful ruler. Indeed, nowhere in the Bible do we find any 
suggestion of human “choice” or “freedom” in relation to “divine command”. The Laws of 
Moses are called “laws” or “commandments” precisely because they are meant to be 
obeyed. The very term “law” or “commandment” implies an obligation of obedience 
incumbent on those to whom the laws or commandments are given by the lawgiver. 

  

The word “hear” (“shema”) itself, whereby the laws or commandments are announced, 
means not only “hear” in the general sense of “perceive (sound) with the ear”, but 
specifically “hear” in the sense of “listen attentively”, “give heed”, “obey”. This is 
absolutely clear from Deuteronomy 5:1 (“Hear, O Israel, the statutes and judgements which 
I speak this day, that you may learn them, and keep, and do them”). Likewise, 
Deuteronomy 6:3 (“Hear, therefore, O Israel, and observe to do it”), 13:11 (“And all Israel 
shall hear and fear”) etc. Not only this, but to eliminate even the slightest doubt as to what 
will happen to those who choose to disobey, it is stated, “Your eyes have seen what the 
Lord (“God Yahweh”) did because of Baal-Peor (the Canaanite God): for all the men that 
followed Baal-Peor, the Lord your God has destroyed them” (Deuteronomy 4:3-4).     

  

Thus, there was no freedom for the followers of “God Yahweh” who were explicitly 
expected to obey his commands and even less for the followers of other Gods (such as 
Baal) who were to be put to death by the followers of Yahweh. The fact is that the very 
essence of biblical teaching is “Fear God (Yahweh) and keep his commandments, for this is 
the whole duty of man” (Ecclesiastes 12:13). In addition to the complete absence of 
freedom of choice, which is absolutely evident from the biblical text, there is the 
fundamental issue of the authenticity of these “divine commandments”. To be sure, a true 
believer will have no reason to object to God’s commandments if this be what they actually 
are. Indeed, injunctions prohibiting blasphemy, murder, theft, perjury and adultery or 
calling for respect for one’s parents and the observance of holy days had already formed 
part of the religious traditions of all ancient civilisations long before the Laws of Moses. 
However, commandments prohibiting the worship of traditional Gods or the making of 
images, especially when they are contradicted by opposite commandments requesting the 
making of images (for the Israelite Temple, Ark, etc.) are unacceptable. Even less 
acceptable are commandments demanding that the Israelites break the idols of other 
nations’ Gods and drive out the people of Canaan. Such “commandments” are not religion 
but politically-motivated heresy which was to have a disastrous effect not only on Jews and 
Canaanites, but on the whole world.  

  



As observed by Professor James, in biblical Judaism “Right and wrong were defined not by 
reason, reflection, custom or common consent [we may add, common sense], but by the 
revealed will of God made known through the Torah [the “Books of Moses”], the sacred 
oracle and the voice of prophecy” (p. 273). Indeed, it was precisely due to the absurdity of 
its beliefs that few took Moses’ brand of Judaism seriously and hence it had to be brutally 
imposed by force of arms. The problem in fundamentalist Yahwism-Adonism is that 
“God’s commandments” are known exclusively through self-appointed “prophets”, so that 
“Prophet” (e.g., Moses) and “God” become indistinguishable. In practice, therefore, the 
rule “Fear God and keep his commandments” translates as “Fear the prophets (and their 
armed militias) and do as they command you – or else you will be killed”. Indeed, prophets 
who spoke in the name of “other (i.e., unauthorised) Gods (such as Baal)” were to be put to 
death (Deuteronomy 18:20). Thus, in a religion where independent personal contact with 
God was explicitly forbidden, the people were first separated from God by Moses who had 
appointed himself the exclusive mouthpiece for God, then by the “prophets” who appointed 
themselves Moses’ exclusive successors and, finally, by the scribes who, having appointed 
themselves exclusive successors and interpreters of the “prophets”, edited the Bible as they 
wished while everyone else had to obey.  

  

Accordingly, Numbers 16:1-50 relates that two hundred and fifty princes who were 
“famous in the congregation, men of renown” rebelled against Moses and Aaron as a result 
of which they were either “swallowed up by the earth” or consumed by “a fire from the 
Lord (Yahweh)”, i.e. killed, for “provoking the Lord”. When, on the following day, “all the 
congregation of the children of Israel murmured against Moses and against Aaron, saying, 
You have killed the people of the Lord”, the “Lord” consumed them too with a “plague”, 
leaving 14700 people dead. It is highly significant that the masses were blaming the killings 
on Moses, not on God, even though it was alleged that the victims were consumed by “a 
fire from the Lord”. This indicates that ordinary Jews would not be easily fooled. 
Unfortunately, not common sense (even less righteousness), but brute force prevailed. 

  

Likewise, in Numbers 15:31 we are told that the soul who has despised the word of God 
(according to Moses) and has broken his commandments shall “utterly be cut off”, while 
Joshua 1:18 plainly declares that anyone who “rebels against your commandment and will 
not hearken unto your words in all that you command him, he shall be put to death”. Again, 
in 1 Samuel 11:6-7 we are told that when confronted with opposition to his rule, King Saul 
(the first king of Israel) was overcome by the “spirit of God” and became very angry, 
sending a yoke of oxen hewn into pieces throughout Israel as a warning to all citizens. 
Upon which, it is said, “the fear of the Lord fell on the people and they came out with one 
consent”, etc. 

  

The very first Sinai massacre described earlier makes it absolutely clear that not all Jews 
agreed with the new religion. Three thousand of them chose to follow their ancestral 



customs and, far from being given a choice, they were killed in cold blood. Thus, there can 
be no question of “choice” or “freedom”. Nor was it “egalitarian” to kill three thousand 
ordinary citizens for worshipping an idol while sparing the priest (Moses’ brother Aaron) 
who had made the idol for them to worship. Moreover, it is difficult to see how it can be 
claimed that Moses had the unanimous agreement of the Jewish people when the Bible 
itself admits that “all the congregation of the children of Israel” was murmuring and 
rebelling against him and that tens of thousands of people were killed for disobeying the 
“command of God [i.e. of Moses]”. In consequence, it is only proper that many leading 
scholars have taken the view that the events at Mt. Sinai represent a nationwide uprising 
against Moses and his tyrannical rule, in which leading figures were killed on both sides 
(including, perhaps, Moses himself). 

  

The fact is that a society which systematically murders thousands of its members for the 
alleged “sin” of adhering to established tradition and of refusing to obey self-appointed 
rulers can only qualify as “free” and “egalitarian” under repressive systems like Stalinist 
Russia and other murderous dictatorships that are known to have arisen from time to time 
in the “free” world of the West. Nor must we forget that, to the population of Canaan, 
Israelite rule brought nothing but enslavement, destruction and death. Thus, a general 
pattern of Israelite violence and repression clearly emerges that is incompatible with such 
principles as democracy, equality and freedom.  

  

According to Rabbi Sacks, the Sinai Covenant was “the theological precursor of 
constitutional monarchy”. What the Rabbi conveniently forgets is the total absence of 
evidence in support of the Sinai Covenant’s alleged historicity. If the “Law Tablets” of 
Moses did exist, why were they not preserved, seeing that those of the Babylonians, 
Hittites, Assyrians and others have come down to us in the original and by the thousands? 
The only “evidence” Yahwist-Adonists have in support of their claim is not a Covenant but 
a biblical narrative about a Covenant, which itself was written centuries after the supposed 
Mt. Sinai event. In the final analysis, there is no evidence that Canaan was given to the 
Jews by God, nor that Moses himself owned Canaan as to be legally entitled to give it to 
them. Even assuming, for the sake of argument, that he was legally entitled to grant Canaan 
to the Jews it is extremely unlikely that a new Egyptian ruler would have renewed the 
covenant which, according to established custom, would have become invalid upon Moses’ 
death. In these circumstances, the Covenant must be regarded as a matter of faith (or 
mythology) and not of history. Moreover, it is evident from Exodus 23:30 and similar 
passages that the true purpose of the Covenant was for the Jews to take possession of 
Canaan. In consequence, it is reasonable to conclude that it was fabricated by man to 
legitimate the Israelite claim to Canaan. This fabrication might have occurred as late as the 
7th century BCE or even in the post-exilic period, that is, in the 4th century BCE.   

  



As to the Israelite monarchy, the fact is that, on the Bible’s own evidence, most Jewish 
kings before the Exile were in fact followers of traditional, polytheistic Judaism. The fact 
that this included King Solomon (the “wisest king on earth” and chosen “Son of God”) 
cannot be without significance. Nor can it be coincidence that, as demonstrated by 
archaeological and historical records, the rule of “apostate” kings like Omri, Ahaz and 
Manasseh brought not only religious harmony but also unprecedented economic prosperity 
to the Jews (Finkelstein and Silberman). On the contrary, it means that precisely those 
Jewish kings who were accused by the biblical authors of having breached the Covenant 
were the guardians of the true monarchic tradition which conformed to established 
Egyptian, Babylonian and other models. Those who followed the Sinai Covenant and 
insisted on adherence to it, were not as a rule the kings but the self-appointed “prophets” 
and other Yahwist-Adonist ringleaders. 

  

We have seen that the Sinaitic Covenant was far from unique. Babylonian and Hittite kings 
also made covenants with God. We have also seen that the Hittites were punished by God 
for breaching their treaty with the Egyptians and we may safely assume that Babylonians 
breaching the Code of King Hammurabi (which sought to establish righteousness in the 
land) too would have (rightly) attracted divine retribution. There can be no doubt that 
Yahweh’s (or, rather, Moses’) punishment of those who rejected his Covenant was exacted 
in imitation of pre-biblical precedents. But while the Babylonian and Hittite covenants were 
legitimate in their intent and purpose, the Israelite Covenant (which sought to dispossess 
and wipe out the people of Canaan) was not. 

  

This is how the ancient institution of Divine Kingship which for millennia had represented 
the very foundation of human civilisation on earth came to be usurped by a sect of self-
appointed “prophets” who proceeded through deception, cunning policy and brutal 
repression to impose their ideology on the rest of the world. This misappropriation of an 
age-old sacred institution for the political and material gain of one ethnic and religious 
group at the expense of others must be regarded as the root of Western monotheistic 
intolerance and militancy and, by extension, of all future conflict between civilisations (or, 
more accurately, between Civilisation and Barbarism). The conflict between the new 
monotheistic cult imposed from above “by royal and divine decree” and the established 
polytheistic tradition of Canaan permeates the whole of the Jewish Bible and is clear 
testimony to the true history of Western (“Abrahamic”) religion. 

  

On page 23 of his book, Rabbi Sacks claims that “We will make peace only when we learn 
that God loves difference – and so, at last, must we.” Too bad that the biblical God and his 
followers did not extend this love of difference to the people of Egypt and Canaan or, for 
that matter, to those among the Jews who preferred to keep their ancestral faith. There was 
little evidence of this biblical “love of difference” when the followers of the biblical God 
invaded, occupied and enslaved Africa, India, Latin America and other parts of the world. 



Nor has anything been learned from history even now. For, today, Hindu India is regarded 
by the Western world as the Egypt and Canaan of the 21st century (that is, as fair game), 
with new centres of Biblical Monotheism colonisation being developed on its soil every 
day. 

  

What becomes evident is that to defend Yahwism-Adonism is not only to be blind to 
historical and spiritual truth, but also to defend invasion, domination, annihilation and 
genocide. It is most certainly not “how to avoid the clash of civilisations”. On the contrary, 
the conflict can only be avoided if and when Abrahamic religions admit their own errors 
and demonstrate some humility and remorse by finally according non-Abrahamic traditions 
the respect and recognition they rightly deserve. This, in turn, will only happen when the 
nations of the East, in particular, Hindu India, resolve to abandon the defensive positions in 
which they have become entrenched for centuries and boldly challenge the supremacist 
ideology of the Western world. In view of the terminal contamination of the West by its 
own delusional and destructive ideology, what is called for is nothing less than a 
revolutionary change in human thought and behaviour the impulse for the setting in motion 
of which can only come from the East and whose goal must be nothing less than the total 
liberation of the world from the tyranny of the West.  

  

The Replacement Cult 

  

It is clear from the growing bulk of apologist literature that the Yahwist-Adonist 
propaganda repertoire is quite extensive, not to say nearly inexhaustible. One of its 
principal claims – in addition to the one concerning the “divine origination” of the cult – is 
that Mosaic Judaism represents a complete break with Ancient Judaism and related 
traditions. This claim, however, is immediately contradicted not only by the Bible itself but 
also by archaeological evidence which demonstrates that traditional beliefs and practices 
persisted among the Jewish and non-Jewish population of Canaan (Israel/Palestine) and 
neighbouring areas for centuries after Moses. 

  

This continuity is attested, for example, by numerous figurines representing various Deities 
and house shrines (miniature temples). Of particular importance are inscriptions such as 
that of Kuntillet Ajrud (North Sinai) and Khirbet el-Qom (near Hebron in Judea), referring 
to God Yahweh and his Asherah (the Goddess of that name or some object connected with 
her), which have been dated to the 8th century BCE. On the Bible’s own evidence, King 
Solomon himself (10th century BCE) worshipped Goddess Ashtoreth among other Gods (1 
Kings 11:5) and prophet Elijah (9th century BCE) was the “only prophet of the Lord (God 
Yahweh)” whereas the “prophets of God Baal were four hundred and fifty and the prophets 



of Goddess Asherah four hundred” (1 Kings 18:19-22). In addition, archaeological 
evidence shows that the city of Ekron (just 22 miles south-west of Jerusalem) had a large 
polytheistic temple complex in the 7th century BCE where further inscriptional evidence for 
the worship of Goddess Asherah was recently unearthed (see Professor Gitin, 2005).  

  

What the above evidence indicates is that biblical Monotheism was not the religion of the 
Jewish people and even less of the people of Canaan, but of a small extremist sect at the 
most. It also casts doubts on the origins of biblical Monotheism itself. For, if the God 
Yahweh was associated with another Deity, then the question arises as to the exact point in 
history at which this association began. Considering that the worship of a Goddess was part 
of Jewish religion from the time of King Solomon to the Babylonian exile, could this not 
have been part thereof even earlier, namely, at the time of Abraham and Moses? Certainly, 
there is no proof that it was not. On the contrary, the evidence suggests that Jewish 
Monotheism as we know it today must be much more recent than its adherents claim. It 
also suggests that the Bible is not the infallible “Word of God” but an unreliable, man-made 
document edited by monotheistic (Yahwist) fundamentalists with the clear intention of 
suppressing the earlier, polytheistic tradition. 
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It may be useful at this point to clarify what is meant by “unreliable” and whether an 
unreliable document like the Bible may be used as evidence. The term “unreliable” is here 
primarily used in a spiritual sense, that is, the biblical text is a fraudulent and 
propagandistic political document made by man and not the Word of God, the implication 
being that those who are seeking salvation cannot rely on it for spiritual guidance. 
However, the Bible is also unreliable in a historical sense, in that (a) it contains unhistorical 
facts, such as the alleged revelation of the Ten Commandments by Yahweh to Moses on 
Mt. Sinai; (b) it advances inaccurate and misleading interpretations of the few historical 
facts that it does contain, such as the portrayal of authentic Jewish traditions such as 
polytheism and idol-worship as “foreign influence”; and (c) it gives mutually contradicting 
versions of the same stories, such as the myth of Creation (chapters 1 and 2 of Genesis) 
which presents two different accounts of how the world was created. 

  

This does not mean that the biblical text contains absolutely no factual elements. Such 
elements, for example, names of historical cities (Ekron, Jerusalem, etc.), countries, 
nationalities and kings; religious practices (e.g., the worship of Goddess Asherah by the 
Israelites) are undoubtedly present and are strongly supported by archaeological and other 
evidence. But then most forgeries deliberately contain some elements of truth in order to 



create a false appearance of authenticity – without thereby ceasing to be forgeries in either 
intent or purpose. Thus, as a mixture of fact and myth, the Bible may be used (a) as 
evidence exposing the mythical content of biblical religion; (b) as evidence exposing the 
fraudulent intent of those who composed or edited certain portions of the biblical text (in 
the same way as a forged document might be used as evidence against its author or authors 
in a court of law); and (c) as evidence revealing what might have been the original and 
authentic religion of the Jews. 

  

As we have shown earlier, Moses’ Ten Commandments are essentially a man-made list of 
what were the main capital crimes under Egyptian and Babylonian law and not “divinely-
revealed by Yahweh”. The myths of Creation, the Flood and other elements of biblical 
narrative have similarly been exposed by scholars as loans from earlier religious traditions. 
The general impression the biblical text makes on the reflective reader is that it is not 
divinely-revealed Scripture but a collection of pre-existing materials taken from various 
sources and put together by man for obvious political purposes. Nor can we ignore the 
spiritual dimensions of the issue. Had the Bible been revealed by God, one would 
reasonably expect to find teachings of a more spiritual nature apart from “laws”, 
“judgements”, “statutes”, “covenants”, tales of military exploits and anti-polytheistic and 
xenophobic rhetoric. There is nothing in the Hebrew Bible that would be comparable to the 
teachings of the Hindu Upanishads or Bhagavadgita, for example. There is not even the 
slightest mention of an immortal soul or afterlife. 

  

The overwhelming impression, therefore, is that the Bible’s author or authors were not 
concerned with the spiritual welfare of the Jewish people and even less with that of others, 
but with the imposition by force of arms of a ruthless military theocracy. As the Book of 
Deuteronomy 31:9 puts it, “And Moses wrote this law, and delivered it unto the priests the 
sons of Levi”. This is exactly what one might expect from a deposed ruler who, as 
suggested by Dr Freud, was driven not by divine inspiration but by his own psychological 
need to compensate for his lost kingdom. 

  

In particular, the Bible never fails to surprise and shock with its pathological phobia against 
Polytheism and “foreign Gods”. There can be no doubt that this pathology was caused by 
the desire of the Israelite leadership to deny and suppress the original religion of the Jewish 
people – and its links with neighbouring traditions – and erase it from the national memory 
for political purposes. The other thing which the rhetoric of “foreign Gods” was seeking to 
suppress was the fact that the only foreign elements in Canaan were the Israelites 
themselves and their Yahwist-Adonist cult. However, it was inevitable that once it was 
written down as “Scripture”, this anti-polytheistic propaganda became a documentary 
record of the original religion of the Jews (and of Canaan) – the very thing which the 
Israelites had sought to erase from history!   



  

Indeed, the objective analysis of the biblical text shows that despite their best efforts the 
monotheist revisionists were unable to destroy all traces of Polytheism which are still found 
in the older sections of the Bible, indicating that Judaism – and the Bible itself which 
records its history – were originally Polytheistic (the clearest monotheistic statements being 
found in the later books of the Bible such as Deuteronomy, 1 and 2 Samuel, Isaiah etc.). 
Thus, the thesis of Monotheism as the original and authentic religion of the Jews turns out 
to be not history but wishful thinking expressive of the political and religious ambitions of 
later Bible authors and editors. The polytheistic origins of the Bible are reflected, first of 
all, in the biblical usage of the “plural of majesty” in divine names, such as “Elohim” 
(Gods) for “El” (God). Further examples are found in the Book of Psalms where it is stated 
“God stands in the congregation of the mighty; he judges among the Gods (Elohim)” 
(82:1), “I have said you are Gods (Elohim); and all of you are children of the Most High 
(Elyon, God)” (82:6), etc. 

  

Furthermore, we are told, “… this is the hill which God desires to dwell in; yea, the Lord 
will dwell in it for ever. The chariots of God are twenty thousand, even thousands of 
Angels: the Lord is among them, in Sinai, in the holy place” etc. (68:16-17). If we take a 
closer – and objective – look at this biblical God, we cannot fail to see that he is conceived 
of as a God who judges among other Gods; who is the highest among other Gods; who 
resides in a mountain surrounded by thousands of Angels (or Gods); who rides on a war-
chariot; who has children, etc. and who, moreover, is known by exactly the same name (El, 
Elohim, etc.) by which the God of neighbouring Semitic religions is also known. Indeed, 
the biblical description of the Jewish God El or Elohim (later also known as Yahweh or 
“YHWH”) is identical in many respects to that of the Supreme God prevalent throughout 
the Eastern Mediterranean area. For example, among the Greeks, God Zeus was the 
Supreme Ruler of heaven and earth, Father and King of Gods and men, and Lord of Justice; 
he resided on a mountain, controlled the forces of nature, hurled bolts of lightning at his 
enemies, etc. – just as the Jewish God did.   

  

In addition to the conception of God, traditional practices such as communicating with the 
Deity by means of dreams, oracles and, above all, prophecy; offering of food, wine and 
incense to the Deity etc., which Ancient Judaism had observed in common with 
neighbouring religions, continued as before (1 Samuel 10:5, etc.), the difference being that 
while such practices were deemed acceptable when performed by Yahwist-Adonists, they 
were looked upon as reprehensible when observed by others. Similarly, while the Israelites 
dismissed other religions’ idols as inanimate objects, they expected others to believe that 
the Israelite Ark actually contained the spirit of God Yahweh! This once again 
demonstrates the schizophrenic nature of biblical religion.  

  



Like its Canaanite precursors, Israelite religion was a religion of blood sacrifices. Animal 
sacrifice is a practice which today is frowned upon by many monotheistic Westerners who 
conveniently (and hypocritically) ignore the fact that it was observed at the command of 
none other than the God of Israel and was being indulged in by Moses himself: “And 
Moses … built an altar under the hill … and sacrificed peace offerings of oxen unto the 
Lord (lit. Yahweh). … And Moses took the blood and sprinkled it on the people, and said, 
Behold the blood of the Covenant, which the Lord (Yahweh) has made with you … 
“(Exodus 24:5-8). “And [Moses] brought the ram for the burnt offering … and he killed it; 
and Moses sprinkled the blood upon the altar round about … and Moses burnt the whole 
ram upon the altar … as an offering made by fire unto the Lord (Yahweh); as the Lord 
commanded Moses” (Leviticus 8:18-21). “And the Lord spoke unto Moses and Aaron, 
saying, … Speak unto the children of Israel, that they bring you a red heifer (young cow) 
without spot … and one shall slay her … “ (Numbers 19:1-3). 

  

“And the blood of your sacrifices shall be poured out upon the altar of the Lord your God, 
and you shall eat the flesh” (Deuteronomy 12:27) etc. The paramount importance of animal 
sacrifice in Mosaic Judaism is apparent from the hundreds of biblical references to this 
practice. It was precisely for this reason that King Solomon offered to Yahweh a sacrifice 
of 22,000 oxen and 120,000 sheep at the dedication of his temple (1 Kings 8:63). That 
animal sacrifice was a daily ritual among the followers of Yahweh becomes evident from 
Numbers 28:3-1 where their God demands a daily sacrifice of two lambs, one in the 
morning and one in the evening, as a “continual burnt offering”. In addition, two lambs 
were to be sacrificed on every Sabbath (seventh) day; two young bullocks, one ram and 
seven lambs at the beginning of each month; thirteen young bullocks, two rams and 
fourteen lambs on the fifteenth day of the seventh month; one goat as a sin offering, etc. It 
is an incontrovertible historical fact that animal sacrifice as a religious duty and “as 
Yahweh commanded Moses” remained a key aspect of Jewish religion, being officially 
performed by professional priests until the destruction of the Jerusalem Temple (where 
sacrifices were traditionally performed) in the year 70 CE. Indeed, blood sacrifice was one 
of the Temple’s main functions.  

  

Not only this, but human sacrifice too, appears to have formed an integral part of Jewish 
religion at least since the time of Abraham. In the first place, the story of Abraham who 
was commanded by his God to sacrifice his own son, as told in Genesis 22:2-13, 
demonstrates that the concept of human sacrifice was not alien to either the Jewish God or 
to his prophet. Although in this particular instance the son was ostensibly substituted with a 
ram, it seems clear that the substitution was not part of the original story but was 
interpolated centuries later, when for political reasons such practices came to be looked 
upon as objectionable. This view is supported by the story of Jephthah, one of the Judges of 
Israel, who sacrificed his daughter to the God Yahweh in return for a victory over the 
kingdom of Ammon (Judges 11:30-40). Although the sacrifice itself is not being described, 
it is clear from Jephthah’s vow of a “burnt offering” to Yahweh that he must have 
sacrificed his daughter in accordance with his promise. Indeed, the term “burnt offering” 



(Hebrew “olah”, Greek “holokautoma” or “holokauston”, a wholly burnt sacrifice) is 
identical to that used in Genesis in connection to Abraham’s sacrifice of his son. 

  

However, while an effort was being made to discontinue (or cover up) this practice in the 
case of Jewish victims, the sacrificing of non-Jews continued to enjoy official sanction as 
evidenced by Joshua 6:17 where it is said: “And the city [of Jericho] shall be accursed, and 
all that are therein, to the Lord”. As observed in the Jewish Encyclopedia, the Hebrew term 
“cherem” is here inaccurately rendered in English as “accursed”, which may be confused in 
the reader’s mind with modern English “cursed”, that is, damnable or abominable. The 
original and true sense of the term, however, is “devoted to God (as a sacrifice)”, this also 
being the original meaning of the Greek term “anathema” used in the (3rd century BCE) 
Greek translation of the Hebrew original. That this is the sense in which the above passage 
must be understood is incontrovertibly demonstrated by the fact that the entire population 
of Jericho was, indeed, put to death while its gold, silver and other valuable objects were 
“put into the treasury of the house of the Lord” (a standard practice in pre-biblical religion). 
The Arabic word “haram” which derives from the same Semitic root (“HRM”) similarly 
may mean either “sacred” or “prohibited”. It is evident, therefore, that “cherem” ought to 
be translated not as “accursed” but as “devoted to God (as a sacrifice)”. 

  

In consequence, the available information allows only one possible decision on the matter, 
namely: (a) a human sacrifice is the killing of a human being who has been devoted to a 
Deity for that purpose; (b) the citizens of Jericho were devoted to the God Yahweh and 
killed; (c) therefore, the citizens of Jericho were sacrificed to the God Yahweh. This is the 
inescapable conclusion. An even clearer instance of non-Jews being sacrificed to God 
Yahweh is found in 1 Samuel 15:21-33 where it is related that the Israelites under the 
command of King Saul (the first king of Israel) having captured the city of Amalek 
destroyed it along with everything that was in it, with the exception of the chief of the 
things of the city, that is, the best of the oxen, sheep, etc., including the king himself, which 
were taken “to sacrifice unto the Lord God in Gilgal (the Israelite capital)” and, as we are 
told, prophet Samuel himself “hewed Agag (the Amalekite king) in pieces before the Lord 
(Yahweh) in Gilgal”. The above examples are sufficient to establish the practice of human 
sacrifice among the Israelites.  

  

Idol-worship is another element of traditional religion which was ostensibly abolished by 
Moses’ New Judaism (or Yahwism-Adonism), though it clearly continued under different 
forms long after. Thus, although the God of Israel in the Ten Commandments (Exodus 
20:4-5) declares that “You shall not make an image of anything that is in heaven above, or 
on earth, or in the water under the earth, nor shall you bow down to them or worship them”, 
just a few passages later (25:18-22) he instructs Moses to make images of “Angels” 
(winged Deities) of gold and set them on top of the Ark of the Covenant (the wooden chest 
with the Law Tablets), the holiest of objects in Mosaic religion. Also of interest is the story 



of Numbers 21:5-9 in which we are told that the God of Israel himself commanded Moses 
to make a “fiery serpent and set it on a pole” so that those who were bitten by a serpent 
“might see it and live”. Moses accordingly made a serpent of bronze which, as related in 2 
Kings 18:4, people called “Nehushtan” (“The Great Serpent”) and burned incense to it (i.e., 
worshipped it) until the time of King Hezekiah (8th-7th century BCE), that is, for several 
centuries. Moses’ serpent certainly fits in with the copper and gold serpent idols found 
among the Egyptians (see King Tutankhamun’s burial place), the Midianites (Timna, South 
Israel), and Palestinians (Tel Miqne, biblical Ekron). Nor can this be ascribed to “foreign 
influence”, given that these images (or idols) were made at the command of Yahweh, the 
God of Israel, himself. 

  

Similarly, King Solomon is said in 1 Kings 6:23-27 to have installed two “Angels”, each 
“ten cubits high”, in the inner chamber (Holy of Holies or most sacred part) of his Temple 
at Jerusalem. As incense was burned and other offerings were made on the altar in front of 
these idols, this comes close enough to the traditional practice of making idols (of Deities) 
and worshipping them. All this was evidently approved of by Yahweh, the God of Israel, 
with the words: “I have hallowed this house which you have built, to put my name there for 
ever; and my eyes and my heart shall be there perpetually” (1 Kings 9:3). Nor does the 
matter end here. For, as the Bible further informs us, Solomon also built shrines to various 
other Deities. In typical Yahwist fashion, an attempt is made to explain this away by the 
claim that Solomon “loved many foreign women who turned his heart to their Gods” (the 
alleged religious conversion of Jewish men by foreign women is a standard biblical 
refrain). Such an “explanation”, however, can only be accepted if we are willing to suspend 
our faculties of reason. For it is hardly credible that the same king who had been chosen by 
God Yahweh to build the first and most important temple in the history of the Jews, of 
whom it is said that the whole world “sought his wisdom which God had put in his heart” 
and whom, moreover, God Yahweh himself had expressly chosen as his son, should also 
have been responsible for the introduction of “foreign” religious practices which were 
contrary to Yahweh’s own commandments! 

  

Far more plausible is that Solomon was not a Yahwist monotheist but a traditional 
polytheist who not only naturally followed the authentic tradition of his forefathers, but also 
tolerated the worship of other Gods for the obvious purpose of maintaining good relations 
with different religious communities both abroad and at home. It is an established historical 
fact that marriage to foreign princesses was widely observed by the monarchs of the time 
for diplomatic reasons. This would have been in perfect agreement with King Solomon’s 
legendary wisdom. Thus, Solomon’s religious tolerance was not a sign of “apostasy” but of 
spiritual and political commonsense. After all, King Solomon has not come down in 
popular Jewish tradition for his “heresy” but for his legendary wisdom. Indeed, if any 
charge of heresy and apostasy is to be brought, it ought to be not against King Solomon 
who faithfully followed the established tradition of his forefathers, but against Moses and 
his disciples who deliberately abandoned tradition and introduced a patently invented cult.    



  

There is, of course, no doubt that a number of foreign elements may be identified in Jewish 
religion. The myth of the “Garden of Eden”, for example, properly belongs to the culture of 
sedentary agrarian societies such as that of neighbouring Sumer (Ancient Mesopotamia) 
and not to that of nomadic herdsmen from which traditional Jewish religion emerged. The 
conception of God as commander of an army of war chariots similarly belongs to more 
sophisticated civilisations like that of Babylon, Assyria, Egypt and Palestine rather than to a 
small group of semi-nomadic shepherds. The Bible informs us that the Israelites received 
advice on administrative matters from the Midianites (Exodus 18:19-23); they had to go to 
their arch-enemies, the Palestinians (Philistines) to have their iron tools repaired and 
sharpened (1 Samuel 13:19-22); Solomon’s Temple itself was built by non-Israelite 
architects, masons, builders and metalworkers (1 Chronicles 22:2; 1 Kings 7:14 etc.) and so 
on. It is entirely predictable that a population occupying a cultural and technological level 
similar to that of the Arab Bedouin, and thus below the Canaanites, Palestinians, 
Phoenicians and other nations, will borrow cultural elements from its more advanced 
neighbours. 

  

However, it must be equally beyond doubt that not all of Jewish religion can be attributed 
to loans from other cultures. Indeed, much of what came to be labelled “foreign influence” 
by later biblical authors or editors was in fact part of ancient tradition, going back to 
Abraham and before, and being acknowledged as such by the vast majority of Jews, from 
kings to commoners – with the predictable exception of the Yahwist priesthood (the 
Levites) which had its own peculiar ideas as to what constituted authentic religion. In 
consequence, it is important to draw a clear distinction between (1) authentic Jewish 
tradition, (2) genuine foreign loans and (3) what was denounced as “foreign influence” by 
later monotheistic editors for their own propagandistic purposes. In so doing, we cannot but 
expose the inner contradictions of biblical religion and come much closer to the truth of the 
matter than a blind acceptance of the official line would permit us to do. 

  

The God of Israel and the Sun-God Shamash 

  

As indicated earlier, the God of Israel at Mt. Sinai exhibits characteristics typical of the pre-
biblical Storm-God of Canaan and neighbouring countries. We shall now describe 
Yahweh’s characteristics borrowed from the traditional Sun-God. In 2 Kings 23:11, we are 
told that, for centuries, the kings of Judah had dedicated horses and chariots to the Sun-God 
(Shemesh) “at the entrance of the house of the Lord (Yahweh)”. What is unclear is why this 
should have been offensive to God Yahweh. For as the Bible itself admits, Yahweh, the 
God of Israel also had twenty thousand war-chariots, riding upon one himself. Daniel 7:9 
describes him as sitting on a “throne like the fiery flame, with wheels as burning fire”. The 



Book of Psalms (19, etc.) compares Yahweh with the Sun while Malachi 4:1-2 clearly 
identifies him with the Sun-God of traditional religion: “Behold, the day comes that shall 
burn as an oven … and all that do wickedly, shall be as stubble: and the day that comes 
shall burn them up, says the Lord of hosts (Yahweh). … But unto you that fear my name 
shall the Sun of Righteousness (Shemesh Tsedakah) arise with healing in his wings; and 
you shall grow up as calves of the stall.” 

  

The Israelites are here compared with cattle in the same way as in the Egyptian tradition 
humans are designated the cattle of the Sun-God (who watches over them). As for the 
winged Sun of Righteousness who destroys the wicked and heals the righteous, he is 
evidently identical with the Gods Ra of Egypt, Ashur of Assyria and Ahura Mazda of 
Persia, all of whom are iconographically represented by a winged Sun-disc. “Sun of 
Righteousness” was also a title of Mesopotamia’s Semitic Sun-God Shamash who is 
similarly described as smiting his enemies and healing his devotees. As already stated, of 
course, the concept of Righteousness was not a biblical discovery. Righteousness (or Truth, 
Order and Justice) had formed the very foundation of Babylonian and Egyptian religion and 
culture for many centuries before Abraham and Moses. As the Sun radiates light and 
dispels darkness, so the Sun-God was disseminating Righteousness and driving out Evil. 
Hence in pre-biblical religion the Sun (or Sun-God) was naturally associated with 
Righteousness and his human incarnation or representative, the king, was responsible for 
upholding Righteousness on earth. 
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It is entirely consistent with pre-biblical solar religion that the God of Israel says of his 
divine Son and King of Israel (King David): “his seed shall endure for ever, and his throne 
as the Sun before me” (Psalms 89:36). If in addition we consider that the winged Sun-disc 
as a symbol of Divinity and Royalty appears on the seals of Israelite kings, a general 
pattern of solar symbolism emerges that cannot be denied or explained away. It becomes 
clear that the pre-biblical concepts of (1) the Sun-God as God of Righteousness (or God as 
Sun of Righteousness) and (2) of the King as son of the latter were an essential aspect of 
Israelite religion. The Book of Psalms, in particular, leaves no doubt as to this fact. For, 
Yahweh himself is admitted to be the Sun: “the Lord God [is the] Sun” – literally, “Yahweh 
Elohim Shemesh” (84:11). Indeed, he is said to “rise”, “shine”, etc. in terms that are used in 
connection with the Sun or (in traditional religion) Sun-God (Deuteronomy 33:2, etc). In 
short, it is difficult to imagine how the identity of the Israelite God with the Gods of pre-
biblical religion could be expressed any more clearly. 



  

On balance, it is evident that the biblical God is a man-made construct woven together from 
attributes belonging to the Gods of pre-biblical religion. The God of Israel is ultimately 
nothing but an imaginary entity that can be easily analysed into its component elements 
such as the Sky-God, Storm- or Weather-God and the Sun-God, that is, the main Gods of 
pre-biblical religion. Thus, in his aspect of Shemesh Tsedakah, the God of Israel can be 
traced back to the Caananite Sun-God Shemesh (Arabic Shams) and his Babylonian 
counterpart Shamash, whose name derives from the Semitic roots “Sham” (“Sky”, 
“Heaven”) and “Esh” (“Fire”), meaning “Fire of Heaven”, that is, “Sun” or “Sun-God”. 
This, of course, makes perfect sense if we consider (1) that the Sun-God Shamash was 
worshipped by the Semitic populations of Mesopotamia, (2) that Mesopotamia admittedly 
had been Abraham’s own homeland (from where he subsequently migrated with his family 
to Egypt and Canaan) and (3) that, as stated in Joshua 24:2, Abraham’s forefathers had 
worshipped other Gods than Yahweh. Similarly, attributes belonging to the Storm-God 
Baal-Hadad (Egyptian Seth) who was an important Deity both in Mesopotamia and Canaan 
were ascribed to the Israelite God. 

  

That Yahweh was not the original Deity of the Jews is supported by Exodus 6:3 where the 
Judaic God himself declares that he had ‘not made himself known to Abraham, his son 
Isaac and his grandson Jacob by the name of “Yahweh”, but “El Shaddai”’. The latter may 
be translated as “God of the Mountain” (cf. Amorite “Bel Shade”, “Lord of the Mountain” 
and Akkadian “Shadda-u”, “Mountain-dweller”). Indeed, the God of Israel is said to reside 
in a mountain (Psalms 68:16-17) and to be a “God of the hills” (1 Kings 20:23), while in 
Deuteronomy 33:2 it is said that “The Lord came from mount Paran” etc. “Lord of the 
Mountain” was a common title borne by the Sun-God, Storm-God, etc. in Egypt and other 
parts of the Eastern Mediterranean region. This, again, demonstrates the dependence of 
biblical religion on earlier tradition.  

  

The Ark of the God of Israel 

  

The Egyptian origin of the Israelite Ark has long been demonstrated by scholars like the 
Hebraist John Spencer and others. Only some of the considerations leading to this 
conclusion need be mentioned here. Essentially, the Israelite Ark or “Ark of the God of 
Israel” was simply a portable wooden chest or box used for storing and transporting Moses’ 
Law Tablets. Its main features were detachable poles for carrying it and a gold-plated 
throne flanked by winged “Angels” on its lid. As such, it was far from unique. On the 
contrary, like most other elements of Israelite religion it was clearly borrowed from pre-
biblical tradition. In Egypt the Ark was a replica boat (symbolising the course of the Sun-
God across the sky) with a central cabin shrine (corresponding to the Israelite Ark proper) 



containing the idol of the Sun-God Ra. The Ark was carried in procession by priests during 
religious festivals and military campaigns, just as the Jewish Ark later was among the 
Israelites. Concerning the Egyptian derivation of the Israelite Ark it is of interest to note 
that among the objects found at the burial site of (God-)King Tutankhamun (Tutankhaten) 
of Egypt (Tomb no. 62, Antechamber, The Cairo Museum) several in particular are 
reminiscent of the Ark as described in the Bible. A brief description of these will suffice to 
prove our point (cf. De Beler, 2001): 

  

(1) a portable wooden chest (for storing funerary material) with poles for carrying it 
(similar to those described in the Bible); (2) a gold-plated wooden throne the arms of which 
are formed of Deities with outstretched wings – indicating that the God-king would literally 
sit between the winged Deities; (3) a wooden statuette representing the mummified king as 
God Osiris lying on a bier between two falcon-shaped Deities (ancient symbol of royal and 
divine power); (4) Tutankhamun’s red quartzite sarcophagus which has a winged Goddess 
carved in high relief in each of the four corners, protecting the king’s body with 
outstretched wings (the sarcophagus in turn contained three human-shaped nested coffins 
each of them representing the king with two winged Deities – one on each side – protecting 
his upper body with their outstretched wings).   

  

It is immediately apparent from the above collection of objects that a Divine King or God 
flanked by a pair of winged Deities was an established element of Egyptian iconography at 
the time of Moses (and long before the composition of the Bible). If, in addition, we recall 
that the Egyptian Ark contained an idol of the Deity seated on a throne flanked by a pair of 
Deities with outstretched wings, the connection between Egyptian religion and the Israelite 
Ark – on the lid of which there was the throne (or “mercy seat”) of God Yahweh between 
two “Angels” (or “Cherubim”) with outstretched wings – is difficult to deny. 

  

Also of interest is that in addition to its primary function of vehicle for the idol of God the 
Egyptian Ark functioned as funerary boat, the body of the deceased being laid in the cabin-
like structure amidships and transported on the river Nile to the burial place on the western 
bank. This dual function of the Egyptian Ark is replicated exactly in that of its Israelite 
counterpart. For, not only does the Hebrew term “aron” mean both “ark” and “coffin”, but 
as related in the Babylonian Talmud (Seder Nashim, Tractate Sotah, 13 a), the Israelites 
had two arks – one containing the “Shekinah” (“Presence of God”, “Glory of God”, “Power 
of God”, etc.) and one containing the bones of Joseph, Abraham’s great-grandson. The 
Talmud further admits that Joseph’s ark was “made by the Egyptians” and that it “floated 
on water”. As a floating ark/coffin only makes sense in an Egyptian context, the Egyptian 
origin of the Israelite Ark becomes indisputable. Regarding the contents of the Ark, it is 
noteworthy that Hebrew “Shekinah” is identical with Egyptian “Sekhem”, which means not 
only “Divine Power” but also “sign of power” and hence “image” or “idol” (The Search for 
God, pp. 42-3), which raises the possibility that the Ark originally contained an idol or 



symbol of the Egyptian/Israelite God. In any event, it is clear on the facts of the matter that, 
whether historical or mythical, the biblical Ark has more to do with Israelite borrowing 
from Egyptian religion than with “divine revelation”.  

  

The Menorah 

  

The other cult object of the Hebrew Bible is the Menorah, Judaism’s most important 
symbol.  Even more than the Ark, the Menorah appears to be connected with pre-biblical 
religion although, regrettably, this connection is no longer consciously made by modern 
Jews. Traditionally, the Menorah is a seven-branched candelabrum or candlestick 
(originally a lampstand holding oil lamps) the central part of which bears the name of 
“Shemesh” (“Sun”) to this day. Evidently, this can hardly be ascribed to mere chance. 
Indeed, the shape of the object itself, the central position of the Sun (or Sun-God) and the 
designation “Shemesh” all fit in with the facts known about Semitic and, in particular, 
Canaanite/Jewish tradition. 

  

Regarding the design of the Menorah, the biblical text (Exodus 25:33-35) describes it as 
being ornamented with almond buds and blossoms and as having bowls or cups (for 
burning oil) “made like unto almonds”. It therefore represents an almond tree. There are a 
number of things that can be said about both the Menorah and the almond tree. Firstly, if 
the central lamp represents the Sun as indicated by its designation, then the remaining six 
lamps represent the six heavenly bodies or planetary deities (called “Host of Heaven” in the 
Bible): Moon, Mars, Mercury, Jupiter, Venus and Saturn. The worship of the Sun, Moon, 
planets and stars was common among the nomadic populations of Mesopotamia and 
adjacent areas, including Syria-Palestine. It is evident from the Bible that the stars and 
planets in Jewish tradition were not mere inanimate objects but living entities regarded as 
Angels (or Gods) created by the divine breath of the main God (Yahweh) himself (Psalms 
33:6). In Zechariah 4:10 the seven lamps of the Menorah are said to be the “eyes of God”, 
which corresponds to established pre-biblical concepts of the Sun, Moon, etc. as the Eyes 
of God. 

  

In consequence, we may say that the Menorah is an image of the cosmos which is 
supported by the World (or Cosmic) Tree, with its roots in the underworld and its top 
branches in heaven, while the Sun – symbolised by the central lamp – is the highest 
manifestation of God: Light, Truth, Justice, etc. The central position occupied by the Sun 
among the seven lamps reflects the fact that the Sun-God held a central position in the 
Semitic religions of the entire region at least from the second millennium BCE as 
evidenced by the winged Sun-disc as a divine symbol. The prevalence of Sun-worship in 



Canaan, in particular, is attested by biblical place-names such as Beth-Shemesh 
(“House/Temple of the Sun”), an ancient city near Jerusalem where, significantly, the 
Israelite Ark of the Covenant itself is said to have once been kept. Secondly, the almond 
tree carries a wide range of symbolic meaning. As a tree flowering in late winter/early 
spring, the almond tree is symbolic of spring, fertility, and new life. Moreover, given that 
almond trees produce not only sweet (edible) but also bitter (poisonous) fruits, the tree and 
hence the Menorah may symbolise the sweet and bitter fruits of man’s actions – or divine 
reward and punishment. In short, the Menorah is the sacred Tree of Life and Death (cf. the 
Tree of Life in the Cabbala tradition). 

   

Of particular interest is that a rod of almond wood (belonging to Moses’ brother Aaron) 
was kept before or inside the Ark of the Covenant “as a token against the rebels”, who were 
revolting against the rule of Moses, “to take away their murmurings” (Numbers 17:8-10). 
This indicates that the almond rod or tree was an established religious symbol among the 
Jews, possibly representing the World Tree as described above and, by implication, 
spiritual authority. The fact that the rod belonged to Aaron who, as we saw earlier, had 
made a traditional idol for the Jews to worship at Mt. Sinai, suggests that the almond tree 
was connected with traditional Jewish religion. Indeed, given that Aaron’s rod was 
admittedly the traditional symbol of the Levites, it is safe to say that the almond tree and 
hence, the Menorah, was an established symbol of Divinity among the Jews prior to the 
Ark. In view of the fact that a seven-branched (six plus one axis) tree was such a symbol in 
Mesopotamia and Syria-Palestine at least since the Late Bronze Age (1550-1150 BCE), its 
presence among the Hebrews and other inhabitants of Canaan is entirely predictable. 

  

The special significance of the Menorah in Jewish religion is also reflected by the very 
different course it has taken in contrast to the Ark. Indeed, the Ark soon disappeared from 
history (if it ever existed), apparently being taken from the Temple at Jerusalem by King 
Shishak (Shoshenq I) of Egypt during a military campaign in the reign of Solomon’s son 
Rehoboam, that is, in the 10th century BCE (1 Kings 14:25,25). Apart from the occasional 
fanciful account to the effect that it lies hidden at some secret location, the Ark ceased to 
play a role in the religious life of the Jews who for centuries after Moses continued to 
observe the traditional faith of their ancestors. In the words of Jeremiah 3:16, the Ark “shall 
no longer come to mind: nor shall they remember it”. By contrast, the Menorah – or copy 
thereof – survived until the destruction of the Temple in the first century CE. Although the 
Temple Menorah itself was on that occasion carried off to Rome by Emperor Titus as a war 
trophy, menorahs continued to be kept in Jewish synagogues and private homes and this 
tradition has been preserved to the present day. Thus, we may say with a degree of certainty 
that what was originally a symbol of authentic popular religion has returned to the people. 
What is lamentable is that few Jews today have the courage and integrity to reclaim their 
authentic religious heritage.  

  



The Pre-Biblical Design and Function 
of the Jewish Temple 

  

The suspicion that the design of the Jewish Temple is derived from established pre-biblical 
tradition arises as soon as we read the biblical passages detailing its history, structure, 
decorations, etc. To begin with, 1 Chronicles 28:11-19 claims that Solomon’s Temple was 
built according to a plan or “pattern” given by God Yahweh to King David “in writing by 
his hand”. Now, this claim is not new. Egyptian temples too, were believed to have been 
built according to a ground plan derived from that of the First Temple designed and built by 
God (Sun-God Ra) Himself on the Primeval Mountain at the beginning of time. Texts 
detailing the building of temples were quite common in Ancient Egypt and could have 
served as models for Israelite architects in the same way as Egyptian laws had provided a 
model for the Laws of Moses. Moreover, as the Jewish Encyclopedia admits, the Temple’s 
“general form reminds one of Egyptian sanctuaries”. Given the admitted resemblance 
between the Jewish Temple and its Egyptian precursors, it follows that if the Temple plan 
was indeed given by the God of Israel to his devotees, then it must have been the God’s 
intention for the Temple to be built according to established, pre-biblical tradition. In which 
case, the God of Israel himself could not have been very different from other Deities.  

  

Indeed, all of the Jewish Temple’s main elements are patently derived from pre-biblical 
temple architecture, from the tripartite division into an inner court, hall and sanctuary to the 
massive gateway, pair of tall pillars outside the entrance and sacred pond or water tank 
(“molten sea”) within the temple precincts. The holy of holies containing the idol of the 
main Deity and the Ark (sacred boat with shrine) in which the idol was carried during 
festivals is clearly replicated in its Jewish counterpart. The surrounding chapels or rooms 
containing the idols of secondary Deities, as well as storerooms for the idols’ apparel, 
jewellery and ritual objects are likewise replicated in the Jewish Temple where they are 
said to be used for storing “the treasuries of the house of God and the dedicated things” (1 
Chronicles 28:12). The idols of secondary Deities themselves are replicated in the two idols 
of “Angels” standing just outside the chamber containing the “Ark” in the Jewish Temple. 

  

More specifically, the pre-biblical design of King Solomon’s Temple is indicated by the 
fact that it was facing east – hence the Jewish tradition prescribing that the entrance to a 
synagogue (Jewish temple) be built on the eastern side of the building. This tradition is in 
full agreement with the east-west orientation of many traditional temples in Egypt, Canaan 
(e.g., the 1600 BCE Pella Migdol temple) and elsewhere. The origin of this age-old practice 
is obvious enough: every morning, the light of the rising Sun (or Sun-God) would pass 
through the eastern gate, illuminating the temple’s interior (and possibly shining on the idol 
of the Deity standing in the innermost chamber at the far end of the temple). Another 
important point is that Egyptian temples were architectonic representations of the cosmos: 



their ceilings represented the sky, their floors represented the earth, while the walls between 
ceiling and floor represented the atmosphere between heaven and earth. Plant- or tree-
shaped columns and other features (paintings, reliefs, etc.) depicted the abundance of life 
created and maintained by God on earth for the benefit of man. All these are features 
replicated in the Jewish Temple by decorations in the shape of palm trees, lilies, 
pomegranates and “Angels” (or Deities).  

  

The Egyptian temple, therefore, was not only a miniature cosmos, but literally the house of 
the Sun-God who entered his dwelling as he passed through the temple gates in the 
morning, flooding it with his light in the same way as he illumined the world outside. What 
must be beyond dispute in this context is that the concept of God (or His Spirit) descending 
from heaven and entering His temple was closely associated with the Sun, in particular, 
when the temple was specifically designed to receive sunlight (whether this be at sunrise, 
midday or sunset). Indeed, the biblical description of the above process of divine descent is 
entirely in accord with the solar character of the Jewish God Yahweh/Shemesh and his pre-
biblical models: “… the glory of the God of Israel came from the way of the east … and the 
earth shined with his glory …. And the glory of the Lord came into the house [i.e., temple] 
by way of the gate whose prospect is towards the east … and, behold, the glory of the Lord 
filled the house” (Ezekiel 43:2-5). Although the Sun-God’s entrance into his earthly house 
(temple) was a daily occurrence, pre-biblical religion accorded special significance to 
certain times of the year, for example, the spring and autumn equinoxes (when the Sun rises 
precisely in the east). Predictably, the importance of the two equinoxes as solar festivals is 
indicated in biblical Judaism by the celebration of Passover/Matzoth and Rosh Hashanah in 
spring and autumn, respectively (for the pre-biblical origin of these see Professor James, 
pp. 148-157 and others). 

  

What becomes evident from the above is that, whatever might have been the religion of the 
Jews in prehistoric times, by the time of Abraham (and certainly by the time of King 
Solomon) the Jewish God was essentially a compound entity formed from characteristics 
pertaining to the Sun-God, the Storm-God and other pre-biblical Deities. His solar 
character, in particular, is clearly reflected in his particular mode of worship, the 
architecture of his temple, hymns and festivals in his honour, etc. As one might reasonably 
expect, this solar tradition was continued by Solomon’s descendants who admittedly had 
installed chariots dedicated to the Sun-God Shamash/Shemesh in the Temple – not because 
of “foreign influence” but because, as we have seen, this was the established religion of the 
Jewish people from the time of Solomon (Israel’s wisest king) and before. It was entirely 
predictable, therefore, for prophet Ezekiel to see men standing at the eastern gate of the 
Temple and “worshipping the Sun towards the east” (Ezekiel 8:16).  

  

Indeed, why would not believers stand “with their faces towards the east and worship the 
Sun towards the east”, seeing that the Israelite God himself admittedly “came from the way 



of the east” and even identified himself with the “Sun of Righteousness”, Shemesh? 
Moreover, this is in agreement with the pre-biblical practice of conducting public worship 
outside the temple. Any objection raised to this practice must have been connected not with 
alleged fundamental distinctions between Yahweh and Shemesh (no such distinctions had 
yet emerged at this stage in the history of Jewish religion) but with the fact that, once the 
Temple had been built, the object of devotional activity shifted from the Sun to his idol and 
Ark within the Temple. There is no doubt that, in line with their political agenda, Yahwist-
Adonist revisionists sought to reinterpret historical events in order to retrospectively 
portray Shemesh the Sun-God and Shemesh the God of Israel as incompatible opposites 
and implacable enemies. As becomes evident from the biblical text, however, in the eyes of 
the majority of the Jews and their leaders the two clearly were one and the same. 

  

Nor must we forget that the identification of the God of the Bible with the God of pre-
biblical religion does not rest exclusively on the solar elements described above. Other 
important points of identity may be enumerated as follows: 

  

1. He is the Primeval Deity who existed before the entire world. 

2. He is the Creator of the world. 

3. He creates the world by his divine power of speech (or command). 

4. He is above other Gods. 

5. He is unlike other Gods. 

6. He is the God of Eternity.  

7. He is the God of Life who gives life and spirit to the world. 

8. He is the God of Light who creates both light and darkness (or day and night), controls 
the seasons, the weather as well as the growth and reproduction of plants, animals and 
humans. 

9. He is Supreme Judge and ethical authority. 

10. He is both visible and invisible. 

11. He is both far and near. 

12. He resides on or in a mountain. 



13. He is described as a human form sitting upon a throne. 

14. He has an Ark and a Cosmic Tree (Menorah) as sacred objects. 

  

The above points (of which many more may be identified) make it evident that the “God of 
Israel” is essentially identical with the Supreme God of pre-biblical religion, such as Amun-
Ra of Egypt as known from as early as the Middle Kingdom (2050-1800 BCE) period. This 
fact can only be denied on spurious grounds which have more to do with psychology and 
politics than with history and religion. The other fact that becomes apparent is that the pre-
biblical God was misappropriated and converted into the “God of Israel” by the Yahwist-
Adonist masterminds who then proceeded to add certain characteristics to, and subtract 
others from, this Deity as and when required by their own political and ideological agenda. 
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God Yahweh and his Wife 

  

Having exposed the true nature of Israel’s original and true Deity, it will be convenient to 
recall at this point that pre-biblical religion was polytheistic and that Semitic Gods such as 
El, Shamash/Shemesh and Baal/Hadad were by no means the “only God”. Even in biblical 
times, the God of Israel was not initially the sole God but the chief God among a 
constellation of Gods (Finkelstein and Silberman, pp. 241-2). Indeed, the Book of Psalms 
(95:3) clearly describes the Israelite God as “King of the Gods” (“Melek Elohim”), which 
was the established title of the Supreme God in polytheistic religions. In addition to this 
King of the Gods (“Yahweh”), Jews also worshipped and built temples to other Deities, 
including Goddess Asherah (see King Solomon, King Ahab, King Manasseh, etc.). This 
fact brings us to another important aspect of Jewish religion, namely, the relationship 
between the God of Israel (known as El, Elohim, Shemesh and Yahweh) and Goddess 
Asherah. Archaeological and historical records show that Asherah, the Queen of Heaven 
(also known as Asherat, Athirat, Ashratu, Elat, etc.) and other female Deities were 
worshipped among the Semitic populations of pre-biblical Mesopotamia as well as Assyria, 
Canaan, Cyprus and elsewhere. Goddess-worship was still being observed (e.g., at Afqa in 
Lebanon) into the 5th century CE when it was suppressed by the Christian Church – only to 
be replaced, however, with the cult of Christianity’s own “Mother of God” and “Queen of 
Heaven”, namely, the mythical “Virgin Mary” and her statues (or idols)!   

  



Predictably, Yahwist-Adonist Bible editors and their followers have claimed, and continue 
to claim, that Jewish religion had nothing to do with Goddess Asherah and that her worship 
by the Jewish people and their kings was entirely due to “foreign influence”. However, 
claiming something is one thing. Providing evidence in support of the claim made is quite 
another. As no such evidence has ever been produced, we are obliged to adhere to the 
known archaeological and historical facts, namely, that the Semitic people who worshipped 
God Shamash and his consort, for example, were not “foreigners” in relation to the Jews 
but the same race as Abraham’s own people. It is entirely natural and predictable that just 
as in Babylon, Assyria and elsewhere Semitic tribes had worshipped the Sun-God 
Shamash/Shemesh and his consort, so they subsequently worshipped Yahweh and Asherah 
in Israel/Palestine, as indicated by the Kuntillet Ajrud dedication to “God Yahweh and his 
Asherah” and by the Bible’s own admission to the effect that the people of Judah and their 
kings had worshipped the Queen of Heaven since ancient times (Jeremiah 44:16-18, etc.). 

  

The decorations appearing at Solomon’s Temple itself (built “according to Yahweh’s own 
plan”) give us a clue as to the Deities worshipped there: in traditional Eastern 
Mediterranean iconography the lion and the palm tree were associated with a female Deity, 
including Goddess Asherah (compare the Egyptian Goddess Sekhmet). The choice of the 
lion as symbol of Judah is perhaps not unconnected with traditional Goddess symbolism. 
Likewise, the bull (see the Golden Calf worshipped by Israelite kings) was the symbol of 
her male counterpart. The symbolism of the Menorah as Cosmic Tree also fits in with the 
tradition of Goddess Asherah who was associated both with trees (as Fertility- or Mother-
Goddess) and with heavenly bodies (as Queen of Heaven and Mother of the Universe). 

  

It is essential to understand in this context that, for decades, the field of biblical studies has 
been dominated by Western (Christian) scholars who on account of their cultural and 
political background have interpreted the archaeological and textual evidence from an 
exclusively Judaeo-Christian perspective. As monotheistic Judaism represents the very 
foundation of Christian religion, any critical evaluation of the former would have 
undermined the latter. In consequence, very few Western scholars have been able or willing 
to evaluate the sources in a truly objective manner. More recently, however, compelling 
archaeological evidence for the polytheistic nature of Jewish religion of the pre-exilic 
period (prior to the Babylonian exile), in particular, for a Goddess as consort of the God of 
Israel, has been mounting. Modern information and communication technologies are 
making it increasingly difficult for the facts to be denied, concealed or suppressed and the 
web of conspiracy, disinformation and deception is finally beginning to crumble. 

  

Of particular interest in this regard are the works of anthropologists, archaeologists, 
historians and scholars like Oswald Loretz (1990), Judith M. Hadley (2000), Susan 
Ackerman (1992) and William G. Dever (2005). In the words of leading biblical 
archaeologist Professor Dever, “That Asherah was coupled with a male Deity, especially 



Yahweh, in ancient Israel should be no surprise in view of the overall picture we now have 
of [Israelite] folk religion. Thousands of terra-cotta figurines are known from [the Jewish 
kingdoms of] Israel and Judah. Virtually all of them are female, identified by most scholars 
as Asherah …. Asherah was, of course, finally driven underground by the reformist parties 
that edited the Hebrew Bible. … But Asherah was once alive and well; modern archaeology 
has in fact resurrected her” (“A Temple Built for Two: Did Yahweh Share a Throne with 
His Consort Asherah?” in Biblical Archaeology Review, March/April 2008, Vol. 34 No. 2, 
p 62). We may add that the figurines or idols of Goddess Asherah found in the very 
heartland of late monarchic Israelite territory are essentially identical to those found in 
Canaan, Mesopotamia and elsewhere, dating as far back as the 3rd and 4th millennium BCE. 
Thus, there can be no question of “foreign influence” but of age-old, local tradition 
(residues of Goddess-worship may still be found in the unorthodox Jewish Cabbala 
tradition).  

  

The Levite Conspiracy 

  

The question that arises at this point is, Why were the Israelites so hostile to non-Israelite 
religion, given that it was practically identical with their own? Perhaps some of the 
Yahwist-Adonist leaders genuinely believed that they had a covenant with a particular God 
to which they felt obliged to adhere. Perhaps they feared that the Jews might become 
absorbed into the population of Canaan and lose their emerging ethnic and cultural identity. 
Above all, however, they must have feared the loss of their own power and influence 
among the Jews. 

  

According to Numbers 18:21-26, the members of the tribe of Levi (the Levites) who acted 
as priests in the new Israelite cult, had received no share of land when Canaan was divided 
among the Jewish tribes. Instead, they were to live off the religious tax (“tithe” of ten per 
cent) payable to them by the Jewish people in return for their religious services (apart from 
a share of meat they would receive from the daily animal sacrifices). It follows that had the 
Jewish people embraced the religion of Canaan, this would have resulted in loss of 
livelihood to the Levites – unless the latter themselves were prepared to become Canaanite 
priests. Indeed, on the Bible’s own admission, many Levites (perhaps even the majority) 
had already done so. This clearly demonstrates what the real concern of the Levites was. 

  

However, Levite interests extended far beyond earning a living. It is evident from the 
biblical text (Exodus 23:30, etc.) that the ultimate goal of the Levite ringleaders – 
beginning with Moses himself – was to dispossess the people of Canaan and take over the 
whole country. Indeed, to understand the true nature of Mosaic (or Levitic) Judaism it is 



imperative to recall that Monotheism was not its only defining feature. The Conquest (or 
political Take-over) of Canaan was an equally essential ingredient. Monotheism and the 
Conquest (or Take-over) of Canaan were the two inseparable elements of biblical religion 
and the pillars upon which it stood. In practice, Monotheism meant that instead of many 
Gods, worshipped by many groups of believers, in many temples controlled by so many 
spiritual authorities, there was to be one God, worshipped by the entire population in one 
Temple only, controlled exclusively by one spiritual authority (the Levites). Monotheism 
meant more income and power for the Levites who controlled the one and only Temple, the 
religion practised in it and the enormous revenue it generated. Likewise, the Conquest (or 
Take-over) of Canaan meant additional territory and a larger population paying more taxes 
to the Levites.  

  

The above could only have been achieved by promoting Yahwism-Adonism as a 
completely different religion. For, the Levite claim to Canaan as “their” Promised Land 
stood or fell with the myth of the “God of Israel” and his exclusive promise to (or covenant 
with) the Israelites and their Levite leader, Moses. As the main beneficiaries of Mosaic 
Judaism were the Levites, it becomes evident that the true purpose of Yahwism-Adonism 
was the centralisation or concentration of political and spiritual power in Levite hands. In 
other words, biblical religion was invented by the Levite ringleaders for their own benefit. 
Indeed, had Monotheism been imposed for purely religious reasons, the worship of Yahweh 
would have been allowed in a multitude of local temples. After all, it mattered little where 
Jews worshipped their God so long as they all worshipped the same one God. 

  

As Professor Assmann points out, “Exclusive Monotheism always reckons with competing 
claims to power and truth, which it must reject, combat and persecute as incompatible with 
itself” [(Monotheismus und die Sprache der Gewalt (Monotheism and the language of 
Violence), p. 32]. Similarly, Professor Othmar Keel explains exactly what was taking place: 
““At the end of the 7th century BCE the Assyrian Empire [which controlled Canaan or 
Ancient Israel] collapsed. A power vacuum emerged. Judaic theologians had the original 
idea, of filling out the vacuum, by making the demands of the Assyrian great king to come 
from Yahweh, the God of Israel” (ibid., p. 30). It follows that the exclusive centralisation of 
worship at the Jerusalem Temple was motivated not by religious, but by political and 
economic reasons.  

  

In consequence, it was the Levite ringleaders’ vested interest to promote the myth of 
Yahwism-Adonism as a “superior” and “only true” religion and the worship at the 
Jerusalem Temple as the only legitimate form of worship. However, there were at least four 
major problems with this: (1) the Canaanites were understandably reluctant to allow 
themselves to be robbed of their land by the Israelites, (2) there was no evidence for the 
historicity of “Moses’ Covenant with God”, (3) the Jerusalem Temple was not mentioned 
anywhere in the Covenant and (4) the idea of having one Temple only for the whole 



country was conflicting with the age-old (and perfectly reasonable) tradition of conducting 
religious services at local temples, shrines and private homes. Not surprisingly, therefore, 
neither the Canaanites nor the Jews were prepared to accept the new religion. As a result, 
the Levites and their militia resorted to imposing their replacement cult by means of an 
aggressive campaign of propaganda, intimidation, coercion and elimination (a practice 
which has been applied by Christian and Islamic fundamentalist movements down to the 
present day). As Professor Keel observes, “They [the religious establishment] made Israel 
inwardly independent from all despots, but at the same time attributed to the God of Israel 
the characteristics of a despot of the worst kind” (Monotheismus, p. 30). 

  

Thus, the various phases in the development of Jewish religion combined with the 
concerted Levite effort to impose a retrospective interpretation on it, explain the 
schizophrenic contradiction between the biblical description of the Jewish God in ways 
which clearly identify him with the God of earlier traditions, on one hand, and the 
obsessive denial of any similarities, on the other. Despite this obsessive, indeed 
pathological, Yahwist-Adonist denial, it is precisely the many attributes the biblical God 
shares with the original God of Canaan that are so striking, making it difficult to see what 
difference, if any, there was between the God of Mosaic Judaism and the God of earlier, 
pre-Mosaic tradition. 

  

As observed by Finkelstein and Silberman: “Fidelity to YHWH was a late religious ideal, 
not a historical reality…. The idolatry of the people of Judah was not a departure from their 
earlier monotheism. It was, instead, the way the people of Judah had worshipped for 
hundreds of years” (Finkelstein and Silberman, p. 234). The inevitable conclusion is that 
the obvious resemblances between the God of Israel and the God of neighbouring peoples 
are not due to “foreign influence” but to the common origins of Eastern Mediterranean 
religions and to the fact that Yahwism-Adonism was constructed from elements of 
traditional religion. This, once again, exposes the Bible as a fraudulent, man-made 
document which has been edited many times over for political and financial purposes. 
Indeed, the main distinguishing characteristic that clearly separates Yahwism-Adonism 
from neighbouring religions appears to be the pathological fanaticism with which the 
former seeks to impose itself upon the latter.  

  

The Monotheistic Delusion 

  

We have demonstrated that biblical religion is not divine revelation but human construction 
clumsily cobbled together from elements belonging to earlier religion, thereby exposing the 
Hebrew Bible as a forgery in the accepted dictionary sense of: (1) document made in 



fraudulent imitation; and (2) document written in order to pass it off as written by another. 
The “Laws of Moses”, in particular, are nothing but an imitation of earlier royal documents, 
passed off as “the Covenant of the God of Israel”. We have also shown that the God of 
Israel was not initially different from the God of other nations. We may now turn our 
attention to the biblical religion’s claim of being “monotheistic”. What we propose to show 
is that, in spite of official claims, Polytheism itself has never been completely abandoned 
by Mosaic Judaism or, for that matter, by any of the Abrahamic replacement theologies, 
including Christianity and Islam – though, typically, their unreflective and indoctrinated 
followers may not be aware of this. 

  

The disappearance of traditional Gods from Western religion (or, rather, their concealment 
under an Abrahamic veneer) may be briefly described as follows. Firstly, despite the 
Mosaic commandment, “You shall have no other Gods before me” (Exodus 2:3), the 
evidence is that few Jews actually followed it in practice. Indeed, passages such as Psalm 
82:1, “God judges among the Gods (Elohim)”; Psalm 97:7, “Worship him, all you Gods 
(Elohim)”; and Psalm 97:9, “You Lord are exalted far above all Gods (Elohim)” indicate 
that biblical religion was not originally as strictly monotheistic as its later interpreters have 
claimed. In any event, even after the exodus from Egypt and the introduction of God 
“Yahweh” into their religion, the majority of Jews continued to adhere to Polytheism and 
idol-worship alongside the worship of their “new”, Israelite God. As biblical evidence 
indicates, this continued to be the case for several centuries after Solomon. 

  

Professor Keel makes the point that even the Book of Deuteronomy, the text containing the 
“Laws of Moses”, is not a monotheistic text, properly speaking. For, “it presupposes other 
Gods, who can endanger the exclusive commitment to the one God. True Monotheism is 
based on the supposition that one God only exists, and thus has no place for jealousy [of 
other Gods]” (Monotheismus, pp. 30-1).    

  

It was only at a later stage, from the 7th and 6th centuries BCE onwards, according as 
biblical religion became more and more politicised and exclusive in priestly (Levite) 
circles, that the other Gods were relegated to increasingly subordinate positions and a 
systematic effort was made to conceal or deny their divine nature. (As Finkelstein and 
Silberman have shown on the basis of archaeological and historical evidence, biblical 
Monotheism was largely the product of the political and ideological realities of 7th century 
kingdom of Judah.) This revisionist, unwarranted and unauthorised exclusion of the Gods 
from biblical religion (which contradicts the spiritual reality of the Gods) may be accepted 
without question by the unreflective among humankind. Indeed, it might even be regarded 
as desirable and as a sign of “progress” and of the “superiority” of biblical Monotheism 
over other faiths. On closer examination, however, it becomes apparent that we are dealing 
with a case of self-deception which once again exposes the fraudulent and pathological 
nature of “Abrahamic” Monotheism. 



  

“Angels” and Gods 

  

We have shown that biblical religion makes a series of false allegations on the basis of 
which it attempts to claim exclusive divine authority and superiority over other religions. 
One of these allegations is that it has abolished everything that once supposedly stood 
between man and God. This allegation is immediately refuted by the presence in biblical 
religion of various classes of beings occupying an intermediate position between man and 
God. Firstly, there are the biblical prophets themselves (beginning with Moses) whose 
function is to teach or interpret the will of God, convey messages from God, predict the 
future, intercede on behalf of humans, etc. These prophets are taken straight from pre-
biblical religion for, as admitted in 1 Samuel 9:9, “He that is now called a Prophet 
(“Nabiy”) was beforetime called a Seer (“Raah”)”. Biblical prophets, therefore, represent a 
continuation of pre-biblical religion, the difference being that they are known by a different 
name and they act on behalf of a different God. In other words, they changed their tune for 
political reasons. 

  

Secondly, another class of intermediate beings are what the biblical text calls “Messengers” 
(Hebrew “Malakh”, rendered into English as “Angels” from Latin “Angelus” from Greek 
“Aggelos”, “Messenger”). Their principal function is to act as attendants of God, in 
particular, in the latter’s interactions with the human world. The presence of such beings in 
biblical religion is of itself sufficient to refute the latter’s claim of having abolished all 
intermediaries between man and God. The point of importance, however, is that while some 
of these beings appear to be human, others clearly are supernatural for, they are said to be 
fiery beings some of which have many faces, eyes and wings; possess supernatural powers; 
are ever-awake; guard individuals and nations; rule the stars and natural phenomena; 
intercede with God on behalf of man, etc. In short, they are described in ways that are 
suspiciously similar to the description of the Gods of Babylonian, Egyptian, Syrian, 
Canaanite, Greek and other neighbouring religions. For all practical purposes, therefore, 
some of the biblical “Messengers of God” or “Angels” must be admitted to be identical to 
the winged Deities and other Divine Beings of pre-biblical religion. Indeed, Jewish 
tradition itself interprets the former as “representatives of God” and, above all, as “self-
manifestations of God” (cf. Jewish Encyclopedia, 1906). At this point, the divine nature of 
“Angels” becomes indisputable. For, if “Angels” are the “self-manifestations of God” then 
they are, by definition, Divine. 

      

We may observe that the identity of biblical “Angels” with pre-biblical Gods is confirmed 
by another “Abrahamic” tradition, namely, Islam. Its main Scripture, the Koran, informs us 
that the Pagan Arabs “regard Angels as females” and “call the Angels by female names” 



(43:19; 53:27). Indeed, Arab Pagans regarded female Deities as the daughters of the 
Supreme God in the same way as the Jews regarded Gods (or “Angels”) as the children of 
God. The Koran rejects the Pagan view of “Angels” as females on the curious hypothesis 
that “God would not choose daughters rather than sons” (37:153). However, not only does 
it fail to substantiate its hypothesis, but in referring to Pagan Deities as “Angels”, it 
unwittingly equates the former with the latter. Last but not least, that biblical “Angels” are 
in fact Divine Beings (or Gods) is demonstrated by their Hebrew names. For, apart from 
being called “Messengers of God” (“Malakh Elohim”) they are also referred to as “Holy 
Beings” (“Qedoshim”), “Sons of God(s)” (“Bene Elohim”) and “Gods” or “Godlike 
Beings” (“Elohim”). Indeed, “Angel of God” (“Malakh Adonai”) is used interchangeably 
with “God” (“Adonai”). 

  

On balance, therefore, biblical monotheists cannot reasonably deny the existence of Divine 
Beings – or Gods. While it may be true that these Divine Beings or “Angels” in 
“Abrahamic” religion are not officially worshipped as they are in polytheistic traditions, the 
essential issue is that their existence is admitted. Indeed, in light of the evidence, it hardly 
can be denied. Now, since “Abrahamic” Scripture itself admits the existence of many 
Divine Beings – whether these are literally called “Gods”, “Messengers of God”, or 
philosophically interpreted as “self-manifestations of God” – it becomes evident that, as 
with many other things in the Western world, Monotheism is just a figment of imagination 
the main result of which is to create division and conflict between different religious 
denominations. Thus, the anti-polytheistic propaganda of the Bible stands thoroughly 
refuted by the objective examination of the facts.  

  

God and the World 

  

Apart from its virulent anti-polytheistic phobia, another critical aspect of the Western 
Pathology is a negative and materialistic view of the natural world. As the main cause of 
this distorted view we may identify the biblical conception of Creation. According to the 
garbled account given in the first two chapters of the Book of Genesis, in the beginning the 
biblical God created the Heavens and the Earth. We are further told that the “Wind of God” 
hovered over the Waters; that God created Light by command (“Let there be Light”) and 
separated it from Darkness; that, also by command, he created the Firmament to separate 
the waters above from the waters below; man was created in God’s own image from the 
“dust of the ground” which was watered by a mist and God breathed the breath of life into 
his nostrils. (Psalm 33:6 provides the additional information that when the biblical God 
created the Heavens with the planets and stars he infused them too with his Spirit or 
“breath”). 
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All this seems harmless enough until we examine it in the light of the Creation accounts of 
pre-biblical religion, in particular, those of the Egyptian and Sumerian (Ancient 
Mesopotamian) traditions. Thus we find, first of all, that the “Waters” mentioned in the 
Bible correspond to the Primeval Waters of pre-biblical religion (the Divine Ground 
containing the beginnings of all things to come); from the Primeval Waters, there emerged 
the self-born Sun-God (Ra or Amun-Ra, in the Egyptian tradition) who proceeded to create 
the world exactly like his biblical counterpart, namely, through an act of divine speech or 
command. Indeed, the Egyptian God is a God “on whose lip is creative word”, “who speaks 
and what is to happen comes about”, “who commands and the Gods come into existence” 
etc. Accordingly, in the beginning the Sun-God created the Gods who emerged from his 
mouth as manifestations of his divine creative utterance or command. The first to be thus 
created was the Air-God who, as the manifestation or emanation of the Sun-God, was also 
the God of Light. In other words, as in the Bible, God created Light. 

  

In his turn, the Air-God (the “Divine Breath” or “Wind of God”) brought forth the Goddess 
and God of Heavens and Earth and these produced the remaining Deities. Thus, the entire 
world proceeded from the mouth (or creative word) of the Sun-God who animated all living 
things with his life-giving breath. The Sun-God ruled over Heavens and Earth as Ruler of 
the World and King of the Gods and was subsequently succeeded by his son (the Air-God) 
and other Deities or Demigods and eventually by human kings. (The Search for God in 
Ancient Egypt, pp. 177-183 and 190-6). Man was created in a similar manner to that 
described in the Bible, namely, “in the image of God” (and, like the Gods, came forth from 
God’s body). Other accounts relate that, as in the Bible, man was fashioned by God from 
mud and the breath of life was breathed into his nostrils. In contrast to the Bible, however, 
we are told that the mud was obtained not from some unspecified source but specifically 
from the River Nile or, alternatively (in the Sumerian version), from the Primeval Ocean. 
(As the Nile or Ocean was Divine, this means that the substance from which man was 
ultimately created was none other than the Deity himself.) 

  

Also of interest is that in the Egyptian tradition Gods and humans originally lived together 
under the rule of God, but following a rebellion on the part of humankind, God separated 
the Heavens from the Earth, the Gods withdrew to the Heavens and humankind was left 
behind. To compensate for this separation, God “placed the king (His own son) in the land 
of the living forever and ever, to establish righteousness and destroy evil” (hence the title 
“Son of God” borne by the kings of Egypt). Apart from enforcing law, order and justice as 
the son and representative of God, it was the king’s duty to build temples for the Gods, 
thereby gaining their blessings and ensuring peace, abundance, fertility, prosperity and 
well-being on earth. The duty of common men was to live in obedience to Divine Law (the 



Law of Righteousness) the ultimate reward for which was to be reunited with the Gods in 
Heaven in the next world. (The Search for God, pp. 3, 116-7). There can be little doubt that 
Jewish immigrants living in Egypt and, even more so, Egyptian-educated Israelite leaders 
like Moses were fully aware of these Egyptian traditions and incorporated them into their 
own – as evidenced, for example, by God Yahweh’s appointment of his “son” (King David, 
King Solomon, etc.) as king of Israel and “establishment of his throne of his kingdom over 
Israel for ever” (Psalms 2:7; 2 Samuel 7:13-14; 1 Chronicles 22:10; 28:6). 

  

Given that all the key elements of Creation as described in Genesis are found in pre-biblical 
religion, the conclusion that they were derived from the latter becomes difficult to avoid. 
Significantly, the Hebrew text of Genesis 1 – the first chapter of the Hebrew Bible – refers 
to the Creator God as “Elohim”, the general word for God, and not as “Yahweh”, the 
personal name of the God of Israel. This means that, for all practical purposes, the biblical 
Creator God was identical with his pre-biblical, Egyptian counterpart. In any event, apart 
from the absence of the Gods (who were edited out of the biblical narrative) there is only 
one important difference: while in the pre-biblical account the creation of the world clearly 
represents a succession of manifestations or emanations proceeding from God, including 
man himself, in the Bible neither the world nor man is created out of the Deity but, 
apparently, out of some other substance the ultimate nature and origin of which remain 
unspecified – which is curious considering that the very purpose of the narrative is to 
explain the origin of things. And here lies the crux of the matter. For, what becomes evident 
is that the biblical Creation narrative is nothing but an incomplete version of pre-biblical 
tradition. As we shall presently see, this incomplete view of Creation leads to a defective 
understanding of the world and a distorted attitude towards it. 

  

The Egyptian and Sumerian Creation accounts show that the world or cosmos in pre-
biblical religion was recognised as a manifestation or emanation of the Deity (indeed, it is 
not entirely out of place to say that God became the cosmos). Thus, in pre-biblical religions 
like that of Egypt, God was immanent in all things for very good reasons: (1) the world was 
made from God’s own body, substance or power; and (2) the world was infused with the 
Spirit of God. In contrast, biblical religion places exaggerated emphasis on God’s 
transcendence of the world while denying His immanence. The difference in the way God’s 
relationship with Creation is viewed by these two different religious traditions is bound to 
result in differences in the way their respective followers relate to God and the world.  

  

Indeed, pre-biblical civilisations like that of Egypt strove to adapt the order of the human 
world to that of the cosmos so that mankind might live in unity and harmony with Creation 
and with the Deity who created it and in which He was immanently present. This pre-
biblical view of the world enables man to perceive majesty, beauty and order in Nature, 
which reflects the Glory and Immanence of God. A worldview according to which God 
reveals His Glory in Nature must be admitted to be closer to what the Creator intended than 



one which denies this and, we may add, closer to the original spirit of the Bible itself. For, 
just as man was created “in the image of the Creator” so the world too necessarily reflects 
the nature of the Creator. Indeed, as already indicated, the Hebrew Bible describes the 
heavens with the planets and stars as being created by God and infused with his Spirit or 
“breath” (Psalms 33:6). The biblical God himself admits that he is omnipresent and “fills 
heaven and earth” (Jeremiah 23:24). 

  

The natural world, therefore, may legitimately be regarded as a manifestation of the Glory 
of God, a view echoed in the works of prominent Jewish philosophers and poets like 
Yehuda Halevi (1080-1141) who wrote: “Lord, where shall I not find you? The world is 
full of your Glory”, etc. It is evident that the works of Halevi and others represent a 
conscious or unconscious attempt to reclaim what Yahwist-Adonist censorship had edited 
out of Jewish religion centuries before. For, this is precisely the view expressed in the texts 
of Ancient Egypt and other pre-biblical traditions: “Heaven and Earth are full of his [the 
Sun-God’s] beauty, flooded by the gold of his rays” (Papyrus Berlin 3056, vii, 6 etc., 
quoted in The Mind of Egypt, p. 232). The same is also evident in the cosmological 
symbolism of the Jewish Menorah itself which, symbolising as it does the cosmos as a 
manifestation of the Sun-God (or Light of God) must be admitted to represent a genuine 
symbol of authentic Jewish religion (cf. the Cabbala tradition). Needless to say, such a view 
clearly justifies a devotional attitude towards the world. For, to show devotion or to 
worship means to acknowledge the worthiness or importance of the object of devotion or 
worship. The importance of the Sun, for example, is self-evident: even the unintelligent can 
see that without the Sun there would be no life on earth. Moreover, the Bible itself admits 
that the Sun and other celestial bodies are infused with the Spirit or “breath” of God, hence 
not only do they share in the Divine essence of the Creator, but are living entities. Indeed, it 
is even admitted that “God Yahweh is the Sun”. 

  

As God declares in the Gita (15:12), “That light within the Sun illumining the whole world, 
as well as that in the Moon and Fire, know that light to be Mine”. Therefore, “He who sees 
the Supreme Lord (Parameshvara) dwelling alike in all beings, he [alone] truly sees” 
(13:27). Or, as stated in the great Upanishadic pronouncement (mahavakya): “All this, 
verily, is God” (“Sarvam khalvidam Brahma”). True, God is, above all, the Light of 
Consciousness, of Intelligence and, as the Bible admits, of Righteousness. Yet He is also 
the light in the Sun which illumines and enlivens the world with its energy. The Sun, Moon, 
etc., are particularly evocative of the Divine because, as explained by Shri Adi Shankara, 
the Light of God is more manifest in these than in less-luminous bodies. While the 
Abrahamically conditioned mind might struggle to grasp this truth, the fact is that the 
whole world enables man to experience reality as both unity and diversity: the unity of the 
ocean and the diversity of its waves; the unity of the Sun and the diversity of sun-rays; the 
unity of humankind and the diversity of individual human beings; the unity of language and 
the diversity of words, and so forth. As the world is both one and many, so too is its 
Creator: He is one in His unseen essential nature and many in His visible manifestations. 



  

It is evident that such a view enables man to develop a more positive, more spiritual and 
more intimate relationship with God, with the natural world and with humankind than 
otherwise possible, resulting in a deeper, more meaningful, more fulfilling and more 
uplifting experience of life. Significantly, the view of the world as a manifestation of the 
Divine contributed to the Egyptian nation’s development into one of the most prosperous, 
sophisticated and at the same time peaceful societies in the history of the Western world, a 
society which only extended its military might beyond its traditional boundaries as a 
defensive measure in response to attacks from more aggressive cultures. In marked contrast 
to this, “Abrahamic” religion (which denies the underlying divinity of the world) has 
developed a dysfunctional relationship with God and, in particular, with the natural world 
and with humankind, reducing these to objects of exploitation, subjugation, 
commercialisation and relentless destruction. 

  

Therefore, to see Divinity reflected in the natural world is not only in harmony with the 
original (pre-Abrahamic) religion of man but also a timely reminder of the fact that 
mankind must urgently re-evaluate his interrelationship with God, with Nature and with his 
fellow-men. In other words, it is an appropriate remedy for the Western Pathology and a 
truly revolutionary view. For, true revolution is nothing but a break with deviant and self-
destructive patterns of thought and behaviour and a return to normalcy and common sense, 
to material, mental and spiritual health and well-being. While commenting on the 
dependence of biblical passages praising God’s works in and through nature (Psalm 104) 
on similar Egyptian hymns, Professor Assmann (rightly) observes that “Reading nature [in 
a theocentric light] leads to the knowledge of the Lord and to the recognition of his glory” 
(Moses the Egyptian, p. 192). Now, if the Glory of God can be recognised in physical or 
natural things, then His Glory can also be worshipped in the same things in which it is 
recognised. This applies to the Sun, Moon, planets and stars as much as to idols, be they 
naturally occurring (stones, trees, etc.) or made by man from natural materials. 

  

The exact moment in history at which the biblical distortion of earlier Creation accounts 
found its way into Abrahamic religion and indeed, whether it formed an original part of the 
teachings of Moses, must remain a matter of debate. What is certain is that when reworking 
the pre-biblical original, the biblical authors and editors failed to think all their problems 
through. This is not in the least surprising as the Bible was never intended for public 
consumption. Its principal purpose was for its creators (the Yahwist-Adonist priests and 
Levites) to convince themselves of the “truth” of their own Scripture – an enterprise 
naturally requiring little intellectual effort. This intellectual complacency (or disinterest in 
truth) for the sake of political aims inevitably resulted in the problems of biblical Judaism 
being inherited by its successors, Christianity and Islam, which were instrumental in the 
propagation of incoherent religious teachings throughout the world and the creation of 
unprecedented confusion, division, intolerance and conflict. 



  

Idols vs. the Ark 

  

It hardly can be claimed that God is present on a throne atop the Israelite Ark between 
images (or idols) of “Angels” but not in a non-Israelite idol, unless the claimant be able to 
demonstrate that this is actually the case. Otherwise, if God is present in the Israelite Ark, 
then He might also be present in a non-Israelite idol. And if He is present in an idol then He 
may also be worshipped in an idol. So far, the Yahwist-Adonist claim has remained 
unsubstantiated and, in view of the fact that the Ark no longer exists (and, possibly, never 
existed), it is a claim that must be regarded as having no factual basis. Nor can it be claimed 
that idols must not be worshipped on the basis of biblical prohibition to that effect. For, the 
obvious counter-argument to this is that idols may be worshipped on the basis of non-
biblical Scripture, be it Ancient Egyptian or Hindu. 

  

Since Abrahamic religion admits that in the beginning God alone existed, it follows that 
there being nothing else apart from God, He must have created the world from Himself – 
exactly as stated in pre-biblical (Egyptian) religion and as implied in the biblical account of 
Creation from the Power of the Word of God. The truth of the matter, therefore, seems to 
be that as declared in the Scriptures of the East (Vedas, Upanishads, etc.) God is both One 
and Many, that is, the One Divine Reality manifests itself in many forms all of which are 
worthy of being worshipped or revered by man – the highest form of worship being that of 
man’s innermost, Divine Self. The obsessive suppression of this simple yet most profound 
truth is what turns the fraudulence of biblical religion into neurosis and finally into 
psychosis. It is in this psychopathological context that the Western monotheistic phobia 
against non-Abrahamic religion must be understood. This phobia manifests itself in hatred 
of polytheistic and “idolatrous” forms of religious worship and (especially when 
encouraged by corrupt religious and political leaders) inevitably results in modes of 
behaviour which, as we have shown and as we shall have occasion to show again, are 
psychopathological and criminal in character. 

  

In summation, the objective consideration of the facts of the matter allows us to reach only 
one possible verdict, namely, that the systematic repression of non-Abrahamic religion – 
from the annihilation of traditional religion in Canaan to modern Islamist suicide attacks – 
is based on the psychological and political need of the Abrahamically conditioned mind to 
conceal a number of important facts such as: (1) the contradiction inherent in the 
simultaneous denial of Gods and admission of “Angels”; (2) the contradiction inherent in 
the simultaneous affirmation and denial of the immanence of God in the world; (3) the 
contradiction inherent in the affirmation of Divine Presence in Abrahamic cult objects (e.g., 
the Ark of Israel) and denial of the same in non-Abrahamic idols; (3) the derivation of 



Abrahamic religion from earlier traditions. It is a fact of life that those who are bent on 
hiding the truth at all costs and replacing it with something else are invariably prepared to 
shed blood in order to prevent the truth from coming to light. This fact is well known to 
corrupt and criminal elements among the political and religious leaders of the Western 
world and is ruthlessly exploited by them for the purpose of forwarding their personal 
agendas and fulfilling their ambitions of world domination.  

  

From Religion to Counter-Religion 

  

It is beyond dispute that, despite cultural and political differences, the ancient world was a 
world of spiritual unity in which the nations of the earth acknowledged the common 
elements in each other’s religion. As pointed out by Professor Assmann, cultural otherness 
in the pre-biblical world was compensated by techniques of intercultural translation or 
equation: “The Sun-God of one religion is easily equated to the Sun-God of another 
religion, and so forth. Because of their functional equivalence, Deities of different religions 
can be equated …. The Gods were international [and intercultural] because they were 
cosmic” (Moses the Egyptian, p. 3). 

  

This spiritual unity and harmony between the nations of the earth was disturbed, disrupted 
and permanently fractured with the arrival of biblical religion. Having started off as a 
religion among many others, biblical religion wilfully separated itself from the others and 
turned against them. Thus, biblical religion became what Professor Assmann calls a 
“counter-religion”. It could be equally called “anti-religion” or what in Hindu tradition is 
known as “adharma”, that is, an ideology which is opposed to the common spiritual, moral 
and ethical values of the human race. Indeed, the Israelites’ rejection, suppression and 
denial of mankind’s – and their own – authentic religious heritage marked the beginning of 
a new era of spiritual darkness in which time-honoured traditional values which for 
millennia had ensured mankind’s spiritual and material well-being have been replaced with 
a surrogate ideology designed to obscure the truth and defend the interests of a self-seeking, 
predatory and destructive minority. 

     

Israel’s “Holy War” as a Manifestation of the Abrahamic 
Pathology 

  



Having seen how Judaism allowed itself to degenerate into a counter- or anti-religion, we 
shall now see how this counter-current to established human civilisation interacted with the 
surrounding world. One etymological interpretation derives the word “Israel” from the verb 
“sara”, “to struggle” and the noun “El”, “God”. Thus an Israelite would be “one who 
struggles with or for God”. That this interpretation must be correct is clear from biblical 
descriptions of the Israelites as a warlike people. In particular, they are portrayed as a 
people that fights in the name of its God. Fighting in the name of God is undoubtedly a 
noble and commendable thing to do. However, when the commandments of the “God” one 
fights for are unpredictable, fitful, self-contradictory and ultimately irrational and 
destructive, then fighting for such a “God” (or, rather, Demon according to Freud) is no 
different from the actions of a mentally deranged man who imagines that “God told him” to 
act in ways which are rightly regarded as abnormal and reprehensible by the rest of 
humankind. 

  

As we saw earlier, a typical example of Israelite militancy is the story of Moses, in which 
he received the Ten Commandments from “God”, stating, “You shall not kill”. Immediately 
upon receiving these Commandments, however, Moses ordered the killing of thousands of 
Jews merely because they had made and worshipped a gold calf, symbol of their traditional 
faith (the calf or bull was also sacred to several Egyptian and Canaanite Deities). Nor was 
this the end of it, but only the beginning. For, on the Bible’s own admission, tens of 
thousands of people were to be slaughtered in the Israelite campaign for the conquest of 
Canaan. Curiously, although “God” had supposedly given them their “Promised Land”, the 
Israelites were still required to fight for it. And this necessarily involved the systematic 
extermination of entire populations. On reflection, it is highly improbable that the True 
God, Who is the very embodiment of Justice and Goodness, would have conspired to 
murder the entire population of Canaan and give the land to the Israelites for no apparent 
reason. 

  

Rather, what must have been the case is that the Jewish tribes had missed the opportunity of 
giving up their pastoral nomadic way of life and failed to join the sedentary farming 
populations in the region. Indeed, as Finkelstein and Silberman (p. 158) have shown, the 
population of Judah still had a significant pastoralist segment in the 10th and 9th century 
BCE. As a result of this, the Jews were excluded, or excluded themselves, from the city-
state civilisations flourishing around them. Following their failed attempt to infiltrate and 
take over Mesopotamian and, subsequently, Egyptian cities, sections of the Jewish 
leadership (Levites who by clever device had secured authority over the people) turned 
their attention to Canaan. 

  

To justify their invasion and occupation of that country, they invented the myth of the 
“Promised Land” – clearly based on the Jewish dream of a homeland and Moses’ (or some 
other Jewish ruler’s) dream of a new kingdom. This is not without precedent. For, about ten 



centuries before Moses, another Semitic race of semi-nomadic herdsmen known as 
Akkadians, had invaded and occupied Ancient Sumer for which their king, Sargon of 
Akkad (ca. 2350 BCE) similarly claimed divine authority. Moreover, Sargon supposedly 
had been found “floating in a basket on the river” just as Moses was to be found in his own 
time. Thus, we are dealing with the same kind of mythic inflation whereby ordinary men of 
a predatory disposition fraudulently claim divine authority for their nefarious actions. 

  

There are, however, some important differences. Firstly, unlike the Israelites, the 
Akkadians were not bent on imposing a new religion on the native Sumerian population. 
Secondly, while in the Akkadian instance it had been the king alone who had elevated 
himself to divine status, in the Israelite case it was the entire nation which by styling itself 
“the People of God” fraudulently sought to raise itself above other nations for the express 
purpose of subjugating (or exterminating) them and appropriating their lands. Moreover, 
while in the case of Sargon of Akkad this mythic inflation had been a conscious and 
deliberate propaganda exercise on the part of the king, in the case of the Israelites it was 
eventually taken for fact by the entire nation who came to persuade itself that it was entitled 
to rule the world as the “Children” and “Chosen People” of God. Thus, far from revealing 
the truth, biblical religion systematically suppresses the truth, replacing it with a deliberate 
fiction to advance its criminal agenda. 
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The very concept of a “Messiah” may be traced back to pre-biblical precedent. For, as we 
saw earlier, the defining function of pre-biblical kings was to maintain and restore 
righteousness on earth. In Egypt, this was particularly the case during episodes in Egyptian 
history in which the established order of the land had been disturbed by foreign invaders. In 
such troubled times, the coronation of a new king was looked upon as a turning point 
leading to Salvation, that is, to the liberation of the Egyptian world from (foreign) evil and 
the return to the rule of righteousness on earth. We can thus see that in the same way as the 
Egyptians had been expecting a Saviour-king to save them from the Hyksos and other 
marauding foreigners, so also biblical Jews were longing for a Saviour-king to save them 
from their own misfortunes (whatever these might have been). The Messianic expectation 
of the Egyptians was realised, for example, in the historical figure of King Ahmose (A-
Moses) I, who during his reign (1550-1525 BCE) liberated Egypt from Hyksos occupation 
and founded the 18th Dynasty which established Egypt’s New Kingdom. Another Egyptian 
Messiah was King Tutankhamun who, after the demise of the heretic Akhenaten, re-
established the worship of the true God of Egypt (Amun-Ra) and was therefore said to have 
“driven out unrighteousness from the land so that righteousness was again established in its 
place as at the beginning of time”.  



  

Since semi-nomadic Jewish pastoralists had no land of their own and hence no king, it 
becomes evident that the Jewish concept of the “Messiah” or Saviour-king has its origins in 
the Egyptian belief that the disturbed order of the Egyptian world would be restored by the 
accession to the throne of a righteous king who in his capacity as the son and representative 
of God would initiate a new era of peace, order, justice and true religion. The biblical figure 
of Moses may itself be based on an Egyptian model (such as King Ahmose) which was 
blended with memories of Atenist ideas – Akhenaten belonging to the same dynasty as 
Ahmose, hence the religious beliefs of the two rulers could easily have been amalgamated 
in popular memory. This was then conflated with various elements of Jewish history and, 
above all, mythology to construct what is being passed off as “revealed Scripture”.  

  

The fact of the matter is that the central concern (or intention) of the Messianic ideology 
among the Israelites was the elevation of the nation of Israel to supremacy over all others. 
In essence, this is what biblical religion was about. At this point, the exclusion of the Gods 
from biblical religion reveals its true morbid significance and demonstrates where exclusive 
Monotheism ultimately leads to. For, having excluded the Gods as spiritual beings 
occupying a higher position than men, the Israelites elevated themselves to the status of 
“Divine Beings” (or “Children of God”) who now ruled over other nations deemed to be 
“sinful” and “heretic” and hence worthy of being destroyed “in the name of the God of 
Israel”. This substitution of fact with myth is what set in motion the Western pathology of 
religious imperialism and genocide which continues to afflict the world to this day.     

  

Thus, we are told that the “People of God”, led by Moses’ successor Joshua, “utterly 
destroyed all that was in the city [of Jericho], both man and woman, young and old, and ox, 
and sheep, and ass, with the edge of the sword …. And they burnt the city with fire and all 
that was therein: only the silver, and the gold, and the vessels of brass and of iron, they put 
into the treasury of the house of the Lord (Joshua 6:21-24). And the Israelites returned unto 
[the city of] Ai and smote it with the edge of the sword. And so it was that all that fell that 
day, both of men and women, were twelve thousand, even all the men of Ai …. Only the 
cattle and the spoil of that city Israel took for a prey unto themselves, according to the word 
of the Lord which he commanded Joshua. And Joshua burnt Ai and made it a heap forever” 
(8:24-27). 

  

“And that day Joshua took [the city of] Makkedah, and smote it with the edge of the sword, 
and the king thereof he utterly destroyed, and all the souls that were therein; he let none 
remain” (10:28). … “So Joshua smote all the country of the hills, and of the south, and of 
the vale, and of the springs, and all their kings: he left none remaining, but utterly destroyed 
all that breathed, as the Lord (Yahweh) God of Israel commanded. And Joshua smote them 
from Kadesh-Barnea [in Sinai] even unto Gaza [on the Southern Coast], and all the country 



of Goshen [in the Eastern Nile Delta], even unto Gibeon [city north of Jerusalem]. And all 
the kings and their land did Joshua take at one time, because the Lord (Yahweh) God of 
Israel fought for Israel” (10:40-42). 

  

Exactly when and how Monotheism entered Canaan is a matter of debate. It may have been 
introduced there by the leadership of the Jewish tribe of Levi which (according to the 
Bible) had been present at Mt. Sinai with Moses when the latter ostensibly received the 
Law Tablets. The middle of the 12th century BCE was a period during which Egyptian 
authority in Canaan was crumbling and this meant that Israelite settlement and expansion in 
the highlands west of the river Jordan could remain unchecked and so did the spread of 
Monotheism. However, whether we take the view that biblical Monotheism originated in 
Atenism or was independently initiated by Moses at Mt. Sinai, what must be beyond 
dispute is that (1) Monotheism originated outside of Canaan and hence was an alien 
religion and (2) the notion of biblical Monotheism as a peaceful, benign and enlightened 
religion which was willingly embraced by the people of Canaan, including the Jews, is 
patently false.  

  

The vast majority of Canaanites and Jews continued to follow the polytheistic tradition of 
the Eastern Mediterranean region as their forefathers had done and as becomes apparent 
from the Bible itself. Archaeological evidence indicates that most Israelites were 
Canaanites (Finkelstein and Silbermann, p. 118). Moreover, the tribes which had remained 
outside Egypt had nothing to do with the Monotheism of either Akhenaten or Moses. They 
had never fled Egypt and had never made a pact with Moses and his monotheistic God. 
This is why on the Bible’s own admission, Passover (Pesach), the Yahwist-Adonist festival 
commemorating the liberation of the Israelites from Egyptian captivity, had not been 
observed for almost a thousand years, “since the days of the judges who judged Israel, or 
during all the days of the kings of Israel or of the kings of Judah until the 18th year of King 
Josiah of Judah”. 

  

Thus, we are told that during the reign of Rehoboam, son of King Solomon, the people of 
the kingdom of Judah “built for themselves high places [places of worship] and [sacred 
stone] pillars and asherim [wooden images or poles sacred to Goddess Asherah] on every 
hill and under every green tree” (1 Kings 14:23). This continued until the reign of Hezekiah 
of Judah (727-698 BCE) who led a campaign for the suppression of traditional religion. As 
we are told a few passages later, however, Hezekiah’s own son, Manasseh King of Judah 
built up again the high places which his father had destroyed; and he erected altars for 
[God] Baal, and made an [image of] Asherah as did Ahab king of Israel; and worshipped all 
the host of heaven [planetary Deities and other Divine Beings] and served them” (2 Kings 
21:3). Thus both Jewish kingdoms of the north (Israel, with its capital Shechem) and of the 
south (Judah, with its capital city Jerusalem) continued to follow the established religion of 
the land centuries after Moses’ supposed introduction of Monotheism.     



  

As pointed out by Finkelstein and Silberman, archaeological and historical evidence 
indicates that Monotheistic Judaism emerged in the late 8th and 7th century BCE, in 
particular, during the reign of King Josiah of Judah when for political reasons “what was 
most genuinely Judahite [i.e., Jewish] was labelled as Canaanite heresy” (p. 249). Indeed, a 
systematic suppression of traditional religion appears to have been initiated under this ruler 
when, in the year 621 BCE, the “Book of the Law” was allegedly “found” by the high 
priest Hilkiah during the repairing of Solomon’s temple. Although this new-found Book of 
the Law had supposedly been written by Moses himself, linguistic and other problems such 
as a description of Moses’ death (in his own words, as it were) have rightly led scholars to 
doubt its authenticity. The same, incidentally, also applies to the Book of Exodus and all 
other biblical texts purporting to have been authored by Moses yet referring to him in the 
third person. Indeed, textual analysis has enabled scholars to date as many as seven books 
of the Bible – Deuteronomy, Josiah, Judges, Ruth, 1 and 2 Samuel and 1 Kings – to the 
time of Josiah. Despite its obvious late composition the “Book of the Law” became the fifth 
“Book of Moses” and a central text of the Bible. One of its most salient features is that it 
conveniently prescribes the observance by all Jews of previously neglected (or unknown) 
monotheistic religious festivals like Passover. What is more disturbing, is that it prescribes 
the death penalty for worshipping other Gods. 

  

We may observe at this point that Rabbi Sacks in his The Dignity of Difference (p. 53) 
makes the extraordinary claim that “Biblical Monotheism is not the idea that there is one 
God, and therefore one truth, one faith, one way of life”. However, such a claim can only 
be made if we ignore the history of biblical Monotheism and, above all, the evidence of 
monotheistic Scripture itself. From a non-biblical perspective, the idea that there is one 
God, one truth, one faith, one way of life – and that this idea must be imposed upon the 
human race by force or by device – is precisely what biblical Monotheism is. “Thus shall 
you deal with them”, Hilkiah’s “Book of Moses” declares, “you shall destroy their altars, 
and break down their images, and cut down their [sacred] groves, and burn their graven 
images [idols] with fire” (Deuteronomy 7:5). “You shall utterly destroy all the places, 
wherein the nations which you shall possess [i.e., conquer and enslave] served their Gods” 
(12:2). “If your brother … or your son, or your daughter, or your wife, or your friend … 
entice you, saying, Let us go and serve other Gods … you shall surely kill him …. And all 
Israel shall hear, and fear, and shall do no more such wickedness ….” (13:6-11). “If there 
be found among you … man or woman, that … has served other Gods, and worshiped 
them, either the Sun, or the Moon, or any of the host of heaven … then shall you … stone 
them with stones, till they die” (17:2-5). “The prophet, which shall speak in the name of 
other Gods, that prophet shall die” (18:20) etc.  

  

As we shall have occasion to show, the fabrication of scriptural material in support of 
certain beliefs was to become something of an established tradition among the followers of 
Abrahamic Monotheism. In any event, encouraged by this new and unexpected “Divine 



Revelation”, the monotheists who regarded themselves as the rightful heirs to the throne of 
Egypt/Israel, outlawed traditional religion and began to exterminate its followers whom 
they regarded as sinners against the “Law of God” (in reality, the Law of Akhenaten and 
Moses and, by extension, of King Josiah and his high priest Hilkiah). Says the Bible: “And 
the king commanded the high priest, and the priests of the second order, and the keepers of 
the threshold, to bring out of the Temple all the vessels made for the Gods; and he burned 
them outside Jerusalem in the fields and carried their ashes to Bethel. And he deposed the 
idolatrous priests whom the kings of Judah had ordained to burn incense in the high places 
at the cities of Judah and round about Jerusalem; and those also who burned incense to the 
God Baal, to the Sun, the Moon, the Stars and all the Deities. 

  

“And he brought out of the Temple the [idol of] Astarte [Asherah, the “Queen of Heaven”] 
and burned it and beat it to dust and cast it upon the graves of the common people. And he 
removed the horses that the kings of Judah had dedicated to the Sun and burned the chariots 
with fire. And the altars which the kings of Judah had made he pulled down and broke in 
pieces. And he defiled the high places [places of worship] that were east of Jerusalem, 
which Solomon the king of Israel had built for the [idols of] Goddess Astarte, and he broke 
in pieces the pillars, and cut down the idols, and filled their places with the bones of men … 
and he slew all the priests of the high places who were there, upon the altars, and burned 
the bones of men upon them. Then he returned to Jerusalem” (2 Kings 23:4).    

  

As the Bible informs us, the high priest Hilkiah who “found” the “Book of the Law” on the 
authority of which the pogrom against polytheists was initiated, belonged to the tribe of 
Levi. Thus we can see that the same spurious tribe of Levi (the tribe of Moses) which had 
accompanied its prophet to Mt. Sinai where he supposedly received the Laws from God, 
was now responsible for the “finding” of the “Book of the Law” and the imposition of its 
own version of Judaism upon all Jews. Evidently, the reign of King Josiah was the ideal 
moment for opportunist Yahwist-Adonists to impose their agenda on the entire nation. For, 
in 721 BCE the northern Jewish kingdom of Israel had been conquered by the Assyrians, its 
cities destroyed or given to the Palestinians (Philistines) and its population – which came to 
be remembered as the Ten Lost Tribes of Israel – was never heard of again. About a 
century later, Assyrian power itself was crumbling under Babylonian pressure. This was 
seen by the Yahwist-Adonist camp as a God-given opportunity to realise its political and 
territorial ambitions. It is on this historical and political background that the propagandistic 
and missionary activities of King Josiah (and his Levite sponsors) must be understood.     

  

The First Destruction of the Temple and the Failure of 
Israel 

  



Despite his messianic claims, King Josiah’s campaign of religious repression was as 
unsuccessful as his territorial designs. In the year 609 BCE he was executed by his 
Egyptian overlord, King Necho II (2 Kings 23:29) who must have taken exception to the 
former’s expansionist plans; the following four (and last) kings of Judah reverted to their 
ancestral faith; and the rest of the population carried on with traditional forms of religion as 
evidenced by the countless female figurines found in people’s homes (Finkelstein and 
Silberman, p. 288). Thus, the establishment of Yahwism-Adonism in Canaan was far from 
secured. Indeed, just a few decades later, the southern kingdom of Judah, with its remaining 
Two Tribes, was itself conquered by the Babylonians under King Nebuchadnezzar II (586 
BCE). Jerusalem was destroyed, the Temple was burned down and the ruling classes were 
carried off into captivity. The rest of the population escaped into the countryside or fled to 
Egypt, Israel’s arch-enemy and supposed “Land of Unbelief”. As a consequence, the very 
survival of Yahwist Monotheism became doubtful. 

  

Indeed, the Babylonian captivity was regarded as a great disaster and there was a conflict of 
opinion among Jews as to what had caused it. While the Yahwist-Adonist camp claimed 
that the Babylonian attack represented divine retribution for people’s transgression against 
the Ten Commandments of Monotheism, the adherents of established polytheistic tradition 
retorted that, on the contrary, it was the abandonment of traditional religion that had 
brought disaster upon the Jews. The heated exchange between monotheistic prophet 
Jeremiah and the polytheistic masses is particularly revealing: “Neither he [the king of 
Judah], nor his servants, nor the people of the land, did hearken unto the words of the Lord, 
which He spoke through the prophet Jeremiah” (Jeremiah 37:2). Indeed, we are told, all the 
Jewish people, “even those that dwelt in the land of Egypt”, answered to Jeremiah: “As for 
the word that you have spoken to us in the name of the Lord, we will not listen to you. But 
we will certainly [perform our vows that we have vowed] to burn incense unto the Queen of 
Heaven [the Goddess of Ancient Israel] and to pour out drink offerings to her, as we have 
done and our fathers, our kings and our princes, in the cities of Judah and in the streets of 
Jerusalem. For then we had plenty of food, and were well and saw no evil. But since we left 
off to burn incense to the Queen of Heaven, and to pour out drink offerings to her, we have 
lacked all things and have been consumed by the sword and by the famine” (Jeremiah 
44:16-18). 

  

What this debate between traditional and replacement Judaism reveals is that the Jewish 
people were painfully aware of the fact that something had gone wrong. The destruction of 
the kingdom of Israel, the occupation of Judah and destruction of the Temple raised some 
very important religious questions. To begin with, if the Israelite religion was the “True 
Religion” as its followers had claimed, why were they so unsuccessful? One of the standard 
Yahwist-Adonist accusations against traditional religion had been that its Gods or, rather, 
its idols could not speak or do anything for their worshippers: “Where are their Gods, their 
rock in whom they trusted …? let them rise up and help you, and be your protection” 
(Deuteronomy 32:37-38). In reply to this it may be pointed out that the God of Israel 
similarly remained silent on many an occasion. If traditional idols were not always helpful, 



neither was the Israelite Ark: the Israelites having been defeated in battle by the Palestinian 
(Philistine) forces and having lost 4000 men, decided to bring the Ark of the Covenant of 
the God of Israel who “dwels between the Angels” on to the battlefield so that it might save 
them; far from this being of any help, however, the Israelites suffered an even greater 
defeat, losing 30000 men while the Ark itself was captured by the enemy (1 Samuel 4:1-
11). 

  

Again, on the Bible’s own admission, during the rule of King Solomon’s son the Egyptians 
raided the Temple and carried off all its treasures (including, presumably, the Ark); 
subsequently, Israel was wiped out by the Assyrians and now Judah itself had fallen to the 
Babylonians. And so it was legitimate to ask, Where was the God of the Israelites, their 
rock in whom they trusted? Where was he when the Ark was captured by the Palestinians? 
Where was he when the Ark was carried off by the Egyptians? Where was he when the 
kingdom of Israel was wiped out by the Assyrians? Where was he when the kingdom of 
Judah was destroyed by the Babylonians? Where was he on many other occasions down to 
the present day? The Israelites must eventually have realised that asking rhetorical 
questions exposed the fraudulence of their claims rather than advance their cause. For, if 
they could ask such questions of their opponents, the latter could equally ask similar 
questions of the Israelites. If the silence of the traditional Gods was interpreted as proof for 
their non-existence then the silence of the Israelite God could equally be interpreted as 
proof for his non-existence, indifference or impotence.  

  

As a result, the Israelite leadership was forced to devise a new strategy, namely, 
interpreting military defeat and other disasters as divine retribution for Israelite sins. 
However, the admission of their own sins could only raise further problems. Firstly, a sinful 
nation is hardly in a position to criticise or lecture others. Secondly, the Israelite admission 
of sin raises the problem of the correct identification of the sin or sins committed. This is a 
matter which we must now investigate in some detail. 

  

The Mosaic Distinction and the Israelite Guilt 

  

It is evident from the biblical text that the principal “sin” as the prompting cause of divine 
retribution was held by the Yahwist-Adonist ringleaders to be the Israelites’ deviation from 
Yahwism-Adonism. Jeremiah 15:4 even goes so far as to claim that the entire nation was to 
be punished “because of what Manasseh the son of [King] Hezekiah did in Jerusalem”. 
This, of course, is in line with Yahweh’s own declaration in Exodus 20:5, to the effect that 
he is a jealous God who “visits the iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto the third 
and fourth generation”. The concept of an entire people being punished for the past actions 



of one man must be admitted to be contrary to reason and to accepted norms of justice. This 
is not religion but blind superstition. We must therefore reject it as spurious. 

  

The other thing that must be rejected in the strongest possible terms is the notion that 
following traditional (non-biblical) religion constitutes a crime. As indicated earlier, 
although polytheistic traditions admitted many Gods, there was only one Sun-God, one 
Moon-God etc. This meant that the same God or Goddess was worshipped by all nations 
even though the Deity in question was known by different names and worshipped in 
different ways from nation to nation. This was even more so in the case of the Supreme 
God, as beautifully expressed in the Bhagavadgita: “Even those who are devotees of other 
Gods and sacrifice to them with faith, they sacrifice to Me [the Supreme Lord] alone, 
although they use different methods” (9:24). 

  

Hindu traditions – like the Advaita Vedanta of Shri Adi Shankara – that regard the Gods as 
manifestations of One Supreme Being (Parameshvara or Parabrahman) are paralleled by 
that of Ancient Egypt in which one God is worshipped as the source of all Gods and every 
God can be worshipped as a manifestation of the Supreme. As pointed out by Professor 
Assmann, “Time and again the Egyptian sources predicate the 
oneness/singleness/uniqueness of a God. Amun-Ra in particular is regarded as a solar deity 
who develops his all-embracing creative and life-giving efficacy in the form of the sun.  In 
the context of traditional Amun-Ra religion this unifying and centralizing view … answers 
the question of where all life comes from and which forces are effective in the emergence, 
preservation, and continuation of life. In this tradition, the postulate of the oneness of God 
does not exclude the existence of other Gods” (Moses the Egyptian, p. 193). 
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In consequence, in the pre-biblical world even when nations differed politically or 
culturally, they could easily identify other nations’ Gods with their own. There was no 
taboo or stigma attached to worshipping “foreign Gods”. A person visiting a foreign 
country could perfectly well worship the Gods in the temples and shrines he encountered 
there. Babylonians, Egyptians, Syrians, Greeks and Romans were quite capable of 
absorbing the religious beliefs and practices of other nations. The absence of any adverse 
effects of this practice demonstrates that worshipping “foreign Gods” could not have 
resulted in divine retribution. 

  



Indeed, as the true Gods were universal and not national, the notion of “foreign Gods” must 
be strongly contested unless we are talking about minor local Deities – such as those 
inhabiting a particular hill or mountain (e.g., Mt. Sinai). Local Deities were the only ones 
who were not cosmic or international and hence they were untranslatable from one cultural 
group to another. Only such a minor Deity (or perhaps, Spirit or Demon) could be jealous 
of other similar entities. Either the Israelite God was such a local Deity or he was not. If he 
was such a Deity then he had no claim to being a universal God. On the other hand, if he 
was a universal God then he had no ground to be jealous. This would have been particularly 
the case if he was the “one and only God”. For in that case there would have been no Gods 
of whom he could be jealous. Since the Bible (Exodus 20:5 etc.) insists that the Israelite 
God is a “jealous God” it follows that originally he was not a universal God but only a 
minor local Deity whose cult was later superimposed on earlier Jewish and other traditions. 
Perhaps unsurprisingly, Freud reached precisely this conclusion when he suggested that the 
“God” Yahweh was in reality a volcanic demon whose cult had been grafted on to earlier 
Egyptian-Jewish religion. Nor was Freud alone in his conclusion. On the contrary, he was 
following the lead of eminent historians like Professor Eduard Meyer and others. 

  

Be that as it may, the truth of the matter seems to be that the myth of “foreign Gods” was 
fabricated by Yahwist-Adonist leaders (the Levites) as a convenient tool for covering up 
the fact that, in reality, it was they and their exclusivist “one and only God” that were 
foreign both in Egypt and in Canaan. This myth was a deliberate and complete distortion of 
historical and spiritual truth. To accept it as fact is to turn history on its head and replace 
truth with a lie. This kind of pseudo-history, counter-history or anti-history cannot be the 
foundation of human civilisation for it goes against the most fundamental principles of 
civilisation. Therefore, it must be rigorously combated at all costs and by all means 
available. 

  

Having demonstrated that the worship of traditional Gods (and idols of Gods) was logical, 
legitimate and not a “sin”, it follows that God could not have punished the Jews for 
following traditional religion. There must have been another reason or reasons. We shall 
now see what this reason or reasons might have been. It is of interest in this context that in 
Jeremiah 14:12 Yahweh himself declares that he will consume his people “by the sword, by 
the famine and by the pestilence”. In the following chapter (15:2) he says: “such of [the 
Israelites] as are [destined] for the sword, to the sword; and such as are for the famine, to 
the famine; and such as are for the captivity, to the captivity”. The question that arises here 
is, If the “crime” committed by the Israelites, namely worshipping other Gods, was one, 
why so many different forms of punishment? To answer this question it must be recalled 
that biblical law was based on the principle of retaliation (“lex talionis” or “eye for eye”) 
whereby punishment must resemble the crime, in kind and degree: “life for life, eye for eye, 
tooth for tooth, burning for burning, wound for wound” (Exodus 21:24). On this very 
principle, divine punishment may logically be expected to resemble human transgression as 
closely as possible. 



  

On reflection, if we were to witness a crime such as murder or robbery being committed by 
a man who is subsequently punished by the authorities, we would logically conclude that he 
is being punished for the crimes committed and not for his religious beliefs. This being so, 
why should it be any different in the case of the Israelites? The Bible does not say that the 
ancestors of the Jews, including Abraham’s father were punished for “serving other Gods”. 
Nor were “apostate” kings like Solomon, Manasseh and others. Therefore, if we put aside 
the imagined crime of “following foreign Gods” and look at the real crimes of the Israelites, 
namely, invading, occupying and plundering another nation’s land; destroying cities, 
temples and idols; putting entire populations to the sword; enslaving others and carrying 
them off into captivity; causing them to suffer and die of famine etc., and compare these 
with what subsequently happened to the Israelites themselves at the hands of Assyrians, 
Babylonians and others, it becomes evident that the punishments visited on the Israelites by 
the biblical God are an exact mirror image of their own crimes. 

  

This is in complete agreement with the Hindu law of Karma, the law of cause and effect, 
according to which every action has a result or fruit (karma-phala) the nature of which 
corresponds to that of the action performed. As Hinduism admits an immortal soul who is 
reborn in a series of bodies, the effects of an action are not limited to one lifetime, but can 
be carried forward to a future existence on earth or in another world. On this principle, God 
in His capacity as Supreme Lord of Justice (Dharma Raja) and Moral Governor dispenses 
reward and punishment according to the deserts of every man and at such time and place as 
is most appropriate in each case. In the words of Shri Adi Shankara, God is the just 
dispenser of the fruits of action (“karmaphalasya vidhata”) of every living being.  

  

As a just and impartial ethical authority, God dispenses reward and punishment strictly in 
accord with the law of Karma. Although Karma as a higher universal law is fundamentally 
simple, the ways in which it operates can be quite complex. Without going into all its 
complexities we may demonstrate its validity by applying it to the Palestinians (or 
Philistines), the Israelites’ main rivals in Canaan. That the Palestinians were certainly not 
guilty of “following foreign religions” is evident from the fact that no such religions existed 
before Akhenaten and the Israelites. Indeed, established religion in the entire Eastern 
Mediterranean region was essentially the same (the Gods being international and 
intercultural), the principal difference between various traditions being related to matters of 
ritual, iconography etc., and not to the Gods themselves. As observed by Professor 
Assmann, “the religion of another people was the least alien thing about them” (The Mind 
of Egypt, p. 397). It follows that there was no question of “foreign religions” for the 
following of which God could have punished the Palestinians. 

  



On the other hand, if we accept the current scholarly consensus that Palestinians originated 
outside of Canaan which they had begun to conquer before the Israelites, then – like the 
Israelites after them – they might well have been guilty of invading, occupying and 
enslaving other nations. (The same, incidentally, applies to the Canaanites if we identify 
them with the Hyksos who had invaded and occupied Egypt.) The law of Karma demands 
that the perpetrators suffer a similar fate to that of their victims. And so, indeed, did the 
Palestinians at the hands of the Israelites. However, by no means did the guilt of the 
Palestinians free the Israelites from their own guilt. For the latter attacked the former for 
their own spurious motives and not on the basis of some legitimate reason. To illustrate the 
case, if a man killed another man in self-defence or in the defence of fellow-citizens (e.g., a 
member of the police or armed forces exercising his duty) it would be unreasonable for the 
authorities to lay any blame on him. In contrast, if he killed another man with the intent of 
robbing him, then justice would demand that he be prosecuted for murder even if a 
subsequent police investigation should establish that the victim himself had been guilty of 
some earlier, unrelated crime. Indeed, as history shows, the Israelites were not forgiven for 
their actions in Canaan. Thus, the law of Karma is clearly validated not only by reason but 
also by historical events.  

  

Now, in contrast to the Hindu tradition, Mosaic Judaism as taught in the Books of Moses 
(the earliest Books of the Hebrew Bible, namely, Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus and Numbers 
– to which the controversial Book of Deuteronomy is traditionally added) makes no 
mention whatsoever of either immortal soul or retribution in the afterlife. As pointed out by 
Professor James, with the exception of Daniel 12:2 where it is stated “And many of them 
that sleep in the dust of the earth [i.e., are dead and buried] shall awake, some to everlasting 
life and some to shame and everlasting contempt”, the position of Biblical Judaism seems 
to have been that since Yahweh was the “God of the living” he had little to do with the 
dead (pp. 189-191). According to this biblical view of afterlife, the dead (or their ghost-like 
shadows) were destined to oblivion, inhabiting a world beyond God Yahweh’s presence 
and power and thus outside his jurisdiction. In consequence, there could be no question of 
divine retribution after death. As Professor Assmann has noted (The Mind of Egypt, p. 164), 
the absence of a doctrine of post-mortem retribution in biblical religion made it necessary 
for reckoning (or settlement of merit and guilt) to take place in this world. However, as it 
was very rare for this reckoning to be apparent in the life of individual perpetrators, the 
concept of “collective guilt” was invented by biblical authors in order to maintain a 
semblance of justice and lend a degree of “meaningfulness” to their twisted world. 

  

To be sure, collective guilt is not an unreasonable proposition in all circumstances. In such 
cases where a group of persons has collectively committed an act of crime, it is only 
reasonable to speak of “collective guilt”. Thus, a nation may be guilty of invading, 
enslaving and exterminating another nation. However, when a person is being punished for 
the crimes of another, this is more accurately described as “guilt by proxy”. This principle 
of “guilt by proxy” or penal substitution underlies the biblical practice (described in 
Leviticus 16) of laying the sins of humans on a goat and sending it into the wilderness – 



hence the term “scapegoat” designating a person bearing the blame for the sins or crimes of 
others. So deeply embedded in Israelite psychology was this type of thinking that it 
eventually found expression in the aberrant Christian belief in the sacrifice of the Son of 
God (Jesus) “for the sins of all men”.  

  

According to this irrational practice of “scapegoat-justice”, when a perpetrator had not been 
punished while living, somebody else had to be punished in his place, such as the children 
of the perpetrator “unto the third and fourth generation”. This leads to the absurd situation 
where the suffering of children is interpreted as punishment “for the iniquity of the fathers”; 
the Egyptian people are punished for the “crimes” of their king; the Jews are punished for 
what one man (King Manasseh) “did in Jerusalem”, etc. In all these cases the alleged 
perpetrator goes unpunished and somebody else suffers for the perpetrator’s crimes - which 
is a blatant violation of generally accepted norms of justice. 

  

Indeed, while “apostate” kings like Solomon and Manasseh did not appear to suffer as a 
result of their adherence to traditional religion, “righteous” kings following Mosaic law to 
the letter inexplicably met a sudden and undignified death. As indicated earlier, the 
fundamentalist King Josiah himself who allegedly surpassed all others in righteousness and 
was “like no other king before or after him” was slain by King Necho II of Egypt, who in 
Israelite opinion was an “unbeliever”. Yet Yahwist-Adonists continued to stubbornly cling 
to the claim that they were the “Chosen People”! It is hardly surprising that leading Jewish 
thinkers from the philosopher Benedict (Baruch) De Spinoza to the physicist Albert 
Einstein have rejected the Bible as a collection of childish stories.   

  

It was the presence of such patent flaws in biblical religion that caused the Bible authors or 
editors to invent a series of absurd explanations for the calamities that had befallen the 
Jews. Among these, the transgressions of the first man were often given as a “cause” (hence 
the “original sin” of Christianity). This, however, only aggravated the Israelite pathology. 
For, although the Israelites eventually developed the concept that military defeats and other 
disasters constituted divine retribution for their own sins, they were prevented by their 
warped ideology from understanding what those sins were. It never seems to have occurred 
to them that, for example, the destruction of their Temple might constitute divine 
retribution not for “worshipping foreign Gods”, but for their own destruction of other 
people’s temples and shrines. Their own “an-eye-for-an-eye law” was inexplicably 
suspended in respect of their own crimes! 

  

The psychological and political inability to identify the true causes of events is what has 
rendered biblical religion a largely irrational system which has appealed to irrational and 
often psychotic personalities who have committed some of the world’s most unspeakable 



atrocities in the name of their “religion”. Evidently, the absence of a rational system of 
thinking as a guide in everyday life left the Israelites with little choice but to allow 
themselves to be led by base emotional impulses like fear, anger, jealousy, vengeance, 
hatred and greed. Their own God was admittedly “a jealous and angry God”! Significantly, 
the non-Yahwists among the Jews (whose intellectual abilities had not been impaired by 
Yahwist indoctrination) strongly disagreed with self-appointed “prophets” like Jeremiah 
and believed that, contrary to the latter’s claims, the calamities that had befallen the nation 
were due to neglect of traditional religious practices like worshipping traditional (true) 
Gods. They were, of course, not wide of the mark. For, if anyone had made himself guilty 
of deviating from established and authentic religion, it was not the tradition-minded 
majority, but the Yahwist-Adonist minority who insisted on following an invented 
replacement religion.  

  

Moreover, the more sensitive and reflective among the Jews, indeed, all Jews to the extent 
that they admitted a universal principle of justice or decency must have developed a sense 
of guilt, however unconscious, in respect of the Israelite crimes against the people of 
Canaan. This sense of guilt must have been stored in the collective unconscious of the 
Jewish race. Interestingly, Dr Freud believed that he had found such a guilt complex in 
fellow-Jews which he analysed in his Moses and Monotheism book. As observed by 
Professor Assmann in his own work on Moses, Freud identified Mosaic Monotheism as a 
“neurotic compulsion centred on a complex of guilt”. 

  

However, although Freud diagnosed a Jewish guilt complex in medical terms, he failed to 
correctly identify its causes in historical terms. For, he chose to link the guilt of the Jews 
not with the murder of Canaanites but with the Mt. Sinai rebellion where, he believed, the 
Jews had killed Moses. To compensate for the murder of their founding father, the Jews 
devoted themselves to following his laws even more strictly while trying to hide their 
crime. This was what made Mosaic Monotheism a compulsory neurosis. Moreover, Freud 
also proposed that Moses was an Egyptian and he traced the roots of Mosaic Monotheism 
to Akhenaten, thereby laying the ultimate blame on the latter.  

  

In other words, having set out to analyse the Jewish people’s unconscious guilt about the 
murder of their founding father, Freud concluded by blaming it all on the Egyptians. In 
short, the implication of Freud’s analysis was that religion was a compulsory neurosis 
which had originated in Egypt! His fellow-atheist Karl Marx could not have put it better. 
What Freud failed to understand is that true religion is indisputably a force for good. It is 
only when authentic religion is hijacked, distorted and perverted for unconscionable 
political reasons and made subservient to vested interests that it turns into a pathology – as 
amply evidenced by “Abrahamic” Monotheism. We may add that the same applies to 
“democracy” and other non-religious or secular systems, hence this is not an exclusive 
problem of religion. 



  

Indeed, had religion as such been the fundamental problem of human society, it would have 
immediately been resolved with the introduction of atheistic systems like Marxism-
Leninism or Maoism in the 20th century. However, Communism has done nothing but 
replace one pathology with another. The experience of Marxist-Leninist Russia and Maoist 
China – which regimes did their best to exterminate religion – has shown that the 
replacement of religion with atheistic ideologies has only aggravated basic problems like 
injustice, corruption, poverty, state violence, etc. Thus, in the final analysis, what is 
pathological is not religion in general but a particular type of religion, namely, 
“Abrahamic” or Mosaic Monotheism which by virtue of its being a distorted form of 
religion ceases to be one and becomes a pathology. 

  

Freud took the commendable step of launching a much-needed investigation into the 
problem of biblical Monotheism, but shied away from following it through to its natural 
conclusion. Instead of identifying biblical Monotheism as the pathology that it was and 
proposing a return to pre-biblical religion as a cure – as his fellow-psychiatrist, Professor 
Jung and others did – he chose to muddle the discussion by including all religion under the 
heading of “compulsory neurosis”. However, as Professor Assmann observes, “[Freud’s] 
most important contribution to the Moses discourse is the discovery of the central role of 
guilt” (p. 166). It is this central role of Jewish guilt, which Freud was able to diagnose as a 
qualified medical doctor, which is of especial importance for the purposes of the present 
investigation.  

  

There is, of course, no independent evidence that Moses as described in the Bible ever 
lived, let alone that he was killed by rebellious Jews at Mt. Sinai. As suggested by scholars 
like Professor Redford (1992), the myth of Moses was constructed from various legendary 
and semi-historical materials – combined with a copious amount of political rhetoric, 
propaganda and spin. Therefore, it cannot be said conclusively that his killing was what 
constituted the Jewish guilt. Rather, on the available evidence, this guilt must be identified 
as follows: 

  

1 The guilt of Apostasy. Although Israelite propaganda sought to portray the followers of 
traditional religion as “apostates”, the fact is that it was they who were guilty of abandoning 
their original faith which makes them guilty of treason to the true religion of man and the 
True God. 

  

2 The guilt of Division or the Mosaic Distinction. This aspect of the Israelite guilt is what 
Professor Assmann has termed the “Mosaic Distinction”, the divisive ideology which draws 



a distinction between Israelites and non-Israelites. This Mosaic or Abrahamic distinction 
between Jews and “gentiles” (“goyim”), Christians and “heathen”, and Muslims and 
“infidels” (“kufar”) has divided the human race into those who follow what is claimed to be 
the “true religion” (but is demonstrably a fraudulent fabrication) and those who do not, 
constructing in the process a world of intolerance, conflict and violence.  

  

3 The guilt of Invasion, Occupation, Enslavement and cultural and ethnic Extermination of 
the people of Canaan. The fact is that an act of deliberate and systematic violence such as 
ethnic or cultural genocide as perpetrated by the Israelites against the people of Canaan 
constitutes a crime against humanity (the highest level of criminal offence) under modern 
international law. And what is a serious crime under human law must surely have been a 
serious crime in the eyes of God too. Accordingly, it must have attracted a commensurate 
sentence. For, while man often realises with hindsight that he was wrong (sometimes 
centuries after the deed was done), God knows what is right and what is wrong from the 
very start. This, therefore, was the crime of the Israelites for which, as described in the 
Bible, they were punished “with the sword, with the famine and with the captivity” 
according to the Bible’s own eye-for-eye principle (or, to use a better framework of 
analysis, according to the law of Karma). 

  

4 The guilt of the Destruction of Religion. This is arguably the most serious aspect of the 
Israelite guilt. For, by definition, the guilt of a counter-religion or anti-religion (adharma) is 
the destruction of established religion. The Israelites first adopted Akhenaten’s exclusive 
and militant Monotheism, developing it into the supremacist ideology on the basis of which 
they invaded and conquered Canaan. They then proceeded to replace established religion 
with their own cult of “Yahweh”. The replacement of religion with a fabricated ersatz cult 
is what has permanently divided the human race, separating man from his fellow-men and 
from the True God and has ultimately led to the destruction of religion in many parts of the 
world. 

  

The fact is that the actions of the Israelites as recorded in the Bible provide a model of 
behaviour which has encouraged subsequent Western powers to indulge in the same kind of 
murderous imperialism as their ideological brethren had done in Canaan. The forcible 
conversion of Pagan Europe to Christianity; the Muslim invasion and occupation of India; 
the conquest of the Americas by Spanish and British colonialists; and the resultant 
enslavement and extermination of native populations, were all crimes inspired by the same 
Monotheistic spirit (or demon) which had inspired the conquest of Canaan by the Israelites. 

  

It is not mere coincidence that leading figures of Western Imperialism bear names with 
clear monotheistic roots such as Mohammad (Ghaznavi), Christopher (Columbus) and 



Abraham (Lincoln). The belief of European colonists that they had a God-given right to 
displace, dispossess and annihilate the “savage and barbaric peoples” (Theodore Roosevelt) 
of America, Africa, Asia and Australia is taken straight from the Hebrew Bible. 
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In their role of architects of Yahwism-Adonism as a fraudulent replacement “religion”, the 
Israelites were responsible for setting in motion a destructive, counter-religious and anti-
spiritual movement which has led to the gradual replacement of mankind’s authentic and 
priceless spiritual heritage – which had evolved over countless millennia – with an invented 
cult designed exclusively to advance the political and economic interests of what can only 
be described as a delusional, fraudulent and criminal clique (the Yahwist-Adonist 
masterminds, their corrupt collaborators like King Josiah and their Abrahamic successors, 
the bishops, popes, mullahs, ulemas and imams) at the expense of the rest of the human 
race. 

  

Robbed of his authentic spirituality and enslaved by a delusional replacement cult, man is 
unable to find his spiritual and moral bearings and is doomed to head for destruction (as 
evidenced by the rising absence of spiritual and moral values in the Western world and its 
cultural, economic and political satellites). It must be beyond dispute that such a crime 
warrants some form of exemplary divine retribution. This, therefore, must be regarded as 
the most important crime of the Israelites for which they would continue to suffer until they 
had atoned for their crimes and returned to the fold of the authentic religion of man or, in 
the words of Rabbi Sacks, they learned to “love difference” and accepted that “God created 
many cultures and faiths”. Another thing that needs to be accepted is that while some 
cultures and faiths might have been created by God, others were demonstrably fabricated 
by man. Painful though this may be, the Jewish people must finally accept that their current 
culture and faith belong to the latter category.     

  

Unfortunately, neither Dr Freud nor Rabbi Sacks have been able to correctly identify the 
historical guilt of the Israelites. In the same way as Dr Freud wrote a book on Jewish guilt 
only to blame the Egyptians, Rabbi Sacks has written a book on the Clash of Civilisations 
only to blame it on the Greeks (the common enemy and bogeyman of Judaism, Christianity 
and Islam). The French and Russian Revolutions, the crimes of the Soviet Union and 
National Socialist Germany and the terrorist attacks of September 11 2001, all are traced to 
the “ghost” of the Greek philosopher Plato, whom the Rabbi urges his fellow-Westerners to 
exorcise from their minds which allegedly have been haunted by it for almost 2500 years. 



  

Apparently, Plato’s “crime” had been to believe in a universal truth which has supposedly 
inspired totalitarian ideologies ever since. The Chief Rabbi seems to be oblivious of the fact 
that Plato (424-347 BCE) lived centuries after Akhenaten and Moses and that therefore he 
could hardly have been responsible for their repressive totalitarianisms. Furthermore, the 
perpetrators of the terrorist attacks in the United States on September 11 and other Islamist 
atrocities were inspired not by Plato but by prophet Mohammad who admittedly was a 
follower of the “Scriptures of Abraham and Moses” (Koran 3:68, etc.) – the views on 
religious and cultural plurality of which we have documented above.  

  

This episode of oblivion causes Sacks to assert that “The God of the Hebrew Bible is not a 
Platonist [or universalist] but a particularist, loving each of his children for what they are: 
Isaac and Ishmael, Jacob and Essau, Israel and the nations …” etc. (The Dignity of 
Difference, p. 56). Regrettably, the Rabbi fails to notice that this biblical God does not 
appear to have sufficiently loved Abel as to prevent him from being killed by Cain; he did 
not love the people of Egypt whom he visited with plagues for the alleged crimes of their 
king; he did not love the Israelite rebels whom he consumed with the plague and with the 
fire for disobeying Moses’ totalitarian (and universalist) dictates; he did not love the 
Canaanites whom he delivered into the hands of the Israelites for no apparent reason. He 
loved none of these “for what they were”.  

  

Surely, to believe in a world of many cultures and faiths while also believing in a 
“Scripture” that refers to these cultures and faiths as “abominations” is self-contradictory. 
Indeed, it is positively disingenuous and hypocritical to claim that biblical religion teaches 
tolerance of other cultures and faiths when the Hebrew Bible expressly advocates the 
physical extermination of the Canaanites precisely because their culture and faith differed 
from that of the Israelites. The inability (or unwillingness) to recognise this fundamental 
contradiction inherent in Western “beliefs” is what precludes all possibility of finding a 
solution to the problems facing the world today. Indeed, when Westerners declare their love 
of cultural and religious pluralism, it is “Abrahamic” traditions they have in mind and 
hardly ever Hinduism, Shintoism, European Paganism, Native American traditions and 
other non-biblical religions. 

  

As Professor Assmann has correctly observed, “It is in fact strange that so little thought has 
been given to [the repressive aspect of Akhenaten’s cult], though it must have constituted 
the greater part of its everyday reality. All too often, it is pictured as an era that was 
inspired by light … and not as a time of religious intolerance, persecution, and police 
control” (The Search for God in Ancient Egypt, pp. 222-3). As amply demonstrated in the 
present analysis, the same may be said of biblical Judaism. It is, indeed, strange that no one 
has noticed the similarities between Atenism and Yahwism-Adonism, on one hand, and the 



repressive regimes of Stalin, Mao Zedong and Pol Pot, on the other. No historians – even 
less politicians – appear to have noticed the ethnic and cultural cleansing of Canaan by the 
forces of Yahwism-Adonism (or Israelism). As a result, even as the praises of Western 
monotheistic culture are being sung in academic, political, literary and media circles, the 
plight of the Hindus in Muslim dominated Kashmir and Pakistan, of the native people in 
Christian dominated Americas and of Buddhists in Maoist dominated Tibet, goes 
unnoticed. 

  

Because of the psychological and political inability of the Western world to identify 
biblical Monotheism as the cause of the Western pathology which is responsible for the 
ongoing Clash of Civilisations, and the refusal of Westerners to exorcise from their mind 
the ghost of Moses and his tyrannical God, no attempt is being made to acknowledge the 
historical crimes of biblical fundamentalists, let alone to make amends in respect thereof. 
There are no academic studies in the crimes of biblical Monotheism and no memorials or 
museums in honour of its victims. On the contrary, the monotheistic successors of the 
Israelites, in particular, their Christian and Islamic incarnations, continue as before to carry 
on their campaign of religious, cultural, political and military domination of the world.  

  

Finally, perhaps the best refutation of Israelite claims to superiority over traditional religion 
is the fact that the conversion of the Jews to Yahwism-Adonism failed to improve their fate. 
For, the facts of history show that, in general, Jews have fared no better than non-Jews. Nor 
can it be claimed that Jewish misfortune in this world will be compensated in another 
world. For, as indicated above, there is no mention of life after death or reward and 
punishment in the afterlife in the teachings of Moses. Therefore, in determining the 
superiority or otherwise of Mosaic Monotheism, the test is whether the latter is better able 
than non-biblical religion to ensure a nation’s spiritual and material well-being in this life. 
As the answer is in the negative, it follows that Mosaic Monotheism is a fraudulent – and 
ultimately failed – system.  

  

The Persian-Israelite Alliance 

  

The Babylonian captivity (586-538 BCE) could easily have been the end of Monotheism in 
Canaan, had it not been for another monotheistic tradition which came to the rescue of the 
beleaguered Israelites. While in Egypt King Akhenaten’s repressive Atenism had soon died 
out and in Canaan Jewish Yahwism-Adonism was still struggling to establish itself, 
Zoroastrianism in Persia had succeeded in becoming official state religion. Like Akhenaten 
and Moses, its founder, prophet Zarathustra, is said to have been killed in a conflict with 
opponents from among the followers of traditional religion. (This was to become something 



of a monotheistic pattern, given that Jesus, too, was killed by crucifixion and Mohammad 
by poisoning). However, with royal help, Zarathustra’s new religion eventually became the 
state cult of the Persian Empire and was able to assist the Israelites in temporarily bringing 
the land of Canaan under monotheistic rule. This happened as follows. 

  

When the Babylonians were in their turn conquered by the Persians, the leaders of the tribe 
of Levi, by official permission of their new ruler, the king of Persia, and armed with the 
new “Book of the Law”, returned to Israel to reconstruct the Temple and the religion of the 
Jews along strict monotheistic and theocratic lines. Quite possibly, the monotheistic zeal of 
the Israelite leadership was reinforced by the Persians. In any event, while prior to the 
Babylonian exile, “God’s prophet” Jeremiah had been thrown into prison by the king of 
Judah, it was now the monotheists who with Persian help were able to gain the upper hand. 
As a consequence, King Cyrus of Persia (who ruled between 550 and 530 BCE) is 
celebrated in the Bible as the Saviour of the Israelites, even as the “Anointed of God” or 
“Messiah” (Ezra 1:1; 6:14). 

  

Irrespective of official biblical propaganda, while Persian support for Yahwism-Adonism 
was welcome by the Israelite ringleaders, it was not so by the majority of the Jews who 
continued to follow traditional religion. Indeed, what was good news for the Israelites, was 
bad news for other Jews and Palestinians. For, Cyrus and his successors (Darius, Xerxes, 
Artaxerxes I and Artaxerxes II) all were devotees of what to their mind was the “One and 
Only True God” (Ahura/Asura Mazda). This must have given courage and inspiration to the 
Israelite fundamentalists just as Akhenaten’s cult of Aten had done some thousand years 
before. As observed by Professor Assmann, “this Persian-Jewish solidarity indicates that a 
conflictual front had emerged in the sphere of religiosity” (The Mind of Egypt, p. 397). For 
the first time in the history of mankind the world was divided along religious lines: the 
camp of Monotheism, represented by Persia and Israel, was set up against the camp of 
Traditional Religion, represented by Egypt and Palestine. Thus the foundations for the 
Clash of Civilisations were laid by the Israelite ringleaders and their Zoroastrian 
collaborators, not by Plato.   

  

In the year 520 BCE, under King Darius, the rebuilding of the Jewish Temple was begun 
and it was finally dedicated in 516. However, the battle for Canaan or Palestine was far 
from being won. The majority of the Jews and, in particular, the Jewish kings themselves 
showed little inclination to follow the monotheistic cult of the Israelites. Indeed, when in 
the year 397 BCE (under Artaxerxes II of Persia) Ezra the Scribe, a descendant of 
Phinehas, son of Aaron came from Babylon to Jerusalem with a large number of followers 
and royal authority, he found that “the people of Israel and the priests and the Levites, had 
not separated themselves from the peoples of the lands [non-Jews] with their abominations 
[traditional religious customs] … and in this faithlessness the hand of the princes and rulers 
had been foremost” (Ezra 9:1-3). On the orders of Ezra, the Yahwist-Adonists “made an 



end with all the men that had taken strange wives. … And they put them away with their 
children” (Ezra 10:17). It follows that only in the 4th century BCE, at the instigation of 
Ezra, the new “prophet” and “Messiah” of Israel, and with authority from the king of 
Persia, Jewish religion was monopolised by the Israelite regime, people now having to 
worship exclusively at the new Yahwist-Adonist Temple at Jerusalem. This is also the 
period to which scholars have dated the final redaction of the five “Books of Moses” 
(“Pentateuch” or “Torah”) which form the core of the Hebrew Bible. 

  

However, as so often in Jewish history, Yahwist-Adonist domination did not last long. For, 
soon after Ezra, in 332-331 BCE, the Persian Empire along with its province of Palestine 
was conquered by King Alexander of Greece. With the establishment of Greek 
(polytheistic) cities in Israel/Palestine, traditional religion received a new lease of life and 
this continued well into Roman times. Thus, the facts of history themselves constitute the 
best refutation of the Israelite claim to “divine authority”. For, history shows that the 
Israelites never succeeded to bring Canaan completely under monotheistic control. This 
was to be achieved a millennium and a half after Moses and not by Israel, but by its 
monotheistic enemies, the forces of Christianity and Islam. 

  

The Zealots and the Second Destruction of the Temple 

  

Meanwhile, Israelite fundamentalists carried on their struggle against “foreign religion” 
whenever they could. One of the main Jewish nationalist movements that arose in 
opposition to Greek and Roman rule were the Zealots. It is important to understand, 
however, that the Zealots were not only fighting against foreign rule. Their ultimate goal 
was the creation of a worldwide Jewish Monotheistic Empire. It may be argued, if only in a 
convoluted sort of way, that Israelite resistance to the foreign occupation of “their” territory 
was legitimate – even though they themselves had admittedly conquered Canaan by force 
of arms. What cannot be argued is that the intention of forcibly converting the world to a 
fraudulent cult was legitimate or reasonable. 

  

Indeed, the dictionary definition of “Zealot” is “member of a Jewish sect which aimed at a 
Jewish theocracy over the earth” and hence an immoderate partisan or fanatic (The Oxford 
English Dictionary 1989). However, the full implications of being a “Zealot” or “Fanatic” 
(“Qana” in Hebrew) in the Israelite context can only be properly understood if we consider 
that the concept of Zealous in the above sense goes back to the time of Moses, that is, to the 
very beginning of militant Yahwism-Adonism. It will be helpful for this purpose to recall in 
some detail the events of this fateful period as recoded by Jewish sources themselves (the 
Hebrew Bible and The Antiquities of the Jews). The Bible tells that when the Israelites on 



their journey to the “Promised Land” were camping in Shittim (area in Moab, Jordan), 
some of them married women from the polytheistic tribe of the Moabites who “called the 
people unto the sacrifices of their Gods; and the people did eat, and bowed down to their 
Gods. And the people of Israel joined themselves unto [God] Baal-Peor” (Numbers 25:1-3). 
Upon which the “God of Israel” became angry and commanded Moses to hang all the heads 
of the transgressors in the Sun. “And Moses said unto the judges [leaders] of Israel, Slay 
you every one his men that were joined unto [God] Baal-Peor” (25:5).  

  

It may be remembered at this point that Moses himself is said to have married the daughter 
of a Midianite priest (Exodus 3:1) as well as an Ethiopian and an Arabian princess. Even 
his brother Aaron, we are told, “spoke against Moses because of the Ethiopian woman 
whom he had married” (Numbers 12:1). Typically for a tyrannical system like Yahwism-
Adonism, it appears that it was lawful for Moses to marry non-Israelite women but not for 
his followers. Therefore, as recorded by Josephus, Zimri, the chief of the tribe of Simeon 
who had married the daughter of a Midianite chief, valiantly stood up and answered back to 
Moses. It is easy for you to talk, he said to Moses, as you are the one who are making the 
laws. “But”, Zimri continued, “you shall not have me one of your followers in your 
tyrannical commands, for you do nothing else but, under pretense of laws and of God, 
wickedly impose on us slavery, and gain dominion to yourself, while depriving us of our 
freedom. … Nay, indeed, this man [Moses] is harder upon the Hebrews than were the 
Egyptians themselves, as pretending to punish, according to his laws, every one’s acting 
what is most agreeable to himself. 

  

“But you yourself better deserve to suffer punishment, who presume to abolish what every 
one acknowledges to be good for him, and aim to make your single opinion to have more 
force than that of all the rest. … I have married, as you rightly say, a strange woman … I 
also own that I sacrificed to those Gods to whom you do not think it fit to sacrifice; and I 
think it right to come at truth by enquiring of many people, and not like one that lives under 
tyranny, to allow the whole hope of my life to depend upon one man” (Antiquities, IV, Ch. 
6:11-12). It is difficult to see how anyone could have given a better and more truthful 
account of the situation. This ought to have been the end of Moses’ tyrannical rule. Indeed, 
following Zimri’s speech, we are told, the people (including Moses himself) held their 
peace. But Phinehas, grandson of Aaron the Priest (Mose’s brother) took a javelin in his 
hand and entering the tent, killed both Zimri and his wife on the spot. Upon which the “God 
of Israel” again spoke to Moses, saying: “Phinehas has turned my wrath away from the 
children of Israel, while he was Zealous for my sake … wherefore say, Behold, I give him 
my covenant of peace: and he shall have it, and his seed [descendants] after him, even the 
covenant of an everlasting priesthood because he was Zealous for his God” (Numbers 
25:13). 

  



As stated in The Antiquities of Josephus, many young Israelite men then followed 
Phinehas’ “boldness” and proceeded to put to death many of those who had “transgressed” 
against the laws of Moses. The rest conveniently perished by a “plague sent by the God of 
Israel”, so that in total 24000 people died. However, there are certain factors which lead us 
to believe that there is more to this story than at first appears. For example, it is difficult to 
believe that the rebels would have allowed themselves to be slaughtered without a fight. 
Moreover, we are told in Numbers 25:18 that Zimri’s wife, Cozbi, was a daughter of a 
prince of Midian. Again, it is difficult to believe that both the Simeonites and the 
Midianites would have allowed the murder of a leading member of their respective tribe 
(Zimri and his wife) to go unpunished. In addition, it is evident from the context that Zimri 
was not the only one to rebel against Moses and his “God”. For, as stated in Numbers 14:2-
10, “All the children of Israel murmured against Moses and against Aaron … and all the 
congregation [of the Twelve Tribes of Israel] bade stone them with stones.” 

  

On balance, the impression cannot be avoided that we are dealing not with an isolated 
incident but with widespread resistance against Moses and his Yahwist cult. This must have 
resulted in a major battle with thousands of losses on both sides. Passages such as Numbers 
26:10, “And the earth opened her mouth and swallowed them up [i.e., those “who strove 
against Moses and against Aaron and against the Lord”] … the fire devoured two hundred 
and fifty men, etc.” clearly are a later Yahwist device intended to explain away the many 
deaths and cover up the fierce fighting in which – according to Freud and others – Moses 
himself was killed. This may explain the curious fact that Moses, the man who had started 
it all and who had spent forty years leading his people through the wilderness, never made 
it to the “Promised Land”.      

  

However this may be, the above episode provides us with a clear illustration of what it 
meant to be a Yahwist Zealot or Fanatic. Unfortunately, the death of Moses was not the 
death of Israelite zealotry which somehow managed to survive and even enjoy periods of 
revival down the centuries. As we shall have occasion to see, this zealotry subsequently 
gave rise to increasingly malign and destructive trends which continue to threaten the world 
even today. What is important to understand in this context is that the Zealots’ policies of 
religious and racial purity were not restricted to Israel. As becomes evident from the 1st 
century War Scroll discovered at Qumran on the Dead Sea, which according to some 
scholars may have originated in the Temple library, a detailed forty-year plan was in 
circulation whereby a holy war was to be waged by the Israelites on Persia, Syria, Egypt 
and other nations until the whole world was conquered and subjected to the rule of Yahweh 
(the “God of Israel”) and the Israelites were recognised by all nations on earth as the 
“Chosen People of God”.  

  

But, as they say, more often than not life is what happens to one while he is making other 
plans. Following the conquest of Palestine by the Greeks, constant fighting among various 



Jewish factions over the throne of Judah resulted in military intervention from various 
regional powers and in 63 BCE Jerusalem fell under Roman occupation. The monotheists 
now had a new polytheistic enemy to fight. Their war against Rome resulted in the second 
destruction of the Jewish Temple at Jerusalem in the year 70 CE and the deportation of 
many Jews to various parts of the Roman Empire.  

  

The second destruction of the Temple was the end of the Jewish dream. Indeed, the Temple 
remains in ruins to this day and there is no hope that it will ever be rebuilt, a monument 
having been strategically erected on top of it (*) by a new group of militant “followers of 
Abraham and Moses”, this time hailing from Arabia. The rise of militant Islam means that 
the very survival of the modern state of Israel is uncertain. Thus, although the destruction 
of the Temple marked the end of militant Judaism, it was not the end of militant 
Monotheism. For the latter – complete with plans of world domination – was taken over by 
the new “Abrahamic” religions: first Christianity and, subsequently, Islam. What becomes 
evident is that, just as biblical Judaism replaced traditional religion, it too has been 
substituted by the new replacement cults of Christianity and Islam. The latter are among the 
principal forces that drive the Western pathology, gradually bringing it to its terminal, and 
most dangerous, stage.  

  

* Though general opinion holds that the Islamic “Dome of the Rock” on the Temple Mount (in the Old City 
area of East Jerusalem) stands upon the foundations of King Solomon’s Temple, the latter’s original location 
is still in dispute.   

  

  

__________________________ 
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CHRISTIANITY AND THE CLASH 
OF CIVILISATIONS 

  

  
In the foregoing investigation into Western (Abrahamic) Monotheism we were 
able to show on the basis of textual analysis, critical examination of 
archaeological and historical evidence and scholarly opinion, that the Hebrew 
Bible (“Old Testament”) upon which Judaeo-Christian religion is based, is not a 
work of history and even less “divine revelation“, but “retrospective theology” 
(Professor Israel Finkelstein and Neil Asher Silberman, The Bible Unearthed, 
2001) constructed to further the ideological, political and economic interests of 
the Jewish state, in particular, under the rule of 7th century BCE King Josiah.  

  

We were also able to show that Mosaic Judaism (the religion supposedly 
founded by Moses) or, perhaps more accurately, Josianic Judaism (founded by 
Judahite King Josiah), as opposed to Ancient Judaism which was practically 
identical to the religions of the Eastern Mediterranean, was the first to drive an 
ideological wedge between one section of humankind (the Israelites) and the rest 
of the human race. This artificial barrier (termed the “Mosaic distinction” by the 
renowned Egyptologist Professor Jan Assmann) which the Israelites erected 
around themselves in their quest for a national identity, was consolidated and 



expanded by Judaism’s successors, Christianity and Islam, creating in the 
process a world of  intolerance, conflict and violence and finally resulting in the 
current Clash of Civilisations. 

  

This Clash of Civilisations is generally viewed as a clash between the Christian 
West (Europe and America) and the Islamic East (Asia). This view, however, is 
a Western, Christian-Capitalist perspective which is erroneous and misleading 
for a number of reasons. Firstly, not all of the East is Islamic. There are as many, 
if not more, Hindu, Buddhist, Daoist and other non-Abrahamic believers in the 
East than there are Muslims. Thus the assumption that the East is “Islamic” 
proves to be a typical Western distortion. Secondly, from an Eastern (Indian, 
Chinese, Japanese) perspective, Islam is as much a product of Western 
civilisation as Christianity itself. Indeed, the two belong to the same Abrahamic 
tradition. More importantly, they both share the same Abrahamic prejudices and 
racist-chauvinistic phobias against Eastern religions. 

  

It follows that, although there may well be a civilisational clash between 
Christianity and Islam, there is a larger and more important clash between the 
Western Abrahamic (Christian-Islamic) camp and the Eastern (Hindu-Buddhist-
Confucian-Daoist-Shintoist) camp. It is this larger Clash of Civilisations which 
is of primary concern to the nations of the East and which really matters in the 
larger scheme of things. This clash was started by Christianity which, having 
achieved a position of dominance in Europe through the systematic annihilation 
of pre-Christian (Pagan) religion, proceeded to advance against Zoroastrian 
Persia and, after the rise of Capitalism and its manifestations, Colonialism and 
Imperialism, attacked Hindu India, Confucian-Daoist-Buddhist China and 
Shintoist Japan. That Christianity itself came under attack from Islam is another 
matter which cannot – and must not – detract from the fact that Christianity was 
the original aggressor against other religions and that, as evidenced from official 
Vatican declarations and the missionary activities of Christian interests in the 
East, continues to pose a growing danger to Eastern civilisation in blatant 
contradiction to all claims of seeking inter-religious peace and harmony. 

      

The crimes against humanity perpetrated by Christianity against other cultures 
(publicly admitted by the head of the Anglican Church, the Archbishop of 
Canterbury, Dr Rowan Williams in his letter to Muslim religious leaders and 
scholars A Common Word for the Common Good, July 14 2008 and others), 
such as invasion, occupation, persecution, slavery and genocide, are well known 
and amply documented. These crimes are not isolated incidents but an 
established symptomatic pattern of behaviour induced by Christianity’s 



pathological drive for world domination at all costs and by all means available. 

  

In consequence, it is no longer sufficient to criticise official Christian behaviour. 
It is necessary to go to the root of the problem and critically analyse – and 
expose – the patently invented beliefs that provide the foundations upon which 
Christian religion has been constructed and promoted as the “word of God”. 

  

We have seen from the analysis of the origins of Biblical Judaism that the 
Ancient Egyptian cult of Aten was based on the belief in One God. This belief 
was adopted by the Israelites – either during their sojourn in Egypt or through 
Egyptian influence – and made into the monotheistic creed of Biblical Judaism 
(or Yahwism-Adonism). 

  

In this process, Egyptian Aten became Jewish Adon (Adonai) as evidenced by 
the Jewish creed: “Shema Yisrael Adonai Elohenu Adonai Echod” 
(Deuteronomy 6:4). In the Christian Bible (New Testament) Jesus himself is 
supposed to say: “The first of all the Commandments is, Hear, O Israel! the Lord 
our God is One Lord” (Mark 12:29). This is an exact translation of the Jewish 
creed given above. On the Bible’s own admission, Jesus, Saint Paul, etc., were 
practising Jews and faithful followers of Jewish Law (Law of Moses). Says 
Paul: “I am verily a Jew brought up at the feet of Gamaliel, and taught according 
to the perfect manner of the Law of the fathers, and was zealous toward God, as 
you all are this day” (Acts 22:3). 

   

Jesus’ connection with Egypt is equally attested by the Bible where his journey 
to Egypt along with his parents is related and where, moreover, it is written: 
“That it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, saying, 
Out of Egypt have I called my son” (Matthew 2:14-15). This clearly 
demonstrates that Christianity is not a divinely-revealed religion, but a 
continuation of earlier, Egyptian-Jewish tradition. More than Judaism, however, 
Christianity is centered on the concept of the “Son of God”. This concept was 
borrowed from pre-biblical, in particular Egyptian, religion (where the King 
bore the title “Son of God” and acted on behalf of God as His son) and applied 
to the Jewish situation in Palestine (Ancient Israel). Thus, according to the 
Hebrew Bible, the God of Israel declares in connection with the king of Israel: 
“I have set my king upon my holy hill of Zion … You [King David] are my Son; 
this day have I begotten you” (Psalms 2:6); “… and he [King Solomon] shall be 
my son, and I will be his father; and I will establish throne of his kingdom over 
Israel for ever” etc. (1 Chronicles 22:10; 28:6; 2 Samuel 7:13-14). This is an 



almost literal translation of earlier Egyptian texts (see Prof. Jan Assmann, The 
Mind of Egypt, 2002, p. 187). 

  

It is evident in the light of what we know of Ancient Egyptian religion, that 
Judaism borrowed the concept of the King as the Son of God from Egypt (where 
this tradition goes back to pre-Abrahamic times) and that Christianity in its turn 
borrowed it from Judaism. This was entirely predictable. Mosaic (Biblical) 
Judaism has been exposed by scholars as a man-made construct put together 
from elements of earlier religion and projected as “divine revelation” for 
ideological, political and economic reasons, by the Jewish state (Finkelstein and 
Silberman). With such a pedigree, Christianity could not have been any more 
authentic than its parent religions, Atenism and Yahwism-Adonism (Biblical 
Judaism). Just as King Akhenaten usurped the sacred Egyptian institution of 
Divine Kingship for his own purposes, the Jewish state used it to further its own 
ideological, political and territorial interests. The Christian Church did nothing 
more than emulate these earlier examples. Thus, we can establish a long chain of 
deception running from the impostor and apostate Akhenaten of the second half 
of the second millennium BCE to the emerging Christian Church of the early 
centuries of the Current Era (CE). 

   

Nag Hamadi: the Truth revealed 

  

The truth about the origins of Christianity might never have come to light. For, 
Westerners had come to see the Christian Bible as a unique text that not only 
“proved” the existence of Jesus but was nothing less than the revealed “word of 
God”. Indeed, Jesus himself was considered as the “Word of God become 
flesh”. It is not surprising, therefore, that the Western world had taken for 
granted the “fact” that Jesus was a historical person of the 1st century CE 
(Current Era). 

  

Another unexamined Western assumption had been that, from the beginning, all 
Christians shared the same beliefs and that only later there appeared conflict and 
heresy among the believers. Only those who had read the works of Bishop 
Irenaeus of Lyons, France, (130-202 CE) and other leading figures of the early 
Church were aware of the fact that the unity and harmony among the teachings 
of early Christianity were more myth than reality. 



  

This truth became matter of public knowledge with the discovery in 1945 of the 
Nag Hammadi texts in Upper Egypt. The texts had been hidden in earthenware 
jars some 1600 years ago – possibly by monks from a nearby monastery. These 
fifty-two texts use Christian terminology that clearly belongs to the same Jewish 
tradition as the official Gospels. What they prove, however, is not the supposed 
unity and harmony of early Christian teachings but, on the contrary, their 
diversity and conflict, above all, with official modern teachings. 

  

Indeed, what has emerged from the Nag Hammadi texts and other 
archaeological and historical evidence both from before and after the Nag 
Hammadi find – such as the Qumran (or Dead Sea) Scrolls – is a picture that 
does not support the claim that Jesus lived at the time of the Roman occupation 
of Palestine/Israel. Hundreds of different teachings were in circulation at that 
time which were sufficiently similar to one another to identify them as 
belonging to the same tradition, yet also sufficiently distinct as to contradict the 
later official teachings of the Christian Church. 

  

Bishop Irenaeus himself, writing between 170 and 180 CE, admitted in his 
writings (Adversus Haereses, etc.) that in his own lifetime such teachings 
already enjoyed wide circulation from the Middle East to Greece, Rome and 
France. The time of Jesus’ life, his birth, crucifixion, death, resurrection and 
teachings were all disputed points even within the Church itself. What becomes 
obvious it that, what took place in the 1st century CE was not the birth of “Jesus” 
but the birth of the Christian Church as one among literally hundreds. What 
appears to have happened is that at some point in the 1st century certain religious 
leaders began to promote the teaching that Jesus was the “last and true prophet” 
and even the “One and Only Son of God”. Clearly, the idea of the “son of God” 
could not possibly have been “divinely revealed” to Christians as it had been 
established Pagan tradition for many centuries before Christianity. We shall 
presently see how this idea became part of Christian dogma. 

  

Jesus and Joshua 

  

It is proper to begin an investigation into the truth about the biblical person 
called “Jesus” by establishing his true name. The oldest records provide two 
different versions, one Hebrew, the other Greek. While it might be expected for 



Jesus, as a Jewish person, to be known by a Hebrew name, the fact is that it is 
the Greek version that has gained acceptance in Christian tradition. From the 4th 
century BCE when the Persian Empire (including Egypt and Palestine/Israel) 
was conquered by king Alexander of Greece, Greek was commonly spoken 
throughout the Middle East. For this reason, the Christian Bible consisting of the 
Old and New Testaments came to be written in or translated into that language. 
This is how the name “Jesus” or “Iesous” (Greek for Hebrew Jehoshua or 
Joshua) passed into modern European languages. 

  

One of the more consistent investigations into the identity of “Jesus” is the work 
of Egyptologist Ahmed Osman, Out of Egypt: The Roots of Christianity 
Revealed (1999), in which he puts together the finds of earlier researchers. 
Although Osman draws his own conclusions, his investigation is nevertheless 
valuable for exposing the systematic distortions and fabrications of the Christian 
Church and for pointing to the Egyptian roots of Christianity – of which, as an 
Egyptian, he is well aware. A key point to this investigation is the observation 
that, for centuries, the Greek variant of “Jesus” was used for both Joshua of the 
Old Testament who admittedly lived in the distant days of Moses and for the 
Joshua of the New Testament who supposedly lived at the time of the Roman 
Empire – yet who, inexplicably, is admitted to have spoken with Moses on the 
Holy Mountain. It was only in the 16th century, when a translation was made 
from the Hebrew Old Testament into English, that two different spellings were 
adopted: “Joshua” for the Joshua of the Old Testament and “Jesus” for the 
Joshua of the New Testament (Out of Egypt, pp. 159-160).  

  

This created the false impression that these are two distinct names and hence 
two distinct persons. In reality, both the names and the corresponding “two 
persons” are the same. For, the New Testament itself admits that “Jesus” spoke 
to Moses: “And there appeared unto them Elias with Moses: and they were 
talking with Jesus” (Mark 9:4; Matthew 17:3; Luke 9:30). Indeed, the identity of 
the “two” Joshuas was accepted by many founders of the Christian Church 
including prominent figures like Justin Martyr, Irenaeus, Tertullian, Origen and 
Eusebius. Bishop Eusebius of Caesarea, who lived in the 4th century CE, and is 
considered the father of Church history, wrote a history of the Christian Church 
(Historia Ecclesiastica), in which he states that “Joshua” was not a name but a 
unique title which was conferred on the prophet by Moses as a “priceless 
honour” and “for the first and only time” for, as he explains, “Joshua himself 
bore the image of our Saviour, who alone, after Moses … succeeded to the 
authority over the true and most pure religion” (Historia, Book 3, quoted by 
Osman, p. 158.). 



  

It follows that “Jesus” (“Joshua” in Hebrew) was called by that name to enhance 
the prestige of the emerging Christian Church. Moreover, the Hebrew Bible 
(Old Testament) itself states that Moses and his minister Joshua “went up into 
the mountain of God” and that “Joshua was full of the spirit of wisdom; for 
Moses had laid his hands upon him and the children of Israel listened to him” 
(Deuteronomy 34:9). Evidently, according to the Hebrew Bible, Joshua 
(“Jesus”) was a contemporary of and successor to Moses. He was present when 
Moses went to receive the first set of Law Tablets on Mount Sinai (Exodus 
24:13). Upon the death of Moses, we are told, Joshua became the spiritual and 
military leader of the Israelites. He commanded the Jewish forces during the 
conquest of Canaan and divided the “Promised Land” between the tribes of 
Israel.  

  

Thus, since Abraham and Moses, Joshua was a prophet of the greatest 
importance to the Jews – or at least to the biblical authors. As pointed out by 
Finkelstein and Silberman, “For the author of the Deuteronomistic History, 
Josiah’s reign marked a metaphysical moment hardly less important than those 
of God’s covenant with Abraham, the Exodus from Egypt, or the divine promise 
to King David” (p. 275).   He was their “Messiah” and had part of the Bible 
named after him (the book of Joshua). This explains why his original followers 
were known as “Essenes” (Followers of Essa/Isaiah/Joshua), “Christians” being 
a later Greek word. Another designation by which they became known – and 
which gained currency among Jews and Arabs alike – was “Nasoreans” (from 
“Nazrim ha-Brit”, “Those who are True to the Law of Moses”) and “Nazarenes” 
or “Nazarites” (from “Nazir”, “devoted”, “consecrated [to God]”). Compare 
Judges 16:17 where Old Testament hero Samson says: “I have been a Nazarite 
unto God from my mother’s womb”. This also makes it clear why the New 
Testament (Matthew 2:23) says: “He [Jesus/Joshua] shall be called a Nazarene”. 
As Mosaic or Josianic Judaism had done before it, the new Christian/Nazarene 
cult was systematically misappropriating elements of earlier religion in order to 
enhance its own status and authority among the people. 
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The discovery in Egypt of the Nag Hammadi manuscripts containing various unknown 
Gospels such as the Gospel of the Egyptians, has demonstrated some very important facts: 

  



(1) the Four Gospels which currently make up the official Christian Bible were originally 
part of a much larger scriptural body the majority of which was lost or suppressed; 

  

(2) this larger body of Scriptures does not support the official teaching regarding Jesus as a 
historical person of the 1st century CE;  

  

(3) this larger tradition rejected, in particular, the belief in the “virgin birth” “crucifixion” 
and “physical resurrection” of Jesus at the time of the Roman Empire;  

  

(4) the tradition as given in these Gospels, including the officially authorised four, has its 
principal roots in pre-Christian Egyptian religion. In fact, as the Bible itself admits, prophet 
Joshua was an Egyptian by birth. 

  

Thus, Christian teachings are clearly contradicted by this Egyptian-Jewish tradition which 
held Jesus (that is, Joshua) to have been a contemporary of Moses and not a person of the 
1st century CE. As noted by Ahmed Osman (p. 159), the missing link in the puzzle is found 
in book 4 of the Antiquities of the Jews by historian Flavius Josephus, where it is stated that 
Jesus was appointed as prophetic successor and military commander by Moses. It is 
evident, therefore, that for all practical purposes “Jesus” was none other than Joshua of the 
Old Testament. 

  

In addition to this, there were other Egyptian-Jewish traditions round about the beginning 
of the Current Era, which rejected “Jesus” as a prophet altogether. Among these, there were 
the followers of John the Baptist mentioned in his writings by the Jewish historian Josephus 
who, incidentally, are mentioned in the Christian Bible (New Testament) itself. As it 
happens, one of these sects is still alive today, in the form of the Mandeans of South Iraq 
and Iran. Of Jewish origin, the Mandeans have their own Scriptures written in Eastern 
Aramaic, a language related to Hebrew. Briefly, Mandean Scriptures relate the flight of a 
group of people called “Nasoreans” from Palestine or Jordan to their current location. One 
of these Scriptures, called the Book of John (or Book of Kings) describes the life of their 
prophet John (Yahya). 

  

It is of interest that Mandeans consider biblical figures like Adam, Noah and John the 
Baptist as prophets but not Abraham, Moses or Jesus. Indeed, Jesus is specifically regarded 



by them as a false prophet – as is Mohammad. Yet they derive their own origin from the 
Nasoreans (Hebrew “Nazrim”), who later came to be called “Christians”, despite the fact 
that they do not believe in Jesus. Whether by accident or not, one of the main centres of 
Mandean belief is the ancient city of Nasiriyah in South Iraq. Now, “Nasiriya” in Arabic 
means the “Christian City”. This name may come from Christians, as there is a Christian 
community there just as there are Shia Muslims. But it may equally come from the 
Mandeans (Nasoreans) themselves considering that their own Scriptures trace their tradition 
back to the ancient Jewish sect of the Nasoreans, and that the followers of John were 
originally far more widespread than those of “Jesus” – in fact they were the original 
“Christians” for all practical purposes.   

  

Indeed, Mandeans are also called “Christians of Saint John” after their prophet John the 
Baptist. The Bible (New Testament) itself relates how the Christian Saint, Paul, upon going 
to Ephesus (modern Turkey) on his missionary travels, encountered some disciples of John 
who had received the “baptism of John” but had never heard of Jesus. Saint Paul then 
insisted that they should believe in Jesus as Jesus was the prophet who was to come after 
John the Baptist (Acts 19:1-4). Evidently, Paul was trying to convince the followers of John 
(the original Christians) that Jesus was the Saviour or Messiah. Perhaps the missionary 
activities of the early Christian (Pauline) Church are the origin of the Mandean belief that 
Jesus was a false (or imaginary) prophet. 

  

This is partly supported by Islamic tradition which, although admits Jesus as a prophet, 
teaches that his crucifixion and resurrection were only an illusion: “They declared: ‘We 
have put to death the Messiah, Jesus son of Mary, the apostle of God.’ They did not kill 
him, but they thought they did [literally, ‘he was made to resemble another for them’ – 
translator’s note]” (4:157, The Koran With A Parallel Arabic Text, translated by N. J. 
Dawood, 2000).   Indeed, the teaching that the body of Jesus was illusory was central to 
early Christian sects like the Docetists, from where it evidently passed into Islam along 
with other biblical tales (compare Nag Hammadi texts like the Apocalypse of Peter and the 
Second Treatise of the Great Seth, containing similar teachings). 

  

The question that arises in view of these facts is, If his body was illusory, why not the entire 
“Jesus” myth? This is a point that brings us close to finding a solution to the problem. The 
Mandeans were not alone in their rejection of Jesus. Jewish (Talmudic), Mandean, Islamic 
and other Middle Eastern traditions all deny some aspects of the official “Jesus” story. The 
Christian Gospels themselves give different and contradictory accounts of the life of 
“Jesus”. In the light of the above as well as in the absence of any evidence that “Jesus” 
lived at that time, we may safely conclude that he did not. 

  



As Ahmed Osman points outs, the identity of the names “Jesus” and “Joshua” and the 
compelling testimony of the Old and New Testaments forced early Church founders 
themselves to conclude that “Jesus must have been a spiritual, pre-existent Christ” (p. 156). 
Osman’s own conclusion is that “Jesus himself lived many centuries earlier (Osman’s 
italics)” and that his 1st century CE followers had “some kind of spiritual encounter with 
him”. This conjecture he seeks to support with a quotation from Galatians 1:16 where St 
Paul says: “I conferred not with flesh and blood [but with spirit]”. However, this amounts 
to an admission of defeat in the face of the overwhelming evidence and a retreat into the 
domain of fantasy. For, while “Jesus” might have lived many centuries earlier and might 
have appeared in spirit to his followers in the 1st century CE, he might equally well have 
not existed at all except in the imagination of gullible people. 

  

It is difficult at any time for any person to distinguish between an apparition “in spirit” and 
an apparition “in imagination”. It is even more difficult when, for psychological, political, 
financial or other reasons, the person in question wants to believe in the authenticity of his 
vision. In the complete absence of palpable evidence for his historical existence as well as 
absence of evidence for the existence of his parents, disciples, etc. and, furthermore, in 
consideration of the history of systematic deception on the part of earlier biblical authors 
and editors, it becomes impossible to accept that “Jesus” as described in the Christian 
Gospels was a historical person of any kind, whether “spiritual” or otherwise. 

    

Inventing Jesus 

  

If “Jesus” was not a historical person, then he must have been invented. We shall now see 
how and why this happened. First, it must be recalled that the key teaching of the Essenes 
was that “the end of the world” was near and that their “Teacher of Righteousness” or 
“Messiah” would return from the dead. Second, that the “Church of St John” preceded the 
“Church of Jesus”. 

  

Bearing in mind the above facts, all we need to do is highlight the relevant Gospel passages 
in logical and chronological order to immediately discern what was taking place. Naturally, 
the Gospel narrative begins with the prophet John: “In those days came John the Baptist, 
preaching in the wilderness of Judaea, and saying, Repent ye: for the kingdom of heaven is 
at hand. For this … was spoken of by the prophet Esaias, saying, Prepare ye the way of the 
Lord, make his path straight [in expectation of their Messiah’s return or “Second 
Coming”]” (Matthew 3:1-3) … “There was a man sent from God, whose name was John” 
(John 1:3) … “he was a burning and a shining light” ((John 5:35) … “there hath not risen a 
greater than John the Baptist” (Matthew 11:11) … “then went to him Jerusalem, and all 



Judaea, and all the region round about Jordan, and were baptised of him in Jordan” 
(Matthew 3:5-6) … “then cometh Jesus from Galilee to Jordan unto John, to be baptised of 
him” (Matthew 3:13) … “and Jesus, when he was baptised, went up straightway out of the 
water: and lo … he saw the Spirit of God descending … and lighting upon him” (Matthew 
3:16). 

  

John’s teachings had such an appeal among the masses that the whole country, even 
“Jesus” himself, is said to have gone to him for baptism. Not surprisingly, in the year 28 CE 
John was executed by Herod Antipas, the Governor of Galilee, who feared the latter’s 
rising popularity (Matthew 14:10). Significantly, it was John (and not “Jesus”) who was 
originally rumoured to have risen from the dead: “But when Herod heard thereof, he said, It 
is John whom I beheaded: he is risen from the dead” (Mark 6:16). In short, these passages 
are sufficient for the narrative to be identified as the original “Christian” tradition (in 
reality, Essene or Esaian – from Old Testament prophet Esaias/Issaiah/Issa/Joshua).  

  

At this point, however, the story is given a sharp and unexpected turn-about by the Gospel 
authors or editors.  John “was a burning and a shining light and you were willing to rejoice 
in his light” (John 5:35), “Jesus” is made to say, “But I have greater witness than that of 
John” (John 5:36) … “all that came before me are thieves and robbers” (John 10:8) … “no 
man cometh unto the Father [God], but by me” (John 14:6) … “he that is not with me is 
against me” (Matthew 12:30) … “those mine enemies which would not that I should reign 
over them, bring hither, and slay them before me”, etc. (Luke 19:27). John now disappears 
completely from the scene and it is all about “Jesus” from this point. What becomes evident 
is that the story of “Jesus” (who never existed) was grafted onto the existing story of John 
by the spurious “disciples of Jesus” (the agents of the Christian Church) in order to lend 
credibility to the fictitious figure of “Jesus” and to advance the ideological, political and 
economic interests of the new Church. 

  

In this process, John the Baptist is supplanted by “Jesus” who is none other than mythical 
“Joshua” of the Old Testament, recycled and rehashed by the Church for its own purposes. 
Thus, the old anti-polytheistic and xenophobic fantasies of King Josiah which he had 
pursued under the banner of the prophet Joshua narrative, were now resurrected from the 
dead by the Church and allowed to poison the mind of the masses so that they could more 
easily be controlled, dominated, oppressed and exploited. It can be seen from this that it is 
not Religion which is the “opium of the masses”, but the Abrahamic (Josianic) surrogate 
ideology which is not religion properly speaking, but counter-religion or anti-religion. In 
short, the antithesis of True Religion.       

   



It is clear, therefore, that Nasoreans or Nazarenes (later called “Christians”) at first 
accepted John as their prophet. Only later on it was taught that Jesus had “greater witness 
than that of John”. This is also supported by archaeological evidence which shows that the 
scene of Jesus being baptised by John was central to early Christian iconography. Only 
much later, in the 4th century CE, that is, in the days of Roman emperor Constantine, did 
the Cross – representing “Jesus”, his “death” and his “resurrection” – come into general use 
as a symbol of Christian teachings. 

  

Thus, having accepted the teachings of the Church of John and thereby enhanced their own 
influence, Christians next took to raising “Jesus” above John. Exactly the same process was 
repeated in respect of Moses and Joshua. These two Jewish prophets were first accepted by 
the Christians. “Jesus” himself is made to declare that he is a follower of the Law of Moses. 
Yet he ultimately ends up being regarded as being above all others. Other prophets and 
deities like Egyptian Osiris and Greek Apollo met the same fate. In consequence, this was a 
calculated, systematic and cynical Christian take-over of earlier traditions for the purpose 
of augmenting the authority, influence (and revenue) of the Church. 

  

The next step in the process was for the “Church of Jesus” to proceed to teach that its 
“Saviour” or “Messiah” had not lived in the distant past – as had been customary among 
earlier churches – but in the 1st century itself. When challenged to produce some evidence, 
the Church showed an empty tomb, claiming that its occupier had gone to heaven and 
hence there was no body, but that the incident had been witnessed by certain people and 
“recorded” (as we saw above) and, therefore, it had to be true! As an example of this kind 
of circular logic we may cite Tertullian (155-222 CE), a Christian convert and apologist for 
Christianity who suggested in his writings (De Carne Christi, etc.) that, had the Jesus story 
not been true, the apostles would not have believed it. He conveniently forgot in this 
process that not only was there no hard evidence to support this, but all alleged 
“eyewitnesses” had long died (that is, if they ever lived in the first place) and, therefore, 
there was absolutely no way of verifying their story.    

  

Therefore, it was only in the 2nd century CE that the canon of Scripture, the creed and the 
institutional structure of the Church began to emerge, and precise locations and dates for 
the life of “Jesus” were manufactured as “proof”. This is evidenced by the fact that the four 
officially authorised Gospels (originally written between 70 – 110 CE) give accounts of the 
birth, life and death of “Jesus” that are at variance with each other. Such variance is 
difficult to explain if the Gospels were written by Jesus’ own disciples who had witnessed 
everything with their own eyes. 

  



Indeed, on the evidence of the text itself, the Gospels are admittedly recorded from hearsay 
rather than being direct eyewitness accounts. This in itself raises doubts regarding the 
historicity of Jesus’ disciples. Jesus is supposed to have died in about 30 CE. The earliest of 
the four official Gospels (Gospel of Mark) contains references which show that it was 
written after the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans in the year 70 CE. This means that 
it was written at least 40 years after the supposed death of Jesus. The other three Gospels 
were written up to 40 years after the first. Why did the authors, who were the supposed 
disciples of Jesus, wait 40-80 years after his death before they wrote down what happened, 
seeing that historians of that time recorded events immediately as they occurred?   

  

Moreover, if the Gospels were written by the disciples of Jesus who had actually witnessed 
his life and his death, why are they not written as direct testimony to the events in question? 
For example, the Gospel of Luke begins: “Forasmuch as many have taken in hand to set 
forth in order a declaration of those things which are most surely believed among us, even 
as they delivered them unto us … “ (Luke 1:1-2). In other words, what the Gospel records 
is not what the author has witnessed with his own eyes, but beliefs “delivered to him” by 
others.  

  

Similarly, the scene of the “Crucifixion” in the Gospel of John contains the following 
vague and barely coherent statement: ”And he that saw it bare record, and his record is 
true: and he knoweth that he saith true, that ye might believe” (John 19:35). Another 
revealing biblical passage says: “I delivered unto you first of all that which I also received, 
how that Christ died” etc. (1 Corinthians 15:3-4). Nowhere in the Gospels does the author 
say, “I (myself) saw how Jesus was crucified, etc., with my own eyes”! As Ahmed Osman 
(p. 264) notes, the New Catholic Encyclopaedia (1967) admits that “… the authorship [of 
the Gospels] was much more of a group activity than once thought”. In other words, the 
Gospels are not the work of individual authors, let alone of “disciples” of Jesus, but of a 
group of editors employed by the Church down the centuries to make the “word of God” 
conform to teachings convenient to Church authorities. 

  

Thus the evidence available enables us to accurately reconstruct the true chain of events. 
John the Baptist (also known as King Yahia, Yahia-Yuhana, Yahia Ibn Zakariyya, 
Yohannan and Iohannes) who lived and died at about the same time as that ascribed to 
“Jesus”, preached the words of Issa, Isaiah or Joshua. However, his teaching activities 
admittedly took place before those of “Jesus”. The Bible itself admits that “Jesus” was 
baptised by John. Therefore, John must be regarded as the immediate originator of 
Christianity. 

  



While “Jesus” is not mentioned by any historian of the time (with the exception of 
obviously fraudulent interpolations), John’s existence and popularity is beyond doubt. The 
Jewish historian Josephus (37-100 CE) records that the Jewish ruler Herod Antipas had 
ordered the execution of John the Baptist out of fear of the latter’s influence over the 
masses (Antiquities of the Jews, Book 18). Now, if the political establishment of 
Palestine/Israel feared John, we may reasonably expect the religious establishment to have 
feared him even more. Indeed, the mutual rivalry between various religious factions is well 
documented (including in the Bible) and John certainly was no friend of the establishment. 

  

The growing popularity of the sect of John – described both in the Bible and in historical 
records – must have given rise to the desire among sections of the Jewish religious 
leadership to raise “Jesus” (a.k.a. Issa, Isaiah or Joshua) above John. But the former 
according to established Jewish tradition had lived and died at the time of Moses, long 
before the 1st century CE. Therefore, two things became necessary: (1) to claim that “Jesus” 
was a person of the first half of the 1st century and (2) to provide “proof” for his existence. 
Obviously, nobody could have proved the existence of a man who did not exist. But they 
could make people believe that he had recently “lived” and “died” by providing “written 
testimony” to that effect and by claiming that he had gone to heaven. 

  

Thus, the following historical phases become discernible: 

  

1. The period prior to the year 30 CE must be regarded as a stage at which the tradition of a 
prophet called Issa, Joshua, etc., who had lived at the time of Moses, that is, centuries 
before, had gained wide currency among the Jews, in particular, among the followers of 
John.  

  

2. The period between year 30 and 60 CE was the stage at which – following John’s 
execution in the year 28 – the idea of Jesus as a historical person emerged.  

  

3. The years 70-110 represent the stage at which the Gospels were fabricated as “proof” for 
his existence. 

  



4. The period of 110-350 was the stage when the canon of Scripture, the creed and the 
institutional structure of the official Christian Church were established. Numerous 
unofficial versions of “Christian” scripture are still in circulation.  

  

5. In the final stage, from the latter half of the 4th century, when Christianity became the 
official religion of the Roman Empire, the Church was able to impose its doctrines on the 
entire Western world. This corresponds to the time when the Nag Hammadi (and perhaps 
many other) manuscripts were hidden to protect them against official destruction. It was the 
time when the Church began to burn religious and philosophical texts and murder 
opponents in order to cover up its own roots and enable the authorities to forge a new 
identity for their repressive monotheistic cult. 
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In the words of Professor Elaine Pagels, “By investigating the texts from Nag Hammadi, 
together with sources known for well over a thousand years from orthodox tradition, we 
can see how politics and religion coincide in the development of Christianity” (The Gnostic 
Gospels, 1979, reprint 1990, p. 32). Needless to say, in its habitual parasitical manner, 
Christianity has continued to re-invent itself ever since, constantly seeking to increase its 
own authority and glory at the expense of others.  

Joshua and the Jewish Dream 

If the Christian “Jesus” never existed, what about the Crucifixion, Resurrection, etc.? First 
of all, it is important to understand that, as pointed out by Ahmed Osman, “Jesus” was not 
actually crucified but hanged on a tree as this was the Egyptian-Jewish custom. “The God 
of our fathers raised up Jesus (Greek for Joshua), whom you slew and hanged on a tree” 
(Acts 5:30). This is confirmed by various passages in the Christian Bible (New Testament). 
So the Crucifixion or, rather, the killing and hanging on a tree might have actually 
occurred. Only that it was not the “Christian Jesus” who was thus killed – for he never 
existed except in Christian imagination – but a Jewish prophet of the name Isaiah/Joshua. 
After all, one can always rely on the Abrahamic God to give special treatment to his 
prophets!  

  

In fact, the idea of the “Suffering Servant of God” was originally Egyptian, and Osman 
dedicates an entire chapter to this theme (pp. 149-165). This concept appears to have been 
modelled on God Osiris who was killed, dismembered, and physically resurrected after 
three days after which he became God and Judge of the dead in the other world, exactly like 



the Christian “Jesus”. Regarding the original Joshua, an Old Testament account links him 
with the slaying and hanging on a tree of the king of Ai. But in the New Testament account 
Joshua/Jesus himself is slain and hanged on a tree. It is entirely possible, therefore, that the 
Old Testament reversed the roles where Joshua/Jesus was in fact the victim. This is not 
unusual in Scriptures which are handed down orally for many centuries and have 
undergone frequent editing. 

  

Exactly who the Joshua of the Old Testament was must for now remain a mystery. 
However, several clues enable us to trace the origin of the Jesus narrative to events of 
previous centuries. Apart from the Old Testament prophet Joshua for the historicity of 
whom we have no evidence, there is a biblical figure of a similar name, namely, King 
Josiah of Judah (639-609 BCE). As pointed out by Professor Israel Finkelstein and his co-
author Neil Asher Silberman, the Book of Joshua shows an “uncanny parallelism to the 
biblical description of Josiah [and “Jesus”] as a king uniquely concerned with the study of 
the Law”, that is, as a religious man (p. 95).  

  

On the basis of textual analysis, Western scholars have long established that the bulk of the 
Five Books of Moses (the “Pentateuch” or “Torah”) which form the core text of the Old 
Testament, including the Moses legend itself, was composed during or shortly before the 
reign of King Josiah of Judah.  In addition, on the Bible’s own evidence, King Josiah (like 
the legendary figure Joshua/Isaiah) was an important religious, political and military leader. 
Above all, he was a religious reformer under whose rule “what was most genuinely 
Judahite [i.e., Jewish] was labelled as Canaanite heresy” (Finkelstein and Silberman, p. 
249), leading to widespread persecution of earlier forms of Judaism and Paganism. The 
book of Deuteronomy, in particular, containing the chauvinistic and anti-polytheistic “laws 
of Moses”, was “entirely devoted to that monarch’s [Josiah’s] religious and political aims” 
(Finkelstein and Silberman, p. 302). 

  

Josiah’s efforts to re-conquer the northern kingdom of Israel (which had been destroyed by 
the Assyrians); to create a unified Jewish Kingdom; to introduce new religious texts (the 
“Book of the Law”, allegedly written by Moses and “found” during Josiah’s reign, but 
actually composed at that time); and to wipe out traditional religion, earned him the title of 
“most righteous king” in biblical mythology: “Before him there was no king like him … 
nor did any like him arise after him” (2 Kings 23:25). However, his efforts did not earn him 
the admiration of his subjects, of his Pagan neighbours and least of all of his Egyptian 
overlord, King Necho II who, in 609 BCE, had Josiah put to death as we are told just a few 
verses later (2 Kings 23:29). 

  



Thus, in the Jewish tradition of the Old Testament, in particular in the persons of King 
Josiah and prophet Joshua, we find all the basic elements of the “Jesus” myth: a prophet 
who came out of Egypt (Joshua); a royal “son of God” (legendary King David who was 
installed by “God” as his son and king of Israel); a royal lineage connected with King 
David and the city of Bethlehem (Davidic King Josiah); a royal Messiah (King Josiah); a 
religious reformer (King Josiah); establishment of a “kingdom of God on earth” (King 
Josiah’s prospective new Jewish Kingdom); violent death of the narrative’s main 
protagonist (King Josiah); the reasons for his death (although it is not known whether King 
Josiah was executed by “killing and hanging on a tree”, his territorial ambitions, religious 
intolerance and other activities clashed with the interests of the Egyptian Empire just as the 
activities of “Jesus” clashed with the interests of the establishment at the supposed time of 
Roman occupation).  

  

Now, as stated in the Bible, the following four (and last) kings of Judah – three of whom 
were Josiah’s own sons – returned to their ancestral, pre-Josianic Pagan religion. Then, in 
586 BCE, Judah was conquered by the Babylonians, followed by the Persians, Greeks and 
Romans. With the demise of King Josiah, therefore, the Jewish dream of a unified kingdom 
organised around the “divinely-revealed laws of Moses” (which were in reality borrowed 
from pre-existing Egyptian legal practice) and ruled by a king who was the “son of God” 
(an Egyptian concept), according to the divine principle of righteousness (again an 
Egyptian concept, misappropriated by the Jewish state for its own agenda), came to an 
end.     

     

It is easy to see why Josiah’s dream became lodged in the collective imagination of the 
Jewish population. As Jews were denied an actual kingdom of their own (Josiah’s kingdom 
having been shattered by his own religious intolerance and exaggerated political ambition), 
all Jews could now do was dream of one to satisfy a deep-seated psychological need. As a 
substitute for historical reality, the Jewish “kingdom of God” became a cherished ideal 
which crystallized into a religious concept that was to provide the nucleus for the new 
replacement religion called “Christianity”. 

  

The king who would rule this idealised “kingdom of God” was none other than the biblical 
“Messiah”, the “son of God”. This very concept, although found in the Old Testament, has 
its roots in Egyptian religion where, as indicated earlier, the defining function of kings was 
to maintain righteousness on earth. When righteousness was disrupted through foreign 
invasion or internal usurpation, it was the duty of a righteous king to restore the country to 
the rule of righteousness. Such a Saviour-king or Messiah was King Ahmose (A-Moses) I, 
who during his reign (1550-1525 BCE) liberated Egypt from foreign occupation and 
founded the 18th Dynasty which established Egypt’s New Kingdom. This must be regarded 
as the origin of the Jewish messianic tradition. 



  

However, this tradition was borrowed from Egyptian religion for the purpose of furthering 
the interests of the Jewish state, which were diametrically opposed to those of the Egyptian 
state. For, under the Josianic regime, “restoration of righteousness” did not mean 
restoration of traditional Jewish monarchy, but (as observed by Finkelstein and Silberman) 
the imposition of a new religion which regarded traditional religion as “heresy”. In other 
words, from a traditional perspective, the Josianic regime stood not for restoration but for 
destruction. Thus, the new, Josianic Judaism was really a counter-religion or anti-religion 
based on the “Mosaic distinction” introduced by King Josiah and his priestly (Levite) 
clique. 

  

The current state of our sources does not permit us to go any further back in time. To be 
sure, Egyptian records mention the presence of Israelites in Canaan during the reign of 
Egyptian King Merneptah, at the very end of the 13th century BCE (Finkelstein and 
Silberman, p. 57). Propaganda against traditional religion is already found in biblical books 
like Hosea which are describing 8th century BCE Israelite society and must therefore be 
assigned to that time. However, in the Josianic episode of the following century (7th century 
BCE)  we have for the first time convincing proof for the historical introduction, 
application and result of the Mosaic distinction which in the course of time would develop 
into the Clash of Civilisations. Then there is, of course, the book of Joshua. However, as 
pointed out by Finkelstein and Silberman, “It is King Josiah who lurks behind the mask of 
Joshua in declaring that the people of Israel must remain entirely apart from the native 
population of the land” etc. (p. 96). Under Josiah the Mosaic distinction is taken to a new 
level of intense, organised, state-sponsored hostility to non-Abrahamic religion, based on a 
clearly defined chauvinistic ideology laid down in a book of Law. 

  

This disturbing development may also be regarded as a classical example of cultural and 
religious schizophrenia, since the more the Jews adhered to religious concepts such as 
“Messiah”, “Kingdom of God”, “Son of God”, etc., which were based of non-Jewish 
(Egyptian) models but had been misappropriated by the Jewish authorities for their own 
purposes, the more adversely they reacted to their own ancestral culture and religion. At 
any rate, the fraudulent invention of this counter-religion, its violent enforcement and 
catastrophic impact on Jews and non-Jews alike, compel us to classify it as a local anomaly 
which developed into a systemic pathology of the Western world and, with the relentless 
expansion of Western influence and dominance, eventually came to affect the whole of 
humankind. 

From Egypt to Rome 

As a religious and political reformer, King Josiah constructed the Moses and Joshua/Isaiah 
narrative to acquire legitimacy and provide himself with a “historical” precedent on which 



he could model his own kingdom. According to this narrative, Moses had received the laws 
from God; prophet Joshua, Moses’ successor, established the Israelite Kingdom through the 
conquest of Canaan; and King Josiah was entitled, indeed obliged, to re-create this mythical 
kingdom. On its part, the Christian Church availed itself of this existing popular narrative to 
invent its own cult of Joshua/Josiah a.k.a. “Jesus” as a basis for its own ideological, 
political and economic interests.   

  

In the first two or three centuries of the current era, when the Church cult was being 
constructed, Egypt had long ceased to be a political power, having been conquered by the 
Greeks and subsequently by the Romans. Egyptian religion, however, although it had 
reached a terminal phase of decline under the onslaught of foreign influence, was still very 
much alive and it had retained its unchallenged prestige among many neighbouring 
cultures, including those of the Greeks and Romans. Therefore, it was a logical step for the 
Christian Church to borrow a wide range of Egyptian beliefs and practices in its effort to 
enhance its own authority.  

  

As pointed out by Ahmed Osman and others, the following main features of Ancient 
Egyptian religion are found in Christianity: 

  

Belief in one Supreme God. 

Belief in three aspects of God: Father, Son and Holy Spirit. 

Belief in a Divine King who was the “Son of God”. 

Belief in the Suffering, Killing and Physical Resurrection of God (or His Son). 

Belief in a Divine Kingdom. 

Belief that by following the above religion the devotee could himself become a “Son of 
God” and enjoy eternal life (see John 1:12, “As many as received him [“Jesus”], gave he 
power to become the Sons of God”).  

  

While some elements of Egyptian religion might have been taken directly from Egyptian 
sources, for example, regalia and vestments of Christian Catholic bishops and popes: the 
Hook (staff with a hooked handle) symbolic of Rulership, White Crown or Head-Dress 
(“Mitre”), Ceremonial Gloves, Sandals, the Ankh (Cross of Life), etc., corresponding to the 
ceremonial regalia and vestments of Ancient Egyptian kings and priests, others were 



widespread beliefs and practices that could have been taken from Jewish and other 
Egyptian-influenced cultures of the Eastern Mediterranean. Among these we may note 
belief in resurrection after three days: “In the third day, he [God] will raise us up” (Hosea 
6:2); the rite of baptism by sprinkling the head with water and similar rites found among the 
pre-Christian followers of John the Baptist, etc. 

Like King Josiah in the 7th century BCE, in order to raise its own authority and status over 
other similar traditions, the Christian Church manufactured a number of documents (the 
“Gospels”) which claimed to prove the existence of “Jesus” at the time of the Roman 
occupation of Israel. Thus the cult of “Jesus” was born. What was missing, however, was 
the political authority to impose this new cult on the unsuspecting world. Indeed, although 
the myth of “Jesus” could attract some followers, the reality was that most Jews simply did 
not believe it. In this respect, the Church found itself in the same position as other 
monotheistic cults before it: few had shown any interest in the Egyptian cult of Aten, the 
Jewish cult of Yahweh-Adoni or the Persian cult of Ahura Mazda. 

In the same way as all the above cults had depended on royal patronage for their survival 
and success, Christianity also was completely dependent on the support of the political 
authorities of the time. It was just too bad for the Church that the “word of God” had no 
power to pull the masses. Unlike in the case of previous monotheistic traditions, royal help 
was not at first available to the Christian Church. The Church might have claimed that 
“Jesus” was from the royal house of David precisely to attract the interest of royalty. But as 
no “King Jesus” existed in the 1st century CE (“Jesus” being none other that 7th century 
BCE King Josiah a.k.a. Joshua), no such royal support could be mustered. Therefore, 
Christianity’s effort to enlist royal support only began to bear fruit with the conversion of 
Roman emperors to its new monotheistic cult. 

Once it had gained royal support, the Church was free to impose its dictatorship upon the 
masses as ruthlessly as King Josiah himself had done in his own time. As pointed out by 
Professor Pagels, the theory was that the God of Israel (who had become the God of 
Christianity) alone ruled all things. In practice, however, the “God of Israel” ruled through 
the Church administration consisting of bishops, priests and deacons. They were the new 
rulers of the earth and whosoever disobeyed their “divinely ordained authority” was, in the 
words of Pope Clement I, Bishop of Rome, to “receive the death penalty” (Clement 
Romanus, I Clement 41:3, quoted in The Gnostic Gospels, p. 60). This, of course, was 
entirely in line with the teachings of Josianic Old Testament: “Whosoever he be that doth 
rebel against thy commandment, and will not hearken unto thy words in all that thou 
commandest him, he shall be put to death” (Joshua 1:18). 

As indicated earlier, such teachings find their mirror image in the New Testament itself: 
“Think not that I am come to send peace on earth: I came not to send peace, but a sword 
[the sword of the new replacement religion which was to bring disruption, division and 
conflict]” … “I am come to set a man at variance against his father, and the daughter 
against her mother, and the daughter in law against her mother in law. And a man’s foes 
shall be they of his own household” (Matthew 10:34-36) … “he that is not with me is 
against me” … “those enemies of mine … slay before me” etc. Needless to say, this is not 
“Jesus-the-pacifist” speaking, for he never existed, but 7th century BCE militant religious 



reformist Joshua a.k.a. Josiah. The book of Joshua like other biblical texts was never the 
word of God, but, as conceded by Western scholars, a “classic literary expression of the 
yearnings and fantasies of a people at a certain time and place” (Finkelstein and Silberman, 
p. 95). Or, rather, the yearnings and fantasies of a counter-religious or anti-religious clique 
(the Church of Yahweh) which imposed its fraudulent ideology on the Jewish people.   

Thus, all the power and authority King Josiah and his theocratic clique had amassed for the 
construction of their fraudulent and repressive “kingdom of God” was now in the hands of 
the Christian Church. And while the Church demanded blind faith from its followers, it 
never left anything to either chance or providence. As Bishop Ignatius of Antioch put it: 
“As God rules over the council in Heaven, so a Bishop on earth [like Ignatius himself] rules 
over a council of priests … the priests rule over the deacons – and all three of these rule 
over the laity” (The Gnostic Gospels, p. 61). Obviously, one of the Church leaders’ main 
concerns was to establish themselves as rulers over the people just as God was ruling over 
the Angels in Heaven. Indeed, as becomes clear from the writings of Ignatius and others, a 
bishop expected the masses to revere, honour and obey him “as if he were God” (The 
Gnostic Gospels, p. 61). However, while they sought to establish a “Divine Kingdom on 
Earth” for themselves, all they promised ordinary men and women was some fictional 
“Kingdom of Heaven” in the afterlife. King Josiah had at least promised his followers a real 
kingdom in this world. In contrast, all the Church was prepared to promise was “everlasting 
life in Heaven”. At the same time, it insisted on real power for itself right here and now, in 
this very world. 
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Thus the political goal of world domination had already been perfectly clear to the Church 
authorities long before they acquired any real power. Armed with a formidable arsenal of 
Gospels, relics, legends, myths, miracles and a whole circus of other such manufactured 
“proof” of its own “divine authority”, the Church proceeded to convert and conquer the 
unsuspecting world according to its nefarious plan. Once Emperor Constantine was 
converted in the 4th century CE, the Church came to money, power and influence. It then 
began to systematically suppress other religions and put all its efforts into expanding its 
influence over the masses. 

It must be noted that just as King Josiah’s religious innovations had met with popular 
resistance, his own sons reverting to traditional polytheistic Jewish religion, Christian rule 
did not go entirely unchallenged. Following his baptism as a Christian in 337 CE, Emperor 
Constantine died and this gave the Pagans a last chance to reverse their fate. This chance 
came in the shape of Emperor Julianus who renounced Christianity and returned to the 
Pagan faith. 



Although he was much maligned by the Church for his “apostasy” (Christians still call him 
“the Apostate”), Julianus was a truly magnanimous man. He detested Christianity and 
immediately introduced laws to restore the Pagan religion. He was also well-acquainted 
with Jewish teachings and, although he regarded Judaism as inferior to Paganism, he 
thought that it was better than Christianity. In consequence, he declared his intention to 
rebuild Jerusalem including the Jewish Temple which the Romans had destroyed in 70 CE. 
Had he succeeded, the world would be a different place today. Sadly, he was killed in the 
year 363 during a military campaign against Persia and the Church took control of the 
Roman Empire once again. 

Emperor Eugenius was arguably the Pagans’ very last hope. Though a Christian in name, 
Eugenius enjoyed the support of Pagan senators and funded the restoration of Pagan 
temples. With the backing of the Western Army, he launched a revolt against Christian 
forces from 392 to 394 but was eventually defeated and executed. From then onwards, 
despite Pagan attacks from outside the Empire’s borders, the Church succeeded in holding 
on to and consolidating its power. Thus even after its final collapse, the Roman Empire or 
what was left of it continued to fall under Christian influence. Missionaries were sent to all 
the corners of the Western world with devastating effect.   

One of the standard methods of operation of the Church was as follows. Highly intelligent, 
educated missionaries who were trained in the art of political and religious debate, would 
gain the attention and favour of a king or tribal chief through gifts and promises of 
economic and military advantage that connections with Rome would bring him. They 
would then persuade him to convert to Christianity and he in turn would order his subjects 
to do the same. Finally, the king was encouraged by his missionary advisers to start a war 
against neighbouring tribes and convert them to the new faith as a matter of religious duty. 

Thus entire nations were converted one by one. This was how mighty Rome under Emperor 
Constantine was converted by the early Church, the Romans converted the Franks, the 
Franks converted the Saxons, the Saxons converted the Scandinavians, the Spanish and 
Portuguese converted the South Americans, etc. and Christianity soon reached India, China 
and Japan. From an Eastern perspective, it is important to understand that Christianity was 
hostile not only to Western Paganism but also to Eastern religion from the very start. Hindu 
religion, in particular, already came under attack in the early centuries of Church history. 
Saint Hippolytus of Rome, writing in the early 3rd century said: “There is a heresy among 
the Indians of those who philosophise among the Brahmins, who live a self-sufficient life 
abstaining from eating living creatures and cooked food … They say that God is Light, not 
like the light one sees, nor like the sun nor fire, but like the light of knowledge through 
which the secret mysteries of nature are perceived by the wise” (Philosophumena XXI – 
The Brahmans). 

It is not known how many Hindus lived in the Roman capital at the time. But historical 
evidence suggests that there were Hindu and Buddhist spiritual gurus in the Egyptian city 
of Alexandria which had been an important cultural and spiritual centre since the days of 
Alexander (they are mentioned in their writings by Dio Chrysostom and Clement). The 
edicts of Emperor Ashoka inform us that he sent Buddhist missionaries to Greece and 
Alexandria (Rock Edict XII, Vincent A. Smith, The Edicts of Achoka, 1909, p. 20). Indeed, 



we know that Ancient Egypt and later Greece and Rome had extensive trade links with 
India. And trade often involves diplomatic and cultural relations. Evidently, the arrival of 
Christianity put an end to that and non-Christian traditions were simply outlawed as 
“heresies”.  

Nor was the persecution of other faiths limited to Europe and North Africa. As far as 
Church power could reach, West Asia did not fare any better. Particularly tragic was the 
fate of the Armenian Hindus as reported by the 4th century Christian writer Zenob in his 
Biography of Saint Gregory. Apparently, a large Hindu colony had existed there from 150 
BC when it was founded by two princes with the permission of King Valarsaces. According 
to Zenob, the Hindu colony was very prosperous, with thousands of inhabitants, and 
featured magnificent temples with large idols. However, when Armenia was converted to 
Christianity by Saint Gregory at the beginning of the 4th century CE, he ordered the 
destruction of all Pagan temples and idols, including the Hindu ones. Although the Hindus 
defended themselves valiantly, they were defeated by the Christian forces in the year 301.  

It is evident from the writings of Christian authors like Hippolytus and Zenob that leading 
Christians were familiar with Hindu teachings and practices and openly condemned them as 
“heresy”. As the Church was spreading its tentacles everywhere, the fate of non-Christians 
was either conversion or death. Upon the failure of military resistance to Christianity, those 
who did not wish to convert were left with just one choice: to seek a new life in such lands 
as had not yet fallen into the deadly grip of Christian occupation. 

To the credit of Zoroastrian Persia it must be said that not only it stood up to Christian 
imperialism, fighting many a battle against the Byzantine Empire, but it also received its 
fair share of Pagan refugees fleeing from Christian persecution. Among the more prominent 
of these were the members of Plato’s Athenian Academy who, in the 6th century CE, fled to 
Gondeshapur in southwestern Persia when their philosophical school was closed on the 
orders of the Christian Emperor Justinian. 

Indeed, under the rule of Zoroastrian King Khosro (531-579) the Persian city of 
Gondeshapur became an important centre of learning which was the home of many 
renowned physicians, philosophers, scientists and artists. It was under King Khosro’s rule 
that the great physician and minister Bozorgmehr was sent to India from where he returned 
with Sanskrit texts of famous works like the Panchatantra which he translated into Persian. 

However, the Persian Empire itself came to an abrupt end at the hands of another 
monotheistic cult when, in the year 652, it was invaded and occupied by Muslim Arab 
forces. Pagan refugees from Europe had no doubt fled not only to Persia but as far as India 
from the moment the Roman Empire had fallen into Christian hands, as Dr Hermann Goetz, 
former Curator of the Museum of Baroda has shown: “Under Theodosius I the old cults 
were systematically wiped out (379-395) in the face of an obstinate resistance, though they 
did not disappear completely before the end of the sixth century. The temples were 
systematically closed or destroyed, the heathen sacrifices suppressed under penalty of 
death, the priests expelled or killed. But refugees go wherever they can find asylum and 
such a land was India, with old trade relations with the Mediterranean” (Imperial Rome and 
the Genesis of Classical Indian Art, 1959). 



This time, however, Persian Zoroastrians themselves had to flee to India to evade the 
onslaught of Islam. Ironically, the Zoroastrians who under King Cyrus had sided with the 
Israelite monotheists against the Babylonian and Egyptian polytheists, were now seeking 
asylum in polytheistic India. Among the refugees there must have been Jews too. For they 
did not fare much better under Christian and Islamic rule than the Pagans did. Having 
brought exclusive Monotheism to Canaan, the Jews now became the helpless victims of the 
same exclusive cult fighting in the name of the same Abrahamic God under a different 
banner. Such is the wheel of Karma, now raising, now sinking, entire nations as it 
constantly revolves according to its own inexorable law. 

And so the question must be asked whether it is not very obvious – three thousand and five 
hundred years on – that the God of Moses has not kept his promise. Nor could he have, 
seeing as we have that he was not God but a mortal man who believed himself to be divine. 
We need only look at Egypt itself. Its amazing civilisation that once had fascinated the 
world and flourished for millennia under polytheistic kings, slowly crumbled after 
Akhenaten and completely turned to dust under Christianity and Islam. What better proof is 
there for the falsity of a religion than plain historical fact? 

In the light of the above, we may classify religion into two distinct types, namely, authentic 
and false. Authentic religion is of two types, revealed and received. Revealed religion (R1) 
is that which was introduced by God through a unique act of divine revelation to mankind. 
Received religion (R2) is that which has evolved over centuries through the cumulative 
spiritual experience of a nation’s religious leaders. Examples of authentic religion are the 
Hindu Religion, the Shinto tradition of Japan, the religion of Ancient Egypt and certain 
forms of Native American, African and European Paganism. What is neither revealed nor 
received is invented, artificial and false. False religion is also of two basic types, imitative 
and innovative. Imitative religion (I1) is that which is constructed by a person or group of 
persons for ideological, political, financial or other such unspiritual and unconscionable 
purposes by misappropriating elements of existing religion. Innovative religion (I2) is a 
false religion which uses new, fabricated elements. False religion does not qualify as 
religion, properly speaking, but may come to be erroneously regarded as such once it has 
succeeded in attracting a sufficiently large number of followers. This is the case of 
Abrahamic or Bible-based religions, including Islam.    

Conclusion 

We have demonstrated that Western Monotheism was not established by the will of God 
but by royal, that is, political power: Egyptian Atenism was established (albeit temporarily) 
by King Akhenaten; Mosaic Judaism or Yahwism-Adonism was first introduced by Moses 
– who was adopted into the royal family of Egypt (and was also king of Ethiopia according 
to the Talmud) – and subsequently established or reestablished with the help of King Cyrus 
of Persia; Zoroastrianism was established by the kings of Persia; Christianity was 
established as official state religion by the Roman Emperor Constantine; even Islam largely 
owes its establishment to the Arab King Othman (or to Ali according to Shias). 

  



It may be argued with some justification that royal power may legitimately be used to 
impose an ideology on the people, or at least to make an ideology the official state religion, 
providing that (a) the ideology thus imposed be true and (b) that it be beneficial to the 
nation in question and to humanity at large. After all, even Buddhism was established by 
Emperor Ashoka and Buddha himself was from a royal or aristocratic family. Similarly, 
Krishna was from a royal family and his teachings in the Bhagavadgita are said to have 
been previously imparted by him to the first kings, Manu and King Ikshvaku and 
transmitted down the centuries by royal sages. 

  

Indeed, as suggested by Professor Subhash Kak (Akhenaten, Surya and the RgVeda) and 
others, Vedic religion might actually have served as the original model for later Western 
cults such as Egyptian Atenism and Persian Zoroastrianism which would represent 
distorted forms of the former. However, the teachings of royal traditions as found in Hindu 
Scriptures are highly advanced spiritually and morally speaking. It is true that the Gita 
teaches surrender to one Supreme God (Parameshwara), but it also teaches that the worship 
of other Gods is acceptable. It certainly does not prescribe the killing of those who worship 
other Gods. Thus there is a fundamental difference between the Eastern (Hindu) and 
Western (Abrahamic) traditions. 

  

Obviously, this difference stems principally from the unquestionably higher spiritual 
realisation of Hindu religious figures (Divine Avataras, Rishis, etc.). But it is also related to 
the particular circumstances in which Western (Abrahamic) Monotheism came into being. 
We know that King Akhenaten ordered the closure of temples dedicated to other Gods than 
his own, that is, himself. But there is no evidence that he ordered the killing of those who 
followed other religious traditions. The injunction that those who worshipped other Gods 
be put to death seems to have appeared for the first time in the Bible, in particular, in that 
portion thereof which was “found” during the reign of King Josiah, known as 
Deuteronomy. 

  

It must be said in this context that, as the Hindu tradition is unique in its spiritual and 
psychological sophistication so biblical Monotheism is unique in its intolerance. Indeed, the 
notion of putting a person to death for worshipping “other Gods” does not at all sound like 
a divine command. Rather, it sounds like a desperate measure typical of a person or group 
of persons who are seeking to impose their own religious cult on others at all costs. 

  

Should the doubt arise as to how Atenism can be related to Vedic religion, the answer is as 
follows. As Subhash Kak has pointed out, the Sun occupies an important position in the 
Vedic tradition. The Upanishads distinguish between two aspects of God: the formed which 
is the visible Sun, and the formless which is the invisible Divine Person in the Sun-disc (see 



Maitri 6.3; Brihadaranyaka 2.3.3; Chandogya 1.6.6-7, etc.). The devotee is advised to 
worship that invisible Divine Person (bahiratman, outer self or God) in the Sun-disc which 
is identical with one’s own inner self (antaratman). 

  

Through daily worship of and meditation on the Deity in the Sun-disc the devotee “rises 
above all evil”, “becomes free from sin” and upon departure from the physical body “goes 
to the Sun by the rays of the Sun”. “He who knows Brahman and leaves his body during the 
northern course of the Sun, goes to Brahman and attains liberation” declares the Gita. 

  

And Shri Adi Shankara says, “The self, which is the Sun of Knowledge, arises in the heart 
and destroys the darkness [of ignorance]” (Atmabodha, 67). Thus in the Hindu tradition, 
this teaching related to the Solar Deity has several levels of meaning: religious, 
psychological and spiritual. In Egyptian Atenism, we find the Sun-disc (the Aten) 
representing the Supreme God. Through certain rituals and prayers the devotee (King 
Akhenaten) upon his departure from this world would rise to heaven and become one with 
his father, the Sun God. King Akhenaten’s own hymn to Aten is comparable to the various 
hymns to the Sun of the Rig Veda, Puranas, and other Hindu Scriptures. 

  

Moreover, as the Gita says, the Secret Teaching which Krishna imparts to Arjuna had been 
imparted to the Sun (Vivasvan) at the beginning of the world, the Sun taught it to Manu and 
Manu transmitted it to his son, King Ikshvaku (Bhagavadgita 4:1). In this passage we find 
the three fundamental principles of Atenist religion which more than a millennium later 
reappear in Christianity: the Divine Spirit (Sun), the Father (Manu) and the Son (King). 

  

Thus there are sufficient common elements to establish a connection between Vedic and 
Ancient Egyptian (Atenist) teachings. If we further consider that Vedic religion was 
practised by the Southwest Asian people of Indic origin known as Mittani and that several 
Mittani princesses were married to Egyptian kings including Akhenaten himself, it becomes 
evident that Egyptian Atenism could have originated in Vedic (Hindu) religion. However, 
under Akhenaten who exhibited symptoms of mental imbalance, religion was subjected to 
several distortions which robbed it of its original meaning and purpose. The Deity 
worshipped by Akhenaten was not the True God but an imaginary construct created by the 
king for psychological (or psychopathological) reasons. The Gods were excluded from 
religion in blatant contradiction of spiritual fact (this was subsequently emulated by Mosaic 
or Josianic Judaism, Christianity and Islam even though these “religions” admit the 
existence of their own “Angels” – which are demonstrably derived from the Gods of 
earlier, traditional religion). In addition, religion under Akhenaten was practically 
monopolised by the king: he and his queen were the only ones who were allowed to 



worship the state Deity (the Aten), the rest of the population being obliged to worship the 
king.      

  

Due to the fact that the West is, by definition, the land of darkness where the Sun sets 
instead of rising and where the light of truth becomes obscured and barely distinguishable 
from the darkness of untruth, it is not surprising that what was originally the world’s most 
elevated and noble spiritual teaching became distorted beyond recognition under Akhenaten 
and subsequently, under the banner of Christianity and Islam, turned into a force for evil 
according to the same universal principle whereby light loses its strength the further it 
shines from the Sun, a river becomes muddier the further it travels from its source, and 
truth becomes corrupted the further in time and space it gets from its original source. 
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As observed by Professor Assmann, it is usually forgotten that the Akhenaten era was “a 
time of religious intolerance, persecution and police control” and that “little imagination is 
needed to conjure up the dark side of the picture” (Searching for God in Ancient Egypt, 
2001, p. 223). Indeed, a text from the Akhenaten era vividly expresses the trauma 
experienced by the Egyptian people and their longing for an end to this painful period of 
repression and the return of the old religion: 

  

“My heart longs for the sight of You, 

O Lord of the persea tree, 

when your neck receives garlands! 

You grant satiation without eating, 

and drunkenness without drinking. 

My heart longs to see You, 

joy of my heart, 

Amun, champion of the poor! 

You are the father of the motherless, 



the husband of the widow. 

  

How lovely it is to speak Your name: 

it is like the taste of life, 

like a garment for the naked, 

like the scent of a flowering twig 

at the time of summer’s heat … 

like a breath of air for him who was imprisoned. 

… 

Turn back to us, O Lord of the plenitude of time! 

You were here when nothing had come into being, 

and You will be here when “they” [the Akhenaten regime] 

are at an end” (p. 223). 

  

The Restoration Stela of King Tutankhamun similarly reads: 

  

“… the temples of the Gods and Goddesses 

… were about to be forgotten, 

and their holy places, in a condition of collapse, 

became ruin heaps, overgrown with weeds, 

their divine dwellings were as though 

they had never existed, 

their temples were a footpath. 



The land was in extreme distress, 

the Gods had turned from this land” (p. 228-9). 

  

Fortunately, the Gods were merciful and soon answered the people’s prayers. Akhenaten’s 
tyranny did not last more than two decades. He was forced by the military to abdicate in 
favour of Tutankhamun, his name was removed from the kings list and the rule of true 
religion was restored in the land for another thousand years. An inscription from the temple 
of King Aya (Tutankhamun’s successor) states: “I have removed the wretchedness [of 
Atenism], each person can now pray to his God” (p. 229). 

  

Israel-Palestine was less fortunate. The traditional priesthood was less well organised than 
its Egyptian counterpart and the military was under the influence of the Yahwist heretics 
who were able to impose their fraudulent cult first in the capital city and then in the 
countryside. In consequence, the whole country and eventually the whole region 
succumbed to the Machiavellian intrigues of the Abrahamic (or Josianic) replacement cult 
of Yahweh-Adon and its derivatives, Christianity and Islam.  

  

We can thus see that the Clash of Civilisations is a Clash of Religions which has its origins 
in the degeneration, under the influence of politics and commerce, of Western religion into 
anti-religion and its onslaught on traditional religion. The Clash of Civilisations therefore 
must be defined in terms of the pathological drive of Western (Abrahamic) religion to make 
traditional (in particular Eastern) religion subordinate to itself – with a view to suppressing, 
annihilating and replacing it with some invented Western surrogate – and the resulting 
struggle of Eastern religion against subordination, suppression and annihilation at the hands 
of the agents of Western religious and cultural imperialism. 

  

  

__________________________ 
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ISLAM: THE THIRD 
REPLACEMENT RELIGION 

  

  

In Part 1 (Judaism) and Part 2 (Christianity) of the present investigation into the 
causes, development and impact of the Western Drive for World Domination we 
were able to establish that Western (Abrahamic) Monotheism was constructed 
from elements of traditional (non-Abrahamic) religion for ideological, political 
and economic purposes. The God of Abrahamic (Judaeo-Christian) religion was 
not a True God, experienced through divine revelation or spiritual insight, but a 
fictitious construct created by man through a process of accumulation and 
juxtaposition of attributes belonging to the Deity of traditional religion. 

  

There is absolutely no doubt that without traditional (in particular Ancient 
Egyptian) religion, Abrahamic religion would never have existed. Thus, it must 
be beyond dispute that Abrahamic religion owes its existence to traditional 
religion. Yet in spite of its dependence on traditional religion, the Abrahamic 
tradition has not only misappropriated, distorted and perverted the former, but it 
has rejected it as “false religion” and has systematically aimed to dominate, 
suppress and annihilate it by all means available. 

  



A key element of Egyptian religion was the King as incarnation and, 
subsequently as son, of God. This traditional institution of divine kingship (also 
found in Hindu religion) was misappropriated and used in different ways by 
Judaism and Christianity. While Judaism insisted that its own “son of God” 
(King David) was the true one, Christianity maintained that “King Jesus” (“son 
of David” and “inheritor of the throne of Israel”) was the “one and only Son of 
God”.  

  

On its part, official Islamic dogma rejects the concept of Divine Incarnation or 
Son of God. However, in particular in the Shiah tradition, Islam does admit the 
concept of Messiah (“al-Mahdi”) who, as in Judaism and Christianity, will return 
near the end of time to usher in an age of justice, equity and happiness. In fact, 
Iranian Safavids (who ruled Iran from 1501 to 1622 CE) did originally regard 
their leaders as incarnations of the “Hidden Imam” and even of God Himself. At 
any rate, both Sunni Caliphs and Shiah Shahs assumed the title of “Shadow of 
God on Earth”, exactly like the kings of pre-Islamic Persia. Thus, the 
schizophrenic practice of rejecting pre-Abrahamic traditions while 
simultaneously accepting them under slightly modified forms, once again 
emerges as a familiar Abrahamic pattern. 

  

In addition to Divine Kings and “Invisible Imams”, Islam follows the established 
Abrahamic pattern of constructing and organising itself around a prophet 
(Mohammad) and his Book (the Koran). Yet even the concept of prophet in the 
sense of representative of God goes back to pre-Abrahamic religion. The word 
“prophet” (“nabi”) itself is clearly connected with Ancient Egyptian “neb” 
(“Lord”) which features in the title of Egyptian kings and with Babylonian 
“nebu” (as in “Nebuchadnezzar”). Moreover, just as Jews and Christians had 
each claimed that its respective religious founder (“Moses” and “Jesus”) was 
superior to those of previous religions, so Islam also claims that its “prophet” is 
the last one and that, therefore, Islamic teachings are the final and irrevocable 
version of Abrahamic religion. Thus, in official Islam the focus of religious 
discourse is shifted from king (Incarnation or Son of God) to prophet (Apostle of 
God). What remains constant is the unfounded claim that the new is “better” than 
the old or, differently put, that the replacement is “better” than the original. In 
consequence, Abrahamic religion is nothing but the unfortunate product of a 
long process of degeneration of Western religion which has spawned an ever 
growing array of mutually contradictory and hostile ideologies. 

  

It goes almost without saying that the pathological insistence that a replacement 
religion is better than the original is not only unfounded (being contradicted by 



historical facts), but also self-contradictory. For, this replacement religion claims 
not only to be superior to pre-Abrahamic tradition, but also to represent a 
fictitious “original religion” that allegedly predated all other religions. In this 
conscious and deliberate process of reinvention of religion, the Mosaic 
distinction – Professor Assmann’s term for the ideological and political myth of 
the uniqueness, separateness and superiority of Abrahamic (Mosaic) religion and 
its followers over all others – has set in motion a chain of events leading to a 
growing disruption and fragmentation of the religious unity and harmony of 
humankind, resulting in an unbridgeable gap between religious traditions, in 
particular, between the religions of the West and those of the East. 

  

Although the Clash of Civilisations has been largely defined as a clash between 
Christianity and Islam, the fact is that Christianity is waging its own war on 
Eastern religion (Hinduism, Buddhism, Daoism, Shintoism, etc.) and that it is 
joined in this war by Islam. The only way of putting an end to this devastating 
conflict is by critically examining and exposing the flaws in the fundamental 
assumptions of Western (Abrahamic) religion. As indicated above, one of these 
assumptions is the irrational and schizophrenic belief that Abrahamic religion – 
which is demonstrably a distortion of pre-Abrahamic tradition – represents a 
restoration of original religion. This belief is debunked not only by 
archaeological and historical evidence but also by Abrahamic scripture itself. 
For, as we learn from the mouth of none other than prophet Joshua, “Thus saith 
the Lord God of Israel, Your fathers dwelt on the other side of the flood [river 
Euphrates] in old time, even Terah, the father of Abraham, and the father of 
Nachor: and they served other Gods” (Joshua 24:2).    

  

In the same way as Christianity attempted to portray itself as a “fulfillment” of 
Jewish prophecies, Islam regards itself as the “fulfillment”, “confirmation” and 
“completion” of Judaeo-Christian teachings. This makes our task of exposing 
Islam relatively easy. For, once we have established the true sources of Judaism 
and Christianity, Islam’s claims to supernatural origin and authority stand 
refuted. 

  

The principal creed of Islam is “There is no God but God [and] Mohammad is 
the Prophet of God” (La Ilah illa Allah [wa] Mohammad Rasul Allah). In the 
light of what has been said before, this enables us to immediately identify the 
Islamic (or Allahist-Mohammadanist) creed as exactly the same as that of 
Akhenaten, “Moses” and “Jesus”. For we have seen that Atenism, Judaism and 
Christianity all subscribe to the One-God (or “Yahweh-only”) creed and that 
their respective founders each regarded himself as the “true” Prophet of God. 



Now we have Mohammad coming out of Arabia, which is next door to Egypt 
and Israel, claiming the same thing. Evidently, this cannot be coincidence. 

  

The Judaeo-Christian Origins of Islam 

  

It is often held among Westerners and others that Medieval Arabs were “children 
of the desert” who had little or no contact with the civilised world and that 
therefore Mohammad, the founder of Islam, could have had no knowledge of 
other religions apart from his own Pagan Arab tradition. Firstly, the fallacy of 
this position becomes evident if we consider that Arab society consisted of three 
main groups: (1) city-dwellers who had lived a settled life for millennia, (2) 
semi-nomadic breeders of goats and sheep – similar to the Ancient Jews, and (3) 
nomadic camel breeders. Only the third group led a relatively isolated existence. 

  

Secondly, for millennia, the Arabs had been surrounded by great civilisations 
such as that of Egypt, Assyria, Persia, Greece and Rome with which they 
naturally maintained commercial and cultural relations. Jews had inhabited 
various parts of Arabia – Dedan, Khaybar, Yathrib (Medina) – since ancient 
times. Some may have been settled there by the Babylonians in the 6th century 
BCE. Likewise, Christians from Byzantium and Syria had been living in Arabia 
and Yemen since the early centuries of the current era. 

  

Thirdly, Mohammad was not a nomadic herdsman. He belonged to a clan of 
traders and was born in the town of Mecca, not in the desert. In the Koran itself, 
the desert Arabs are said to “surpass all others in unbelief, hypocrisy, ignorance, 
cowardice, etc.” (9: 97-98; 48:11). This indicates that far from being a desert 
Arab himself, Mohammad actually looked down on his desert countrymen. 
Mecca, his place of birth, was an important cultural, religious and commercial 
centre frequented by people from all over the region including religious teachers 
and scholars from whom Mohammad could easily have acquired knowledge of 
religious matters. In addition, according to Islamic tradition, Mohammad in his 
youth travelled with the trading caravans from Mecca to Syria. Thus it is 
indisputable that he had direct contact with the outside world. 

  

Indeed, had Mohammad been a completely ignorant desert Arab this would 
make his composition of the Koran all the more miraculous and strengthen the 



hand of his supporters who claim that he was “divinely inspired”. Therefore, this 
position would not only be contrary to historical evidence but also to our own 
aim which is to demonstrate that the Koran is a man-made document in the same 
way as we have shown that the Bible was a man-made document and not “divine 
revelation” (see also Assmann, Finkelstein, Silberman and others). It follows that 
it is in the interests of the present investigation to show, on the available 
evidence, that Mohammad was sufficiently knowledgeable to compose the 
Koran, either entirely or partially, on his own.    

  

In the context of religion, although generally speaking Arabs had many Gods and 
Goddesses, each Arabian kingdom tended to worship a main national or tribal 
God. This tendency is natural enough and is found among Ancient and Classic 
European Pagans and others. In addition, there were strong Jewish, Christian and 
Zoroastrian monotheistic influences. Thus there was nothing unusual or 
extraordinary about Mohammad’s inclination towards Monotheism. Still, we 
need to explain why this inclination was towards specifically Judaeo-Christian 
and not Arab Monotheism.  

  

Swami Vivekananda and others have suggested in their writings that Mohammad 
was an inspired man but that his inspiration somehow went wrong. To this 
category of theories also belong those who believe in Mohammad’s involvement 
with “Tantric” or Yogic practices. Interesting though such theories might be, 
they fail to explain the Judaeo-Christian content of Mohammad’s prophecies. We 
may, therefore, safely dismiss them. Others, such as Koenraad Elst, have 
suggested a neuropathological basis for Mohammad’s visions. Indeed, on the 
available historical evidence, it does appear that Mohammad suffered from some 
form of psychological imbalance. Yet even this proposition, though more 
plausible than the previous one, is insufficient to explain the Judaeo-Christian 
nature of Mohammad’s visions and prophecies. 

  

A delusional person who was brought up in a Tantric or Yogic environment will 
experience visions corresponding to Hindu culture. Similarly, one with a Jewish-
Christian upbringing will naturally experience hallucinations or “visions” which 
correspond to that particular upbringing. Therefore, the question we must ask is, 
why did Mohammad have visions of the “Angel Gabriel”, for example, and not 
of some Arabian or – had he been exposed to Tantric or Yogic influences – 
Hindu deity? It follows that apart from the psychopathological aspect of the 
problem, there is a religious and cultural one which we must investigate in order 
to obtain a picture of Mohammad’s case that is more complete and more 



accurate, and hence closer to the truth, than the conventional one.     

  

We have seen that, from the historical King Akhenaten of Egypt to the spurious 
“King Jesus”, scriptural forgery and false claims to divine prophethood had a 
long tradition in the Middle East. With a history like this, the situation in 
Mohammad’s Arabia could hardly have been any different. Indeed, Mohammad 
was not Arabia’s only “prophet of God”. There were others who laid claim to the 
same fictitious title, among them an Arab Christian of the name Maslama, whom 
Mohammad called a liar. Needless to say, this was exactly what Mohammad 
himself was called by others for most of his life. On the Koran’s own evidence, 
Mohammad’s own “prophecies” were, quite unsurprisingly, looked upon by his 
fellow Arabs as patent forgery: “They say, This is a forgery of his own 
invention” (Koran, 25:4). 

  

If 7th century Arabs were convinced that Mohammad’s “divine revelations” were 
a forgery, is there any reason why we shouldn’t think the same? The answer is 
no. Even a quick glance at the Koran will immediately reveal that we are dealing 
with a rather clumsy forgery. To begin with, the chapters in the Koran are not 
arranged in any logical or chronological order but by length, beginning with the 
longest and ending with the shortest. Many verses within each chapter have no 
apparent connection with verses immediately preceding or following them. 
Towards the end of the book, chapters consist of between three and five verses 
only. Why they are considered as separate “chapters”, no one knows. The 
overwhelming impression is that whoever put the Koran together was not quite 
sure what to do with scattered verses. 

  

This in itself makes the Koran a highly suspect document. For, in those days, 
when the vast majority of the population was illiterate and there were no written 
materials to rely on, people had good memories. If Hindus could learn the Vedas 
and the Puranas (which are far more voluminous than the Koran) by heart, and 
even Pagan Arabs could memorise poetry, how can we explain the fact that the 
supposed “prophet of God” had insufficient power of recollection to memorise 
his own verses? Even today, there are Indonesian, Pakistani and Turkish 
Muslims who, though completely ignorant of Arabic, are capable of reciting the 
Koran in that language from memory and without mistake. Yet the “chosen 
prophet of God” had to rely on professional remembrancers and on other people 
to write his own “inspired utterances” on palm-leaves, stones, and whatever 
could be found! This absurdity in itself entitles us to reject Mohammad’s 
prophetic claims and consign his “holy book” to the refuse heap of history.   



  

If the Koran’s external appearance and recording methods render it suspect and 
untrustworthy to the critical eye, its contents make it even more so. There are no 
secret spiritual teachings here as found in the Upanishads, Tantras and Puranas. 
There certainly are no logical or philosophical discourses. The fact is that the 
bulk of the Koran consists of stories, many of them lifted from the Bible (or 
Torah), which are meant to illustrate its main teaching to the effect that the God 
of Abraham and Moses is the only “true God” and that people must submit to 
him and to his “prophet” or “messenger” if they wish to avoid meeting an “evil 
end”. 

  

The stories of Noah and the Flood; of Abraham offering his son Isaac to God; of 
Abraham building a temple to God; of Moses asking the king of Egypt to allow 
the Israelites to leave the country; of Moses showing the king a staff which 
turned into a serpent as a sign of his divine authority (in reality, the staff and 
serpent were emblems of royal authority which Moses as an adopted member of 
the royal family would naturally have had in his possession); of Moses leading 
the Israelites through the desert; of Moses receiving Scripture from God; of 
Queen of Sheba’s visit to King Solomon; of John the Baptist, “Jesus”, Mary, etc. 
etc. 

  

Even the Koran’s much-derided description of Heaven or Paradise as a garden 
with rivers and fruit-bearing trees, where believers are married to dark-eyed 
virgins and served by eternal youths, and where they recline on golden couches 
and enjoy food and wine to their heart’s content, although not found in the 
Jewish Bible (Torah) as such, was nevertheless part of unofficial, popular Jewish 
tradition as evidenced by the Babylonian Talmud which mentions golden seats 
and banquet tables, sexual enjoyments, etc. (Ta’anit 25a; Bava Batra 75a, etc.).    

  

On the whole, all the main characters of the Bible, in particular, of the Old 
Testament and the narratives related to them are retold in the Koran. It is 
therefore beyond dispute that the Koran is based on Jewish-Christian teachings. 
This brings us to the important question as to the exact origins of the Koran’s 
content. Christoph Luxenberg and others in their works have made the point that 
the language of the Koran was heavily influenced by Aramaic as Arabic at the 
time of Mohammad was insufficiently sophisticated to lend itself to the 
composition of religious or spiritual texts. 



  

Indeed, we find in the Koran a number of words which are admittedly of 
Aramaic origin. Among these are “al-Furqan”, the title given to Chapter 25 of 
the Koran and one of the names by which the Koran itself is known. This word 
comes from Aramaic “Porqan” (Salvation). “Hanif” is another word often used 
by Mohammad (Koran, 2:135, etc,) in the sense of “true” or “righteous” in 
connection with monotheists who were neither Jews nor Christians, in particular, 
with reference to Abraham who, according to the Koran was neither a Jew nor a 
Christian but a “true believer”. In fact, Hanif is the name Aramaic-speaking Jews 
and Christians used when referring to Pagans. In Mohammad’s imagination, 
however, the Hanifs were the true (monotheistic) believers among the Arabs and 
others. It is an established fact, therefore, that as Luxenberg and others have 
shown, there is Aramaic influence in the Koran. 

  

Further internal evidence in support of the view that Arabic at the time of 
Mohammad lacked the necessary vocabulary to convey certain religious and 
spiritual concepts is the use of the Persian-derived word “al-Firdaws” 
(Paradise).  Aramaic was a Semitic language related to Hebrew and Arabic, and 
originally from Syria, which was widely used by Jewish and Christian traders up 
to Mohammad’s time (being replaced by Arabic with the spread of Islam). Its 
influence on the Koran is, no doubt, important. However, it does not amount to 
indispensable evidence for the purpose of the present investigation. For, even in 
the absence of Aramaic influence, we would still have sufficient historical 
evidence, including that of Islamic tradition itself, to show that Mohammad did 
have contact with Jewish and Christian traders, missionaries, and others from 
whom he could have obtained information regarding Jewish-Christian 
(Abrahamic) teachings. 

  

Indeed, the Koran itself mentions key Jewish and Christian teachings as if it 
were addressing an audience familiar with such teachings. Says the Koran: 
“Have you considered him who turns his back upon the Faith, giving little at first 
and then nothing at all? Has he not heard of what is [preached] in the Scriptures 
of Moses and Abraham?” (53:32). Evidently, knowledge of Abrahamic teachings 
must have been widespread among the Arabs of the time, in particular, those 
living in towns like Medina (Yathrib) with large Jewish and Christian 
communities. More importantly, as pointed out by Professor H. A. R. Gibb, 
Mohammad’s revelations “indicate an increasing acquaintance with Biblical and 
post-Biblical materials” (Islam, p. 169). In other words, the author of the Koran 
was evidently expanding his knowledge of Abrahamic teachings through 
growing contact with members of the Jewish and Christian communities. 
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Jews and Christians must have frequented the same markets in Mecca and Medina as 
Mohammad did. As Mohammad was a trader by profession, it is reasonable to assume that 
he must have had contact with Aramaic speaking traders from whom he learned certain 
Aramaic words at the very least. Moreover, as many of these traders were Jewish and 
Christian it is highly likely that Mohammad learned from them not only Aramaic words 
but, more importantly, Jewish-Christian beliefs. It follows that this must be regarded as the 
key to the correct understanding of the origin of koranic teachings. 

  

Nor must we forget Mohammad’s journey to Jewish-Christian Syria and other places. 
Indeed, Arabs were trading not only with Syria but also with Yemen which had large 
Jewish and Christian communities. Trading caravans travelled in both directions every 
year. Finally, it is necessary to bear in mind the fact that Mohammad only started his 
prophetic career when he was forty years old. Thus he had plenty of time to develop his 
religious ideas based on what he had learned from Jews and Christians. 

  

The self-made Prophet 

  

According to tradition, Mohammad was born in about 570 CE, shortly after the death of his 
father. His mother died when he was about six and he was first brought up by his 
grandfather and, when the latter died two years later, by his uncle. It is a medical fact that 
being an orphan and, in particular, losing one’s mother at a young age can have a strong 
impact on a child’s psychology. In Mohammad’s, case, this may have been aggravated by 
other conditions. As tradition informs us, in his childhood, he suffered from seizures, 
episodes of which also recurred in his later life. Such seizures are known to indicate a 
paranoid disposition or some other condition capable of altering the sufferer’s 
consciousness and induce visions or hallucinations.  

  

In fact, even without suffering from any particular neurological condition, all children have 
an impressionable mind which can easily be influenced by a number of factors. As 
Professor Gibb puts it, “The impact made by Mohammad on the life and thought of 



Muslims could not be wholly satisfied by an ordinary human figure. From early times the 
popular imagination seized on hints and allusions in the Koran and elaborated them into 
miracles or other supernatural interventions in his life” (Islam, p. 167). 

  

As an example of how popular imagination works, some Hadiths (traditional records of 
Mohammad’s life) state that, in revenge for Mohammad’s murder of her people, a Jewish 
woman of the name Zainab brought him a dish of poisoned lamb. Mohammad ate it and 
later died (Sahih al-Bukhari III, 47:786, etc.). Other Hadiths, however, are claiming that the 
lamb “spoke” to Mohammad and warned him that it was poisoned, hence he did not eat 
from it. Since these Hadiths are at variance with each other, not all can be true. It follows 
that the later Hadiths were fabricated simply because the Muslim mind could not accept the 
fact that God could have allowed His “prophet” to die of poison. 

  

And so we must ask the question as to whether, seeing how the imagination of the Arab 
populace was stimulated and inspired by Mohammad’s life history, it is not reasonable to 
assume that Mohammad’s own imagination had been equally stimulated and inspired by the 
biblical stories he had heard in his youth. After all, what young person, in particular an 
uneducated one, is not impressed by stories of “divine prophets”, “miracles” and other 
wonderful tales? Thus, Mohammad’s progression from orphan to prophet may be 
reconstructed as follows. Being taken with a trading caravan to South Syria and back at the 
age of twelve, Mohammad must have heard biblical stories from his fellow-travellers (some 
of whom were Christian missionaries) and even more so in the Syrian markets which would 
have been one of the places where missionaries looked for converts. 

  

Throughout the journey, which must have amounted to at least one whole month or more, 
Mohammad had occasion to ponder over the stories he was being told or which he would 
have overheard others telling each other. As we know, children and even adults easily take 
an interest in stories and often identify with religious and mythological heroes just as 
modern children in the West identify with fictional characters like Superman or Spiderman, 
in the absence of proper spiritual education. As children do, Mohammad must have even 
dreamt of all those biblical heroes and their wonderful deeds. In any case he must have 
derived a sense of comfort and strength from such stories. He certainly must have believed 
them to be true. Over time, as he heard these stories over and over again, he must have 
memorised some of them if not word by word, at least in essence. This is exactly what we 
find in the Koran: biblical stories retold either in entirety or in fragments. 

  

Also over time, Mohammad must have come to ask himself why Arabs had no such stories 
and whether the Arab nation could not become as great as the Jews and Christians if it only 
had a Book of its own, given by its own prophet. After all, Mohammad was illiterate. And 



illiterate people often regret the fact that they are unable to read and write. Mohammad 
must have regretted it even more as his inability to read prevented him from reading his 
favourite stories himself. Having heard some of the stories recorded in the books of the 
Jews and the Christians, he must have wondered what else was written in those magical 
books. Over time, he must have developed a fascination or psychological fixation with 
books. 

  

Indeed, great emphasis is put on the concepts of “Book” and of “People of the Book” in the 
Koran. The related word “Pen” is also very important. An entire chapter (68) is titled “The 
Pen” where we also find the curious expression “by the Pen!” in the sense of “by God!” 
Nor is it difficult to see why. Mohammad himself admitted that he was an ordinary man 
with no special knowledge or powers. His Book (the Koran) was the sole “proof” he could 
provide for his alleged divine authority. Thus the Book became a kind of substitute for God 
and everything else that was of importance in Mohammad’s inner life.  

  

Having emanated from Mohammad’s Bible-influenced psyche, the Book became a kind of 
self-fulfilling prophecy. Would it not be wonderful – he must have asked himself – if he 
could be the prophet of the Arabs, seeing that Moses too had started his life as a mere 
orphan and ended up as the famous “prophet of God”? Surely, if a Jewish orphan can 
achieve that, then by the God of Abraham and Moses (or “by the Pen”, as Mohammad 
might put it), an Arab orphan could achieve that too! 

  

The main requirement for being a prophet like Abraham and Moses was a Book. The Book 
was the tool whereby Mohammad could find emotional fulfilment and mental peace in his 
life. Therefore, by hook or by crook, a book had to be produced to “prove” Mohammad’s 
prophetic credentials. Indeed, it is evident that far from teaching the True Religion, the 
Koran represents Mohammad’s own personal interpretation of Jewish-Christian teachings 
and what he thought the True Religion ought to be. More generally, it tells us what 
Mohammad thought of the world. The Koran, therefore, is not a divine but a very human 
revelation. It reveals the inner mechanism of Mohammad’s mind and tells us how in his 
childlike ways he sought to manipulate, re-arrange and re-organise the surrounding world 
to make it fit his own innermost feelings and thoughts. 

  

Of course, throughout his childhood and youth, Mohammad could only dream of being a 
prophet. His chance to actually become one came when another important event in his life 
occurred, at about the age of twenty-five. On that occasion, he was sent to Syria as a 
caravan steward by a wealthy widow. Upon his return, the woman who was known as 
Khadija and was considerably older than himself, married him. From that moment, 
Mohammad began a life of leisure with plenty of time to contemplate on biblical teachings 



and other religious and political matters as we shall soon see. In about 610 CE, when he 
was in his fortieth year and had been married to Khadija for fifteen years, Mohammad 
supposedly had a vision or dream of “Angel Gabriel” who commanded him to recite the 
teachings of God. As Mohammad did not know what to recite, the Angel requested him to 
repeat a few verses and this process was repeated at irregular intervals, until his death some 
twenty years later. It was only after Mohammad’s death that the Koran was put together on 
the orders of King Othman.  

  

Thus, contrary to uninformed popular opinion, the Koran was not revealed to Mohammad 
as a ready-made Scripture like the Law given to Moses on Mt Sinai two thousand years 
before (composed in reality by 7th century King Josiah). Rather, the Koran was composed 
over a period of at least twenty years which is ample time for anyone to compose a book, in 
particular, when the book in question is based on pre-existing Jewish-Christian materials. 
Considering that there are 7,300 days in a span of 20 years and that the total number of 
verses in the Koran is 6,346 (or 6,666 according to some), Mohammad only needed to 
compose his Book at an average rate of 0.86 verses (or rhyming prose) per day. Certainly, 
this is no massive literary output that would necessitate supernatural capabilities!   

  

However, when at the age of forty Mohammad embarked on his prophethood at the 
command of “Gabriel”, the composition of the Koran was very much in its infancy. He 
might have listened to biblical stories, but he had never received any formal religious 
training. In the absence of any coherent religious or spiritual teachings that he could teach, 
brief “prophetic” or poetic outbursts like “Recite in the name of your Lord who created 
man from a clot! Recite, for your Lord is Most Bountiful who taught by the pen, taught 
man what he knew not!” etc., could not impress anyone very much, least of all his Meccan 
fellow-citizens who well knew that he was their neighbour Mohammad and not a prophet. 

  

Indeed, we may easily imagine that Mohammad must have given the impression of a 
mentally deranged person or at the very least, a religious oddball. Equally easy to imagine 
is the embarrassment he must have caused his wife and other persons in his family and 
circle of friends. It was at this point that his dependence on Khadija becomes fully 
apparent. For it was she who encouraged Mohammad in his religious beliefs - as becomes 
evident from traditional records: “She believed in me when I was rejected. When they 
called me a liar, she declared that I was truthful”, declares Mohammad (Spellberg, D. A. 
Politics, Gender, and the Islamic Past: The Legacy of ‘A‘isha bint Abi Bakr, p. 155. Quoted 
by Forward, M., p. 92). It is strange, to say the least, how the “prophet of God” relied on his 
wife for confirmation of his prophetic mission. 

  



Why his wife believed that she had the required knowledge, experience and authority to 
make judgements on her husband’s fitness for prophethood we shall never know. Perhaps 
she had little choice. What faithful wife would have the heart to declare her husband insane 
and drive him to suicide? Apart from losing her young husband, as the wife of a madman 
she would have lost her public respectability. Therefore, as long as Mohammad was not too 
mad, his wife could pretend that he was some kind of inspired man. After all, Mohammad 
could “prove” his own inspiration through his “miraculous” knowledge of biblical tales. At 
least he was religious. Situations of this kind tend to snowball out of control and assume a 
life of their own, those who initiated them becoming trapped in a world of their own 
creation. 

      

What becomes evident is that a mixture of cultural, psychological and social factors such as 
exposure to Abrahamic teachings, personal and national pride and ambition, psychological 
need for recognition, etc., combined together to form a powerful impulse in young 
Mohammad towards becoming, or making himself, the “prophet of God” after the model of 
Abraham and Moses.  

  

Let us now briefly review the main facts we know about Mohammad on the available 
evidence. As he was born after his father’s death, he never knew his father; his mother died 
when he was six which must have affected him since all human beings are emotionally 
attached to their mother; he had a deprived youth and early adulthood during which he must 
have found comfort and strength in biblical stories; his marriage to a wealthy widow 
provided him with the encouragement, time and money to dedicate himself to the pursuit of 
a prophetic career. If we put all the information together and critically analyse it in an 
objective and rational manner we arrive at the inescapable conclusion that Mohammad was 
a self-made, and self-appointed, prophet.     

  

This conclusion is also consistent with the later events in Mohammad’s life. It is highly 
significant that in the first ten years of his “prophethood” he made few converts to his new 
religion – which it must be noted, was barely distinguishable from Judaism. In these 
circumstances, it must have become obvious even to Mohammad himself that wishing to be 
a prophet was one thing. Being a prophet was another. In fact the Meccans – who were his 
neighbours and must have known him well – rejected his teachings altogether. Even worse, 
they were up in arms against him. As a result, Mohammad saw himself forced to leave the 
town for Medina in order to save his life. This was his much-publicised “Hejira” 
(“Emigration” or “Flight”) from Mecca to Medina. Medina was a big contrast to Mecca. It 
had a large Jewish population which was perhaps more receptive to the idea of a man who 
had come to promote the “religion of Abraham and Moses”. If Jews did welcome 
Mohammad, however, their friendship with him was not destined to last very long. 

  



The Rise of Islam 

  

“By the Pen, you are not mad!” protests the Koran (68:1). But we are entitled to believe 
otherwise for we have seen that Mohammad’s visions (or hallucinations) are consistent 
with a delusional mind influenced by biblical stories. Surely, “Angel Gabriel” only 
appeared to Mohammad because, in Jewish and Christian tradition, he was associated with 
earlier prophetic figures including Abraham, John the Baptist and the non-historical “King 
Jesus”. The same applies to Mohammad’s legendary vision of his own “flight to Jerusalem” 
and attendant “ascension to Heaven” as well as conversation with Abraham and other 
prophets. As Jerusalem had been the centre of the world for Jews and Christians, it was 
now the centre of the world for Mohammad, too (though it was soon to be replaced with 
Mecca). At any rate, on the Koran’s own evidence, Mohammad was generally suspected of 
mental insanity. This clearly indicates that there must have been something in his behaviour 
which aroused such public suspicion. We have also seen that the Koran defends 
Mohammad against these accusations. This in turn indicates that the Koran was largely 
composed by Mohammad in self-defence. 

  

It is evident therefore that, as a result of his exposure to religious stories, Mohammad was 
seeing and hearing certain things. He himself had at first been uncertain whether his 
hallucinations were real or imagined. But he had been reassured by his wife and other 
relatives – no doubt out of a sense of familial and tribal loyalty – that he was not mad. This 
reassurance may have been innocent enough. It was certainly meant to soothe and comfort 
him. However, it only served to encourage him in his delusion so that he now took recourse 
to composing verses in his own defence as evidenced by the Koran itself. In the absence of 
proper spiritual or psychiatric guidance, what began as innocent fantasies soon developed 
into a more serious condition. 

  

Mohammad was now no longer content with his visions. He began to feel the urge to 
communicate them to the world. Encouraged by his wife and relatives, he began to meddle 
in the affairs of the various merchant tribes and to recruit converts to his patently invented 
religion. Indeed, the fact that his tribe sided with him against other Meccan citizens was 
enough to create tension and conflict. The people of Mecca were certainly not amused. If 
traditional tribal loyalty caused Mohammad’s clan to rally behind him, it was not enough to 
save him from the wrath of the Meccans. In 619 CE, just nine years into his prophetic 
mission, both his wife Khadija and his uncle Abu Talib passed away. Without his uncle’s 
protection and support, Mohammad was thrown out of the town. With his small group of 
converts, he left for Medina. Other Muslims fled as far as Ethiopia where, ironically, they 
sought the protection of the local Christian king. 

  



For a better understanding of events it is convenient to divide Mohammad’s prophetic 
career of only two decades into two distinct phases: the Meccan phase and the Medinan 
phase. In the Meccan phase, that is, in the first ten years of his prophethood (610-620) 
when he was a resident of his native town, Mohammad was relatively shy (or “gentle” as 
his traditional biography puts it) and reserved. This was when he was still looked after by 
his wife Khadija and his uncle Abu Talib (who had adopted and raised the orphan 
Mohammad and had taken him to Syria at the age of twelve). 

  

By contrast, in the Medinan phase (622-632) which followed his emigration to Medina, a 
dramatic transformation took place in Mohammad. The loss of his wife and uncle who had 
been a kind of mother-figure and father-figure to him, must have deeply affected 
Mohammad (as had his mother’s death at the age of six and his grandfather’s death at eight) 
and aggravated his mental condition. Having lost his mental and emotional support and 
guidance, he now had only his own visions to guide him. As a result, Mohammad lost all 
inhibitions in pursuing his prophetic mission.    

  

Once in Medina, Mohammad and his Muslim group soon took to earning a living in the 
traditional Arab way: by raiding trading caravans. Mecca being a wealthy trade centre, 
raids on caravans from or to Mecca were particularly rewarding. The booty taken by the 
Muslims served three main purposes: (1) to consolidate and expand Mohammad’s growing 
military organisation; (2) to buy the support of the Medinan population; and (3) to promote 
Mohammad’s new religion and gain new converts. Mohammad’s newly-gained military 
experience, wealth and growing number of armed followers enabled him to behave more 
and more like a petty warlord or bandit leader than a prophet. Indeed, as in Mecca, 
Mohammad did not seem to be able to gain many converts apart from opportunist bandits 
and desperados who clearly joined him for the easy financial gain. 
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Whether the Jews of Medina had ever had any hopes of Mohammad being one of them is 
difficult to ascertain. The fact is that once they got to know him better they (rightly) 
rejected his prophetic claims. Rejected by the Jewish tribes, Mohammad and his band of 
Muslims proceeded to attack the Jews soon after their arrival in Medina. The tribes of Banu 
Qaynuqa and Banu Nadir were expelled from Medina. The Banu Qurayza had its men 
killed and women and children taken as slaves. Jewish lands and other property were 
divided between Mohammad and his followers.    



  

Meanwhile, the Muslims’ raids on trading caravans resulted in open war between Mecca 
and Medina. Under Meccan retaliatory attacks, the Arab Medinans largely sided with 
Mohammad and his Muslims. Thus, with one stroke, as it were, Mohammad had the whole 
of Medina behind him. He was now able to attack Mecca itself. In 630 CE, Mecca 
surrendered to Mohammad’s army. Once Medina and Mecca were secured, there was little 
that could stand in Mohammad’s way. From then on, the history of Islam is one of military 
and political conquest of Arabia and other nations. In consequence, it must be beyond 
dispute that the establishment of Islam was due to military and political power and not to 
the “will of God”. 

  

The apologetic Nature of the Koran 

  

We have seen that the rise of Islam had absolutely nothing to do with God, religion or 
spirituality but with the life story of Mohammad as directed and acted out by a mentally 
unstable and deluded personality. Far from being divine revelation, the Koran mirrors 
Mohammad’s own life. This is why it has no spiritual secrets and no new religious 
teachings to offer. Instead, it reveals the influence of Jewish-Christian teachings on 
Mohammad’s unstable personality. We now know why it was “Angel Gabriel” who 
inspired Mohammad; why, at first, he would pray in the direction of Jerusalem; and why, at 
a later point – following his conflict with the Jewish tribes – he changed his focus of 
attention from Jerusalem to Mecca, thereby constructing Islam as a distinct religion (until 
that point Islam had been indistinguishable from Judaism).  

  

In fact, nowhere does the Koran give the impression that it is the “eternal” and “infallible” 
Scripture it claims to be. On the contrary, the Koran changes according to the changes in 
Mohammad’s life and moods. In doing so, it reveals its true purpose which is to defend and 
justify Mohammad’s own actions. Let us therefore briefly overview the extraordinary 
lengths to which the Koran goes to impose Mohammad’s authority over his fellow-citizens. 

  

First of all, 

  

“He who disobeys God and His Apostle [Mohammad] strays grievously into error” (33:36); 

  



Therefore, 

  

“Let those who disobey his [i.e., Mohammad’s] orders beware, lest some affliction or some 
woeful scourge be visited upon them” (24:63); 

  

What kind of affliction or woeful scourge might be visited upon those who disobey 
Mohammad? “They (the Unbelievers and the Pagans) shall burn forever in the fire of Hell” 
(98:7). 

  

However, even before they are burned in the fire of Hell, they will taste the sword of 
Mohammad, for as “God” has commanded him, “Prophet, make war on the Unbelievers 
and deal rigorously with them!” (9:73). 

  

Who were the “Unbelievers”? At first sight, one may be tempted to think that an 
“Unbeliever” was one who did not believe in God. But Pagans did believe in God (or Gods) 
and so did Jews, Christians, Zoroastrians and others. However, they did not believe in 
Mohammad’s God and they certainly did not believe in Mohammad himself. This was 
sufficient for them to qualify as “Unbelievers” (Kuffar). It is evident, therefore, that the 
“Unbelievers” were all those who disbelieved in Mohammad and his “prophethood”! Thus, 
Mohammad believed that, by the command of his own Book, he had absolute authority 
over all other human beings and that he had the right to threaten them into submission to 
his orders. 

  

The Koran even has a warning to Mohammad’s wives, telling them that if they misbehave 
they shall “receive a double punishment”, he will “divorce them”, and “replace them with 
better ones”: “If you two [Mohammad’s wives, Aisha and Hafsha] conspire against him, 
know that God is his protector, and Gabriel, and the righteous among the faithful. The 
Angels too are his helpers. It may be that, if he divorce you, his Lord will give him in your 
place better wives than yourselves, submissive to God and full of faith, obedient, penitent, 
devout, and given to fasting; both formerly-wedded and virgins” (66: 4,5, etc.). 

  

Interestingly, Mohammad not only threatens his wives with the wrath of “God” who is his 
“protector” but also with “Angel Gabriel”, with the “righteous among the believers”, and, 
as if that were not enough, with more “Angels”. Quite apart from the implication that 



“God” is not powerful enough to protect his “prophet” against his wives unaided, this is an 
unbelievably disproportionate threat of force against two women. It is instructive to note in 
this context that not only does the Koran impose complete obedience on Mohammad’s 
wives but it also defends his exclusive right to have as many women as he pleased: 
“Prophet, of all believers you alone may take the wives to whom you have granted 
dowries and the slave-girls whom God has given you as booty, and the daughters of all 
your uncles and aunts and any believing woman who gives herself to the Prophet and 
whom the Prophet wishes to take in marriage. This privilege is yours alone, being 
granted to no other believer” (33:50). 

  

The whole situation becomes even more farcical when we consider that, in the early stages 
of Mohammad’s prophethood, the Koran as a Book (Kitab) had not been yet completed. It 
only existed in the form of loose verses inscribed on palm-leaves, stones, etc., or stored in 
the memory of professional remembrancers. Thus, Mohammad was threatening his fellow-
citizens with a non-existing “Book” which was yet to be produced or completed. This is 
why he often referred to the “Scriptures of Abraham and Moses”. His Book not having 
been written yet, he was using Jewish Scripture (Torah) to threaten those who disbelieved 
or disobeyed him: “Have they not been given sufficient proof in previous Scriptures?” – he 
demanded (20: 133). 

  

In the absence of a completed Book, Mohammad’s followers had no means of verifying 
what was or was not permissible according to the Koran. Even if the Koran had been 
completed and made available to all, there still was no guarantee that verses could not be 
changed overnight. For, Mohammad’s God evidently reserved the right to change Scripture 
as he pleased. Says “God”: “When We change one verse for another (God knows best what 
He reveals), they say: ‘You [Mohammad] are an impostor’. Indeed most of them have no 
knowledge” (16: 101). Thus, on one hand, Scripture was the immutable word of God that 
could never possibly change, and on the other, it could change any time because, “God 
knows best”. And that settled the matter.  

  

In the light of these facts, there can be absolutely no doubt as to the purpose of the Koran as 
the Koran itself tells us in very clear terms what its exact purpose was: “Thus have We sent 
it down: a Koran in the Arabic tongue, and proclaimed in it warnings and threats so that 
you may take heed” (20:113). How did Mohammad’s fellow-citizens react to his warnings 
and threats? As one would expect, with utter disbelief, dismay and scorn. On the Koran’s 
own evidence, they accused him of being “mad”; of “lying”; of having “invented it 
himself”; of having “forged it himself with the help of others”; of telling “fables of the 
ancients which were dictated to him morning and evening”, etc. 

  



The Koran’s own reaction to such accusations is equally revealing. Apart from the standard 
threats to the effect that those who disbelieved or disobeyed Mohammad would “burn in 
Hell”, a number of curious and ineffective defensive statements are offered: “Do they say: 
‘He has invented it himself’? Indeed, they have no faith. Let them produce a Scripture like 
it, if what they say be true!” (52:33). Of course a Scripture like the Koran and even better 
can easily be produced if we have twenty years time to compose it! 

  

“He does not speak out of his own fancy. This is an inspired Revelation. He is taught by 
one who is powerful and mighty” (53:2). Surely, everyone can say that. It does not amount 
to “proof”. “His own heart did not deny his vision. How can you, then, question what he 
sees?” (53:18). If a delusional person takes his own visions for real, it does not follow that 
we must accept his visions as true. And so it goes on. Finally, towards the end of the Koran, 
in Chapter 69 – which is ominously titled “The Catastrophe” – we find the following gem: 
“I swear by all that you can see, and all that is hidden from your view, that this is the 
utterance of a noble messenger. It is no poet’s speech: scant is your faith! It is no 
soothsayer’s divination: how little you reflect! It is a revelation from the Lord of the 
Universe.” 

  

In the real world, the fact is that a proposition does not become true merely because its 
proponent swears that it is true. Therefore, if we are expected to accept this as “proof”, the 
answer must be that we cannot possibly do so. On the contrary, the more we reflect on the 
available evidence the more we must reject the Koran’s claims and accept the inescapable 
conclusion that it is a man-made document designed to justify Mohammad’s peculiar 
thoughts and actions. Mohammad’s raids on trading caravans; his marriage to six-year old 
Aisha and to several other women whose husbands he had killed during armed attacks; his 
execution of two singing girls who had mocked him; as well as other questionable actions 
are well known and need not be repeated here. Suffice it to say that many of his actions are 
inconsistent with accepted norms of propriety let alone with a true prophet of God. 

  

Indeed, it was Mohammad’s actions that – as we saw earlier – eventually brought about his 
own undignified and well-deserved end. His death in Medina in 632 at the hands of a 
Jewish woman (who poisoned him) could and should have been the end of Islam. Many 
thought, and hoped, that his death was the end of the nightmare that had befallen them. His 
widow, however, raised an army and succeeded in imposing Islamic rule. As military force 
would not have been sufficient to keep a nation together, an effort was made by 
Mohammad’s followers to create a new religion around his personality and teachings. For 
this purpose, a Book was needed. As we saw in the case of King Joshua’s “Book of 
Moses”, on the orders of one of Mohammad’s successors, King Othman, scholars were 
commissioned to put the Koran together in its present form. 



In this context, it is essential to remember that there was no Koran as such during 
Mohammad’s lifetime. Being illiterate – the Koran refers to him as “the unlettered prophet” 
(7:157) – Mohammad could not have written down any of his verses. Instead, his 
“prophecies” were memorised by professional remembrancers and written down on various 
materials as and when these were available. As indicated earlier, Mohammad was accused 
of having fabricated the Koran with the help of others. “The Unbelievers say: ‘This is a 
forgery of his own invention, in which others have helped him’” (25: 4); Mohammad was a 
“madman, taught by others” (44: 5) and his revelations were “fables of the ancients which 
were dictated to him by others morning and evening”, etc.     

What is important to understand is that these are not just any random claims. They are quite 
specific accusations and indicate that they must have had some basis in fact. As we have 
shown, the evidence available does suggest that Mohammad was suffering from some form 
of psychological imbalance. The evidence also suggests that the religious content of the 
Koran was obtained from persons familiar with Abrahamic teachings. In consequence, we 
cannot reasonably exclude the possibility that Mohammad could have composed his verses 
with the help of others. 

This conclusion is supported by the fact that Mohammad’s later revelations contain greater 
detail of biblical stories and a growing acquaintance with biblical teachings. Indeed, as 
evidenced by the Koran itself (16:103), particular individuals among Mohammad’s 
“companions” were named as his teachers in religious matters: Salman al-Farisi (the 
Persian), a Zoroastrian-born Christian convert; a Christian monk of the name Adas and 
others. Although there is insufficient evidence to point the finger at a particular person 
among Mohammad’s entourage, it is beyond dispute that his being aided in the composition 
of the Koran is a very real and strong possibility. 

This also raises the question as to who put Mohammad’s utterances into their verse (or 
rhyming prose) form. This is not an insurmountable problem. Mohammad was a wealthy 
and powerful man. If he had professional remembrancers at his disposal, he might equally 
have had professional poets. Certainly King Othman who was the ruler of Arabia could 
have instructed professional writers and poets to render written records of plain sayings into 
more polished, rhyming language.      

Another important point is the fact that the original records of Mohammad’s sayings and 
even Othman’s official version of the Koran had the disadvantage (or advantage, depending 
on the viewpoint) of being written in an Arabic script that had no vowel notation. This in 
itself leaves the entire text open to a wide range of interpretation. Although seven different 
systems of “readings” are officially accepted, only one of them is universally used. In 
addition, archaeological evidence (such as 7th and 8th century Koran texts discovered at 
Sanaa, Yemen) demonstrates the existence of alternative versions of the Quran that are 
clearly at variance with the official version in respect of both readings and verse order. 

This raises another question, namely, as to how reliable is the official version of the Koran. 
Until such time that archaeological research becomes more accepted in Saudi Arabia, we 
cannot know the whole truth of the matter. Meanwhile, although the Koran claims to give 
knowledge to the Arabs because “before, they were ignorant”, the fact is that it contains 



absolutely no information that would not have been common knowledge among certain 
sections of 7th century Arabian society. These sections were those of the Jews and 
Christians. Indeed, the Koran declares itself to be a “confirmation” of Abrahamic teachings. 
This puts the Koran squarely in the same Western monotheistic tradition which had 
emanated from Egyptian Atenism two millennia earlier, and provides the key to the correct 
understanding of Mohammad and his Islam.  

It is essential to understand that, if the Koran regards itself as a continuation of Abrahamic 
teachings, then it cannot be taken in isolation from the latter. On the contrary, it can only be 
properly understood when we examine it as part of the Abrahamic tradition which, as we 
have seen, has a long and colourful history that cannot be reasonably ignored or denied. It 
follows that the Koran can only be correctly examined, assessed and understood if and 
when we have examined, assessed and understood the tradition from which it emanated. 
This is precisely what many fail to do, above all, Muslims themselves. But non-Muslims 
are not entirely without fault either. 

We have seen that even Swami Vivekananda was inclined to attribute a certain degree of 
inspiration to Mohammad while Shri Ramakrishna went so far as to regard him as an 
Avatara of God on par with “Jesus”, Krishna and Rama! “On the tree of Sachchidananda 
grow innumerable fruits such as Rama, Krishna, Christ and others”, says Ramakrishna 
(Teachings of Sri Ramakrishna, Advaita Ashrama, 1934). Such views might have been 
fashionable in the days of the British Raj, when Hindus were struggling to have their 
religion accepted as equal to that of their colonial masters. Swami Vivekananda’s praise of 
Islam no doubt stemmed from his desire to harmonise all religions on the basis of certain 
strands of Advaita Vedantic philosophy teaching the oneness of all beings. 

Such noble endeavours, however, are destined to fail when Hindus are the only ones 
practising them. Tolerance must be mutual, it cannot be one-sided. Otherwise, it is not 
“tolerance”, but suicide and ignoble surrender without a fight – in other words, the exact 
opposite of the teachings of Scripture (Bhagavadgita, Mahabharata, Puranas, etc.). 
Moreover, tolerance must be earned, otherwise we would end up tolerating the intolerable. 
On our part, therefore, as we have understood the errors of the West and have taken the 
trouble to critically investigate the history of Western (Abrahamic) Monotheism from its 
Atenist origins down to the present day, we are in no danger of falling into the same trap. In 
our view, “Christ” and Mohammad were but fruits on the tree of ignorance, delusion and 
deceit.  

Mohammad himself denied any secret knowledge or capacity to work miracles. “I do not 
tell you that I possess God’s treasures or know what is hidden, nor do I claim to be an 
Angel. I follow only that which is revealed to me” (6: 50). The Koran is presented by him 
as the sole “miracle” and “proof” of his own prophetic mission. It follows that the exposure 
of the Koran as a man-made document demolishes the very foundation upon which the 
fraudulent and makeshift structure of Islam rests. When pressed to aknowledge the facts, 
Muslim apologists often assert that it does not really matter whether the Koran was or was 
not revealed by God as it still is a valid Scripture in its own right. 



This is far from being the case. For when, as the facts of the case seem to indicate, a person 
composes a document with the intention of fraudulently claiming “divine authority” for his 
own actions, then this constitutes a particularly serious case of fraud and the author is 
nothing but a false prophet. If Muslims are prepared to admit these facts, then we may take 
it as evidence that they are sincerely interested in establishing the truth of the matter. If, on 
the other hand, as it seems to be the case, they are not prepared to admit the above facts, 
then it becomes obvious that they are not sincere in their assertion to the effect that it does 
not matter whether the Koran is or is not revealed by God, and thus they stand exposed as 
practitioners of deception and hypocrisy. 

  

The following excerpts from J. Campbell’s The Masks Of God, provide further insights into 
the circumstances in which Mohammad’s supposed prophethood came about. “Born at 
Mecca to a family of the powerful Kuraish tribe, the child [Mohammad] was bereaved of its 
father shortly after birth and of its mother but a few years later. Reared by relatives of little 
means but with numerous children, the youth, when about twenty-four, entered the service 
of a wealthy woman named Khadija, older than himself, twice married and with several 
children, who sent him to Syria on a commercial mission, from which he returned to 
become her husband. She bore him two sons, both of whom died in infancy, and several 
daughters. 

  

“In his fortieth year Mohammed began receiving revelations, of which the first is said to 
have been that of Sura 96: ‘Proclaim! In the name of thy Lord…etc.’ [see above]. The 
accepted Moslem legend tells that this revelation came to Mohammed in a cave in the side 
of Mount Hira, three miles north of Mecca, to which he used to retire for peaceful 
contemplation – often alone, but sometimes with Khadija. His soul was filled with divine 
ecstasy…. His limbs were seized with a violent trembling and he turned straightway to the 
one who shared his life, Khadija, who understood, rejoiced, gave comfort to his shaken 
nerves, and knew [!] it had been no mere illusion. She consulted her cousin, Waraka ibn 
Naufal, who was a worshipper of God in the faith of Christ; and when he heard, he rejoiced 
as well, and Khadija returned to her husband. 

  

“‘O Chosen One,’ she said, ‘may you be blessed! … Ever ready in the service of God, you 
are he of whom I bear witness: There is no god but God, and you are his Chosen Apostle’. 
[It was thus Khadija and her Christian cousin Waraka who conveniently “confirmed” 
Mohammad’s prophethood.] For three years Mohammed and Khadija engaged in private 
propaganda, first in the family and among friends, then among neighbors. One of the 
literary problems of the Koran is the source of the biblical lore that abounds in it; for 
tradition holds that the Prophet was unable to read. However, certainly from childhood he 
must have been made aware of many types of religion: principally, of course, the tribal and 
regional cults of the Arabs, but also Christianity, Judaism, and perhaps Zoroastrianism as 
well. 
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 “Some two hundred miles to the north, in Medina, was a large community of Jews. 
Directly across the Red Sea, in Ethiopia, was a Coptic Christian kingdom. His wife’s 
cousin, Waraka, was a Christian. And as a rock loosed from a snowy peak, gathering snow 
in descent, may grow into an avalanche, so the enterprise of Mohammed and Khadija. 
Among their first converts were Mohammed’s young cousin, Ali; an older, sturdy friend, 
the wealthy Abu Bakr; and a faithful servant of Khadija’s house, Zaid. There were, besides, 
prophets of a type known as Hanifs … Khadija’s relative, Waraka ibn Naufal, may have 
been one of these. Another was the Meccan Zaid ibn’Amr, who appears to have died during 
Mohammed’s boyhood” (J Campbell, The Masks Of God, Occidental Mythology, pp. 423-
427).   

  

Among the monotheistic figures active in Mecca at the time of Mohammad, and mentioned 
by his early biographer, Ibn Ishaq (quoted by Ibn Hisham in his Sirat ur Rasul or 
Biography of the Prophet), we may mention the following: Waraqah ibn Asad, Ubaidullah 
ibn Jahsh and Zaid ibn Amr. According to Alfred Guillaume, Zaid ibn Amr ibn Nufail is 
regarded as one of Arabia’s pre-Islamic monotheists who composed “prophecies” similar in 
content and style to Mohammad’s own (A. Guillaume, The Life Of Muhammad, 1995). 

  

What becomes obvious, is that Mohammad had ample opportunity to acquaint himself with 
Abrahamic teachings. His links (through his wife Khadija, etc.) with Christian teachers and 
others explain not only the presence of biblical teachings in the Koran but also the Aramaic 
influence on its language (as shown by Luxenberg and others). Khadija’s and Abu Bakr’s 
attested wealth may have been instrumental in procuring poets and scholars to give a more 
authentic sound to Mohammad’s “revelations”. Their motive may have been to “prove” that 
Mohammad was truly inspired and not a delusional paranoiac and thus save their reputation 
– and Mohammad’s – in the face of public charges of insanity.  

  

As domestic servants naturally communicate with others in markets and other such places 
and may be persuaded, or even volunteer of their own accord, to divulge information 
concerning their masters’ activities, the servant Zaid (or perhaps some other from 
Mohammad’s house) may have been the source of the information, mentioned in the Koran, 



to the effect that Mohammad was taught or dictated verses by others “morning and 
evening” (Koran 25: 5). 

  

The definition of “Believer” discussed above is given in the Koran, 24: 62: “They only are 
true Believers who have faith in God and His Apostle”. Conversely, an “Unbeliever” is one 
who does not believe in Mohammad and his God. Needless to say, this was a convenient 
definition which enabled Mohammad to regard any person who disobeyed or disbelieved 
him as an enemy of God and “deal with him rigorously” as per the “command of God” 
which he allegedly was “merely obeying”. In practice, this made Mohammad the ultimate 
(and absolute) judge of his own actions and those of others. This, again, demonstrates our 
point which is that the Koran was manufactured primarily to serve Mohammad’s own 
interests.              However, although Mohammad was the main beneficiary of this 
deception, he was not the only one.  

  

The Myth of Islamic Civilisation 

  

No refutation of Islam is complete without an investigation into so-called “Islamic 
Civilisation”. Such an investigation is all the more necessary in view of the fact that 
apologists of Islam are in the habit of citing this and that example of “Islamic Civilisation” 
whenever their pet religion comes under justified attack. Even worse, emboldened by 
European Arabists and other misguided Islamophiles, Islamic revivalists are now claiming 
that they have the right, nay, the duty, to resurrect the Islamic Empire (Khilafat) which, in 
their opinion, was the foundation of that wonderful “Islamic Civilisation” which 
supposedly had once upon a time brought “civilisation” to the world. To settle this matter 
once and for all, we shall see what exactly this “Islamic Civilisation” was, how it came into 
being, and how it came to an end.  

  

One of the fundamental claims advanced by Islam in its bid to assert its “superiority” over 
other religions is that it eliminates all intermediaries between man and God, giving its 
followers free and direct access to God. This, however, is immediately refuted by the role 
of its very founder, prophet Mohammad himself, who evidently functioned, or believed 
himself to function, as an intermediary between man and God. For, by definition, an apostle 
or messenger (“rasul”) is nothing but a go-between. Moreover, as Professor Gibb pointed 
out in his work, Mohammedanism, “It is one of the boasts of Islam that is does not 
countenance the existence of a clergy, who might claim to intervene between God and man 
…. However, Islam, as it became organised into a system, did in fact produce a clerical 
class, which acquired precisely the same kind of social and religious authority and prestige 
as the clergy in the Christian communities”. 



  

The clerical class of Islam were the Ulemas, or doctors of Islamic theology and law. They 
interpreted the Koran and the Hadiths and their interpretation was final and irrevocable. 
The individual Muslim was allowed to interpret Islamic texts only on such points as had not 
yet been decided upon by the Ulemas. In the course of time, fewer and fewer such points 
were left undecided until individual freedom of interpretation became virtually extinct in 
Islamic society. This process had already begun in the early days of Islam. As Arab society 
was relatively simple and unsophisticated, all points of controversy would soon have been 
exhausted and the Ulemas would have become absolute rulers of the Islamic world not long 
after the death of Mohammad just as Christian bishops had done in the early centuries of 
the current era (CE). 

  

In addition, it is an established fact that prophet Mohammad, Imam Husayn (a successor of 
Mohammad), “saints” and other figures of Islamic mythology, both dead and alive, were 
seen as supernatural beings who could intercede before God on behalf of Muslim believers. 
Indeed, it is often believed that such figures are the only means of approaching and having 
recourse to God. This applies to the Ulemas themselves who thus colonise the space 
between believer and God, monopolising spiritual experience exactly like the bishops and 
the “saints” of Christianity before them. As in Christianity, praying at the shrines of 
“saints” and venerating “holy” men has always been a widespread practice in the Islamic 
world. Moreover, the function of intercession (“shafa’a”) was often taken over by the 
Ulemas themselves, who were expected to pray on behalf of ordinary believers. In 
particular, individuals imagined or real, who claimed to have links with, or to be, the Mahdi 
(Messiah), the “Hidden Imam” and other supernatural beings, acquired extraordinary power 
and prestige among the Muslim masses – who have been waiting for their “Messiah” since 
the 8th century. 

  

However, as we shall presently show, the development of the Ulemas’ power in Muslim 
society was temporarily arrested, or slowed down, by certain historical events. By the end 
of the 8th century CE, the Islamic Empire extended from Spain in the West to India and 
China in the East. This unprecedented expansion was, of course, achieved primarily by 
military means. Due to the military invasion and conquest of other nations, Islamic Arab 
society opened itself to a civilisation, or conglomerate of civilisations, which was much 
larger, older, and more advanced than itself. 

  

To begin with, the capital of the Islamic Empire was moved from Medina (where 
Mohammad was buried) to Damascus in Syria, then to Baghdad in Iraq and later still to 
Cairo in Egypt. As these cities had been cultural centres for centuries, the Muslim Arab 
occupiers were confronted by a vast array of cultural influences. As a result, Muslims could 
not avoid being influenced by the cultures they had conquered. As Islam conquered other 



nations militarily, it was in its turn being conquered by those very same nations, culturally. 
The civilisations of Egypt, Persia, India and Greece had of course existed long before 
Islam. In consequence, there can be no question of Islam creating the former. What was 
new was not civilisation as such but civilisation enslaved by Islamic (Arab) rule.                  

  

Apart from long-established centres of learning like the Egyptian city of Alexandria, there 
was the Persian city of Gondeshapur in the province of Khusistan. It had already featured a 
famous library and university from the 3rd century CE when it was founded by King Shapur 
I. In the 6th century, under Zoroastrian King Khosro Anushirvan (“The Immortal”) 
Gondeshapur became one of the world’s most important seats of learning. Roman, Greek, 
Egyptian, Jewish and other scholars fleeing persecution in the Christian-occupied Roman 
Empire, found refuge in Gondeshapur. Scholars from India and China were also invited. 
Thousands of scientific, literary and religious works from all over the world were translated 
into Persian. 

  

When the Muslim Arabs conquered Persia in 638, the scholars of Gondeshapur were 
largely allowed to continue their work, the main difference being that translations were now 
made into Arabic instead of Persian. Thus, thousands of Persian, Greek, Syriac, Sanskrit 
and Chinese works suddenly became available in Arabic. When Baghdad was established 
as the capital of the Islamic Empire in 762, it gradually began to replace Gondeshapur and 
soon distinguished itself as a seat of learning in its own right. Its academic activities 
reached new heights under the Abassid King al-Mamun who, in 832, founded his famous 
“House of Wisdom” which took over the work of the academy of Gondeshapur. The same 
process repeated itself in all Muslim-occupied territories. In South Spain, Cordoba was one 
of the cities where similar centres of learning were established. Under the Muslim King al-
Hakam II a library of some 500,000 volumes was created. Agents were sent throughout the 
Islamic world to buy or copy rare manuscripts and add them to the royal libraries. 

  

It now slowly begins to emerge where Islamic “Civilisation” originated. Important works 
on medicine, mathematics, astronomy, philosophy and other subjects by Greek and other 
Pagan authors which the Christian Church in Europe had destroyed centuries earlier, were 
now being translated into Latin from Arabic and once again made available to European 
readers. This gave rise to the erroneous impression in Christian Europe that Islam was a 
creator of civilisation and this has become accepted opinion there. It must be noted, 
however, that this impression was never formed in Asian nations like Persia, India or 
China, with much older and more advanced civilisations. While backward, culturally 
retarded European Christians might have seen Islam as a superior culture, it was evident to 
Eastern nations that, in reality, what was happening was that Islam was simply 
misappropriating the cultural property of the nations it had subjugated. This is how Islam 
came to be credited in the eyes of medieval Europeans with the invention of paper, 
gunpowder, and the compass. In reality, these were taken from the Chinese. Medical 



knowledge was taken from Greek, Persian and Indian works. The same applies to 
mathematics, astronomy and other sciences. 

  

The “Arabic numerals” now used throughout the world are not in the least Arabic but 
Indian. Early Islamic works referred to mathematics as “Indian calculations” (“hisab al-
Hindi”) and what today goes by the misnomer of “Arabic numerals” was known to Arabs 
as “Indian figures” (“arqam al-Hind”). Indeed, the latter were universally accepted by 
Islamic scholars as the “creation of Indian philosophers”. As Ibn Khaldun states in his 
"Muqqadimah" (written in 1390), "the Arabs first learned about science from the Indians 
along with their figures and methods of calculation, in the year 776 CE". The 11th century 
polymath and scientist, Al-Biruni himself – who travelled extensively in India, spoke 
Sanskrit, and authored (among other works) a history of India (known as “Kitab al-Hind”) 
– admits in his writings that what Arabs were using as numerals were nothing but Indian 
figures. 

  

The same applies to literature and philosophy. The Sanskrit Pancha Tantra which had been 
translated into Persian under Zoroastrian King Khosro, was translated into Arabic in the 8th 
century under the title Kalila wa Dimnah – after the two jackals figuring in the first story. 
This was then translated into Greek and other European languages and came to be known in 
Europe as the “Fables of Bidpai”. The Yoga Sutra of Patanjali and Samkhya Sutra of Kapila 
were translated into Persian by al-Biruni in the year 1000 CE under the titles of “Kitab 
Patanjal” and “Sanka”, respectively. In 1656-1657, under Dara Shukoh – son of Shah 
Jahan – the Upanishads were translated into Persian. A Latin translation thereof was made 
in 1801-1802 inspiring the German philosopher Arthur Schopenhauer to say that “it has 
been the most rewarding and the most elevating reading which (with the exception of the 
original text) there can possibly be in the world. It has been the solace of my life and will 
be of my death” (quoted by R. E. Hume, p. 3). 

  

As Arabs, by the Koran’s own admission, were an ignorant and backward nation, we might 
be forgiven for assuming that the primary motive for this unprecedented translation 
movement was genuine thirst of knowledge. However, more sinister motives come to light 
once we critically analyse the demographic and political situation in the Islamic Empire. 
The Muslim Arab rulers of the newly-acquired territories were a tiny minority compared to 
the native populations. As already stated, the Arabs were also culturally inferior to Indians, 
Persians, Syrians, Egyptians, Greeks and Jews. Persia, in particular, had a long-established 
royal tradition of cultural and scientific advancement. It also had a great military tradition 
shaped by centuries of conflict with Greece and Rome. 

  



Indeed, the Persians had defeated several Roman emperors, had invaded Arabia itself not 
long before Mohammad’s time, and in 644, Mohammad’s successor, Omar, had been killed 
by a Persian slave. The Muslim Arabs only succeeded in conquering Persia because Persia 
was temporarily exhausted by wars with Christian Byzantium and because the Muslim 
attack had been sudden and unexpected. Sooner or later, however, Persia was bound to 
recover. In these circumstances, the Persians would not have been prepared to accept their 
barbarous Arab masters for long. Thus what the Muslim Arab rulers were facing was an 
imminent risk of open revolt. In fact, the Arabs themselves might have come to realise their 
own cultural inferiority and sided with the more advanced Persians against Islam.   

  

In order to counter this very real threat, the Muslim kings were forced to embark on an 
extensive programme of cultural and scientific promotion. It was as part of this politically-
motivated cultural programme that the Muslim rulers initiated their translation movement. 
As pointed out by Professor Dmitri Gutas (1998), the Abassid kings sponsored a Graeco-
Arabic translation movement in order to quell revolutionary causes in the former Persian 
(Sasanian) Empire and stake a panreligious claim to universal kingship. Thus, by presenting 
themselves as representatives of a “culture-loving”, “tolerant” and “civilised” religion, the 
Muslim kings succeeded in winning Zoroastrians and others over to the Islamic side. In 
particular, Greek philosophy which had already been introduced to the Persians by teachers 
fleeing from persecution in the Christian Roman Empire, now became highly popular 
among Persians and Arabs alike thanks to the large-scale translation of philosophical texts 
facilitated by the introduction of writing-paper from China.     

  

While Islam commanded that the Koran be accepted “without asking how” (Islam, p. 183), 
the Greek tradition, on the contrary, stressed the importance of philosophical enquiry into 
religious and spiritual truth. Now that philosophy was promoted from above, Arab and non-
Arab alike took to it like ducks to water and hundreds of philosophical schools sprung up 
from Persia to Spain. The Spanish-born Ibn Rushd (Averroes) and the Persians al-Hallaj, 
Ibn Sina (Avicenna) and as-Suhrawardi are just a few names among the many philosophers 
of the Islamic Empire who were influenced by the philosophical traditions of Greece, Egypt 
and Asia. Thus before long, in addition to the established “official” Islamic sects of Sunnis, 
Shiahs and Kharijites (and many unofficial ones), a new sect, of the Philosophers 
(“Falasifa”) came into being and soon produced its own sub-sects. 

  

To this new philosophical tradition also belonged the Sufis. Although the origin of the 
name “Sufi” has been much debated, the most likely derivation is from the Greek “sophos” 
(plural, “sophoi”), man of wisdom. Sufism itself which is “Tasawuf” in Arabic, may be 
derived from Greek “Theo-sophia” or Wisdom of God which was precisely what Sufism 
claimed to be. Yet despite their Greek-derived name and affinity with Greek philosophy, 
many Sufis were inspired by Christian ideas while others show clear Hindu and Buddhist 
influence. Evidently, when the Islamic authorities began to restrict religious freedom, Sufis 



naturally sought to distance themselves from public association with non-Islamic traditions 
and claimed to base their beliefs and practices on the Koran. 

  

Yet the true origins of Sufism are very obvious to historians: “The roots of the Sufi 
movement do not rest in the Koran, but in the Christian Monophysite and Nestorian monk 
communities of the desert [the influence of which is also seen in the Koran] and, beyond 
those, their Buddhist, Hindu and Jain models further east” (J. Campbell, 1962). Of course, 
as observed by Professor C. G. Jung, Indian influence on the Middle East was nothing new. 
As Emperor’s Ashoka’s Rock Edict 13 demonstrates, Buddhist (perhaps also Hindu) 
missionaries had been sent in the 3rd century BCE to the rulers of the major centres of the 
Greek-speaking world: Antiochus II of Syria, Ptolemy II of Egypt, Magas of Cyrene 
(Lybia), Antigonas Gonatas of Macedonia and Alexander II of Epirus (Western Greece); 
Hindu teachings had been known to early Christians like Hyppolitus as well as to Pagan 
philosophers like Plotinus; and Hindu teachers had been present at the court of Zoroastrian 
King Khosro. 

  

Writes Syrian bishop Severus Sebokt in 662 CE: “The Hindus who are not even Syrians 
have made subtle discoveries in the field of astronomy which are even more ingenious than 
those of the Greeks and Babylonians … their skilful methods of calculation and their 
computing which belies description …” (F. Nau, Notes to Indian Astronomy, 1910, quoted 
in Ifrah’s Universal History of Numbers). Not only was the whole of the Middle East 
familiar with Indian achievements, but the Muslim invasion and occupation of Afghanistan 
and Sind in the 700s brought Islam into direct contact with Hinduism and Buddhism. 
Temples might have been destroyed but Hindu and Buddhist beliefs must have subsisted 
underground for at least several generations following the Islamic conquest. 

  

Finally, as we have seen, there was the official translation movement initiated by the 
Islamic Abassid rulers themselves. This was also precisely the time at which Muslims 
admittedly acquired their numerals from the Hindus! Thus the Arabist-Islamist claim that 
8th century Persian and Afghan Sufis had no access to or knowledge of Indian teachings is 
preposterous and offensive to reason in the extreme. Indeed, al-Hallaj himself reportedly 
travelled to India in search of spiritual knowledge and his famous saying, “Ana ul-Haq” is 
nothing but Arabic for the Sanskrit mantra “Aham Brahmasmi” (I am God) as found in the 
Upanishads and the teachings of Shri Adi Shankara and others. 

  

The fact that Sufi teachers were executed by the Islamic authorities demonstrates that Sufi 
teachings were not just non-Islamic but positively anti-Islamic. Ibn Rushd himself openly 
rejected Islamic superstitions like the resurrection of the physical body – which as we saw 
earlier was really an Egyptian Atenist teaching borrowed and rehashed by the Jews and the 



Christians. Thus, the true function of original Sufism was not to promote but to denounce 
Islam. That Sufism from al-Ghazali onwards became more and more Islamic is an 
altogether different matter which has absolutely no bearing on the origins of Sufism. It only 
demonstrates that, after a brief period of officially-approved, controlled “Enlightenment”, 
Islam reverted to its Abrahamic fundamentalism. After all, Mahmud of Ghazni was not 
talking Sufism but Jihad.  
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Therefore, we must not forget that this temporary freedom which was so uncharacteristic of 
Mohammad’s Islam, only existed as part of a political stratagem designed to present Islam 
as a tolerant and learned religion to the subjugated Persian masses and thereby prevent anti-
Islamic uprisings. The doctors of Islam (Ulemas), who were the true rulers of the Islamic 
Empire and were similar to the Christian Inquisition, had not gone away. They had been 
watching all these developments very carefully indeed and already had planned their next 
moves. Therefore, once the intended goal of weakening anti-Islamic feelings had been 
achieved, the anti-libertarian elements in the Islamic governments sprung into action. 

  

The counter-revolutionary movements of the Ulemas had already started with the 
crucifixion in 922 CE of the Sufi teacher al-Hallaj. Only a century or so later, one of the 
first massive attacks on Philosophy (literally, love of wisdom) and other “Foreign 
Sciences” was lead by al-Ghazali (1058-1111 CE) who wrote “The Incoherence of the 
Philosophers” in defence of “Islamic values”. Soon, others followed suit. Schools teachings 
Philosophy, Logic, Science and other “Foreign Sciences” were closed and eventually 
replaced by Koran-based Islamic fundamentalist schools. Sufi orders themselves became 
instruments of conversion to Islam, being responsible for the conversion of countless 
unsuspecting people throughout the Islamic Empire.             

Meanwhile, however, along with philosophy, mathematics, astronomy and medicine, 
“Islamic” art and architecture continued to be taken over from other cultures. As Byzantium 
(the Eastern Roman Empire) and Persia were Arabia’s next-door neighbours, much of 
Islamic art was shaped by Graeco-Roman and Persian influence. Prominent examples of 
this are the typical “Islamic” designs known as “arabesques” and miniature paintings. The 
latter also show Chinese influence as evidenced by the distinctly Chinese features of 
European, Arab and Persian subjects. 

Yet it is in Islamic architecture that the predatory and destructive nature of Islamic 
“civilisation” becomes most apparent and remains so for all to see even today. “Islamic 



gardens” are demonstrably modelled on the traditional Persian Garden with its 
characteristic features of water, symmetry and enclosed spaces. The very concept of 
Paradise (Arabic “al-Firdaws”) from Old Persian “pairi-dez”, “enclosed land”, which 
“Islamic gardens” are meant to reflect, has its origins in pre-Islamic Persian religion. 
Likewise, design elements such as the arch and the dome (domed halls) which came to be 
the hallmark of classical “Islamic” architecture can be traced back to Persia (3rd century CE 
palace of Ardashir I) and Rome (the 1st-2nd century CE Pantheon). 

More importantly, as Christian cathedrals had routinely been built over converted or razed 
Pagan temples, so the “grand mosques” of Islam – from Cordoba to Istanbul, Damascus and 
Delhi – were being erected over earlier, pre-Islamic structures for no other purpose than to 
put an Islamic stamp of authority and ownership on other nations’ culture and territory. 
Finally, it was Islam’s reactionary and xenophobic rejection of non-Islamic culture and 
“Foreign Sciences” which marked the beginning of the end of the Islamic world. It 
demonstrates that Islamic “Civilisation” owes too much to other cultures to stand on its 
own feet. Once the non-Islamic elements are removed, the whole idea of “Islamic 
Civilisation” unravels like an old cloth. 

In consequence, if it is claimed that Islamic Civilisation came from Arabia, this claim is 
quickly refuted by the fact that the Koran itself calls Arabs “ignorant”. If it is claimed that it 
originated in Koranic teachings, then we shall request that evidence of this be produced. Of 
course, no such evidence can be produced as the Koran does not teach mathematics, logic, 
philosophy, astronomy, medicine, architecture or arts. On the contrary, as we have 
demonstrated above, all these originated in non-Islamic culture.       

Moreover, what is conveniently forgotten in “progressive” circles of Western inspiration is 
that, while Islam was invading and conquering much of the Western world from Persia to 
North Africa and Europe, India was winning the East without the Islamic policy of 
“conversion or death”. Indian Civilisation in the form of Hinduism and Buddhism 
effortlessly blended with the native traditions of the East from China to Laos and from 
Vietnam to Japan, giving birth to a superior culture which was not easily defeated by the 
inroads of Islam. This ought to be sufficient to demonstrate the greatness of Indian 
Civilisation as opposed to that of Islam. Indeed, if it is claimed that Islam is divinely 
revealed, then the question must be asked as to why, in that case, Muslims had to learn 
mathematics from the Hindus, philosophy from the Greeks, architecture from Byzantium 
and Persia, etc.?   

The politically correct classes constantly sing the praises of “Islamic Civilisation”. Yet 
nobody today speaks of an “Indian Civilisation” or “Persian Civilisation”, etc., because it 
goes against the political, economic and military designs of Islamists, Arabists, apologists 
for Islam and other enemies of True Civilisation. Not only this, but the truth of the matter is 
that the myth of “Islamic Civilisation” is being systematically promoted worldwide in order 
to cover up the true fraudulent origins of Islam and its malignant nature which is today 
pushing the human race to the brink of disaster. But while Arabists and other irresponsible 
elements from Washington and London who are on the payroll of the House of Al Saud, are 
busy pushing the myth of “Islamic Civilisation”, the fact is that Islamic invasion and 



occupation has not gone down in the collective memory of the conquered nations as a 
godsend, but as a disaster. 

Just as we must never fall into the trap of accepting the fraudulent concept of “Islamic 
Civilisation”, we must be equally careful not to succumb to the other Arabist myth 
according to which the builders of the Islamic Empire were all Arabs. Above all, we must 
not be deceived by Arab names. For we know that even in Mohammad’s time, Arabian 
Jews often had such names without ceasing to be Jews. The fact is that despite Arab-
sounding names or titles, the greatest minds of the “Islamic Wonder” were ethnic 
Egyptians, Berbers, Greeks, Jews, Persians, Afghans and Indians. Many of the Islamic 
rulers themselves were Turks and Mongols. The same applies to the architects, engineers, 
artisans, artists and workers whose labour was used to erect overblown monuments to 
Islamic megalomania and vanity.  

Just as Mohammad had “proved” his own prophethood by misappropriating the Scriptures 
of the Jews and Christians, and enriched himself by raiding trading caravans, so also his 
followers were now using the best of the cultural heritage of subjugated nations to erect 
monuments to their own supposed greatness. In fact, far from being a mark of true 
greatness, Islamic monuments expose the ultimate emptiness and futility of Islam. For, 
what are the “grand mosques” of the Islamic world but pompous, overblown, pretentious 
testimony of an ideology without substance followed by a multitude of men without a mind 
of their own? It is not for nothing that mosques are devoid of any representation of the 
Divine. For they are nothing but temples to a non-existing biblical God and empty tombs to 
which his devotees – like proverbial sheep rushing headlong over a cliff – hasten to bury 
their deluded souls. 

As European Christians before them had condemned themselves to a life of self-imposed, 
Bible-inspired darkness, so Asian and African Muslims eventually retreated behind their 
own self-imposed, mind-numbing Islamic veil of intellectual and spiritual ignorance and 
self-delusion dictated by the Koran. In consequence, the civilised world must admit that 
Islamic Civilisation never existed. As Mohammad’s own imaginary “flight to Jerusalem 
and ascent to Heaven” (known as “al-Miraj”), Islamic Civilisation was just that: a mirage, 
an illusion; a fraudulent forgery, a cunning fabrication and a false pretence from beginning 
to the end. 

Understanding Islamic Tactics 

Having seen that Islam is a fraudulent and malign movement which emanated, via Judaism 
and Christianity, from the spurious Egyptian cult of Aten, the question that naturally arises 
is, why does it continue to attract a large following and what must be done to counteract it? 

The easy answer would be that we live in Kali Yuga, the Age of Spiritual Darkness, and 
therefore the world inevitably goes through a phase of spiritual and moral decline. 
Spiritually ignorant people naturally become attracted to delusional ideologies which lead 
them even further astray. It may be argued that the only solution to this is for the right 
thinking among us to strictly adhere to the True Religion (Sanatana Dharma) and patiently 



wait for Righteousness to be restored on earth. However, it is evident that these 
developments represent an unnatural condition which God cannot wish to make permanent. 
It is for this very reason that God commands us in Scripture to fight Unrighteousness so 
that the rule of Righteousness may be restored. Inaction in the face of negative 
developments, therefore, is not an option – as clearly stated in the Gita, Mahabharata and 
other Scriptures and as illustrated by the example given by God Himself in these Scriptures. 
If the way forward is active struggle against Unrighteousness (Adharma), then we need to 
know the adversary, his ideology, his strategy and his tactics. 

The fact is that delusion is not exclusively an Abrahamic defect. On the contrary, it is quite 
common in the world. Although the world itself is real enough, our perception of it often is 
not so. For example, we see the sun traveling across the sky when in fact the earth is 
turning while the sun remains stationary. We may look at the neighbour and think that his 
field is greener, his car is faster, his wife is prettier and his children are cleverer than our 
own. Not to forget a tree stump in the dark being mistaken for an enemy, a rope mistaken 
for a snake, the seashell mistaken for silver and a piece of glass mistaken for a diamond. 
There are literally hundreds of episodes of delusion which our mind unhelpfully generates 
every day as if to deliberately mislead, confuse and ensnare us. 

In addition, we are surrounded by instances of illness, injury, loss of livelihood or life. The 
combined effect of all this is a nagging feeling of insecurity and fear. Though entirely 
natural and understandable, fear is a powerful emotion that can impair our faculty of reason 
and prompt us to act in irrational, counter-productive and self-defeating ways. Fear may 
cause us to attack someone who is really a friend, to ally ourselves with an enemy, or to 
irrationally cling on to things which are ultimately harmful to us and to others. Some of the 
most harmful things man irrationally clings on to are false religions which are invented by 
delusional personalities like Akhenaten and Mohammad.  

Akhenaten appears to have suffered from a type of physical deformity which may have 
been connected with neuropathological disorders. Individuals suffering from such disorders 
often develop a compensation mechanism whereby they seek to overcome or mitigate the 
effects of their condition. Such mechanisms can eventually lead to severe cases of 
megalomania, paranoia, psychosis and other forms of mental derangement. If Akhenaten 
was initiated by his Mittani wife into a royal spiritual tradition which involved mental 
identification with the Sun (or Sun God) this would explain why his mental condition took 
this particular form. 

As we saw earlier, some scholars believe that Atenism originated in Vedic (Hindu) tradition 
which features worship of and meditation on the Sun as a manifestation of the Divine. 
When learned from a qualified guru and correctly applied, the meditation on the Sun as 
prescribed in Hindu Scriptures has an elevating and purifying effect on the human 
consciousness. This is why throughout its long history, India has had few known cases that 
would be comparable to that of Akhenaten. 

The key to the correct practice was, of course, that the identification with the Sun or Light 
of God was meant to be taken in a spiritual sense and not literally, that is, in the flesh. 
Hence there was no danger of any Hindu believer imagining that he physically was God 



and ordering his fellow-citizens about. To begin with, the neighbours of such a person 
would have demanded some form of proof that he was indeed God, upon failure of which 
he would have been dismissed either as a charlatan or as a madman by the vast majority of 
the population.    

In contrast, when practised by a mentally unstable person like Akhenaten in a less 
spiritually advanced culture, the results could be disastrous. As Egyptian kings were 
already looked upon as divine, this gave Akhenaten scope to live out his delusional 
fantasies – until he met with stiff resistance from the priestly and military establishment 
which put an end to his prophetic career fairly soon. In this sense, the Egyptian priests and 
military fulfilled the same function as the Brahmins and Kshatriyas of India, which was to 
protect the established religion of the country. 

In Mohammad’s case, his episodes of seizure have been interpreted as being symptomatic 
of some form of paranoid condition. Fear of the Abrahamic God might have been 
inculcated in him through biblical stories heard in his childhood. This could have combined 
with earlier psychological issues – caused by absence of his father and loss of his mother – 
to give rise to a debilitating pathological condition suggested by the said episodes of 
seizure. His actions in adult life, in particular, after the death of Khadija – such as raids on 
trading caravans, marriage to about twelve women including six-year old Aisha, declaration 
of himself as the only prophet of God, violent suppression of dissent, etc. – are certainly 
indicative of a compensation mechanism originally triggered by material and emotional 
issues in his childhood: death of his parents, poverty, etc. 

Unlike Akhenaten, Mohammad would not have participated in initiation into any royal cult, 
at least, not directly. He was, however, initiated into a similar cult, namely, Judaism and 
Christianity (the successors of Atenism) which believed in the same concept of exclusive 
prophethood associated with One God. Not only was Mohammad exposed to biblical 
stories of prophets in his childhood and youth but latest by the time he had married wealthy 
Khadija as a result of which he had plenty of time to devote himself to religion, he must 
have been initiated into some Christian messianic cult – as evidenced by Koranic references 
to his being taught by others “mornings and evenings”. Reciting prayers mornings and 
evenings was an established practice among Christian monk communities to which 
Khadija’s cousin, Waraka ibn Nafaul, may have been connected.     

To be sure, the safety mechanisms of the Arabian priestly class was very similar to that of 
India and Egypt. The Pagan priests of Arabia were perhaps less well organised and less 
powerful. Yet their resistance to Mohammad’s fraudulent claims must have been no less 
robust as evidenced by his expulsion from the holy city of Mecca. Indeed, in view of strong 
priestly opposition, it is doubtful whether Mohammad could have imposed his cult solely 
by force of arms. As an experienced trader, he knew how to strike a deal. In any case, 
priestly resistance appears to have been initially overcome through some important 
concessions on Mohammad’s part. 

First of all, he was careful not to refer to his “God” by some Jewish or Christian name but 
as “Allah”, the Supreme Arabian Deity already worshipped by the Pagan Arabs. Secondly, 
we have seen that, under Jewish-Christian influence, Mohammad had originally looked 



upon Jerusalem as the holy city of his cult. He now accorded this special status to the city 
of Mecca – which must have pleased the unsuspecting Pagan priests. The other important 
concession he was forced to make was the recognition of the Pagan Goddesses, Al-Lat, Al-
Uzza and Manat, (Allah’s daughters), whom he conceded that believers were permitted to 
invoke for intercession (Koran, 53:20). In a fashion typical of Mohammad, once he had 
won the support of the Pagan priesthood and established his authority in Mecca, he denied 
ever having made such concession, declaring that the “devil” had made him utter it! 
Finally, while Akhenaten’s cult had revolved almost entirely around his own personal 
deification, Mohammad’s cult offered “Paradise” to all his followers and, in the later 
phases of Islam, war booty. This made Islam more appealing to the masses than Atenism 
had been. 

It may be observed at this point that the Koranic description of Paradise as a place where 
believers will enjoy food, drink and beautiful virgins has generated a disproportionate 
amount of controversy and confusion among Muslims and non-Muslims alike – which 
illustrates the general state of spiritual ignorance in the materialist world of today. The 
“dark-eyed virgins”, in particular, appear to have become a bone of contention to the extent 
that even Muslim scholars have taken to interpreting such Koranic passages in an 
“allegorical” sense. Now, it may be the case that from a Christian puritanical point of view 
the concept of marriage to heavenly virgins is unthinkable. After all, the Bible (New 
Testament) clearly states that those who go to Heaven are “as the Angels” and “neither 
marry nor are given in marriage” (Mark 12: 25). Such teachings, however, clearly are the 
product of a religious sect whose members practised celibacy – see Saint Paul who believed 
that women must cover their head and advised his followers not to marry and “not to touch 
a woman” (1 Corinthians 7:1, 8; 11:6).  It cannot, therefore, be applied to the majority of 
mankind. 

Perhaps the notion of women in Heaven was hard for the Bible authors to assimilate. 
However, if we go beyond the narrow limitations of Christian misogynist thought as the 
interests of truth demand, we must admit that Heaven is, by definition, a place where 
righteous souls enjoy the rewards of their righteous deeds on earth. More specifically, it is a 
place where souls are able to fulfil all their desires. Since the company of beautiful women 
is one of the most prominent desires cherished by the males of the human species, it is 
entirely appropriate for such a desire to be granted in Heaven. Thus, the notion of marriage 
to heavenly virgins cannot be rejected on either logical or theological grounds.  
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Of particular interest is the origin of this koranic teaching. As noted earlier, allusions to 
Heaven as a place of enjoyment are found in the Jewish Talmud. However, older than 



Talmudic references to Paradise are Ancient Egyptian and Persian descriptions of Heaven 
as a delectable place with rivers, lakes and fertile land yielding fruits in inexhaustible 
abundance, where the righteous would enjoy food, drink and other physical pleasures 
according to their just deserts. The very word “Paradise”, on which the Abrahamic “Garden 
of Eden” (Hebrew “Gan Eden”, Arabic “Janat Adn”) is based, is of Persian origin and may 
be traced to Ancient Mesopotamia and Sumer. Equally far, if not further, back in time goes 
the concept of human intercourse with supernatural beings such as spirits and Gods. By the 
time Greece conquered the Eastern Mediterranean in the 4th century BCE, it had become a 
salient feature of Greek religion. 

Interestingly, the Greek word “kori”, means girl, virgin, nymph or young Goddess, as well 
as bride or young wife. It also means doll and by extension, pupil of the eye (as a person 
looking closely into someone else’s eyes will see his own reflection as a small, doll-like 
image). Finally, it means daughter. Thus, as virgin nymphs, the koris may be said to 
naturally be found in Heaven; as brides and young wives, they may be given in marriage to 
those who go to Heaven; their association with the pupil of the eye connects them with the 
“gazelle-eyed virgins” of the koranic Paradise; and as daughters they are connected with 
the Daughters of God, the Goddesses of pre-Islamic Arabian religion. In the Koran, of 
course, the heavenly virgins (“houris”) are no longer described as Daughters of God. For, 
the God of Islam is specifically said not to have any daughters. Yet it is admitted that the 
houris are “made by God” which clearly makes them the creations or “daughters” of God. 

Perhaps the oldest, most detailed and most instructive description of heavenly maidens is 
found in Hindu religion where they are known as “apsarases” (singular “apsaras”). 
Apsarases are already mentioned in the Rg Veda (10.95, etc.). They are traditionally 
regarded as supernatural beings of great beauty, inhabiting trees, rivers and the sky and are 
described as “doe-eyed” (mrgalocana). In the Atharva Veda (2.2.3-5) they are said to be the 
lovers or wives of gandharvas (heavenly musicians). In particular, however, they act as 
dancers and courtesans of Heaven (Amarakosha of Amarasimha). In the Upanishads, he 
who goes to Heaven is greeted by 500 apsarases (Kaushitaki Up. 1.4) while in the Puranas, 
righteous men such as warriors who are slain on the battlefield go to Heaven where they 
enjoy the company of divine women (diviya stri) and have all their desires fulfilled 
(Shivapurana, Umasamhita 7.46). Similarly, in the Mahabharata war heroes are greeted in 
Heaven by thousands of eager apsarases with the words “Be my husband!”. Also in the 
Mahabharata (Vanaparvan), beautiful apsaras Urvashi is sent by God (Indra) to entertain 
or marry the hero Arjuna who had gone to Heaven at the invitation of Indra (Mahabharata 
3.45-46). Building on this extensive wealth of scriptural tradition, Classical poet Kalidasa 
in his famous Vikramorvashiyam (The Hero and the Nymph) tells the story of King 
Pururava who is praised by Indra for being a worthy ally in war and is promised that if he 
does not relinquish his arms, the apsaras Urvashi shall be his wife for as long as he lives. 

What becomes evident is that the concept of beautiful celestial women given in marriage to 
heroes was well established before the time of Mohammad and, therefore, must be regarded 
as non-Islamic in origin. Having demonstrated this fact, we may now examine the reasons 
why it is repeatedly given in the Koran. The Koran is admittedly a collection of verses 
uttered by Mohammad himself (ostensibly under divine inspiration). This indicates that 
descriptions of Heaven featured prominently among his personal preoccupations and 



fantasies and, presumably, in his teachings. Since one of the main purposes of the Koran 
was to attract followers, it is reasonable to assume that promises of otherworldly 
enjoyments were part of Mohammad’s strategy of winning converts to his new religion. If 
Arabian religion had no concept of life in Paradise after death – and there is no evidence 
that it had – then the koranic description of heavenly enjoyments goes a long way in 
explaining the appeal of the new religion, in particular, to unmarried men. 

In this respect, the Koran follows the established Abrahamic pattern of misappropriating 
the teachings of traditional religion for its own ideological and political agenda. However, 
once Mohammad became a warlord with a large following of armed men, his promises 
assumed a far more concrete nature, namely, of “war booty” here and now, in particular, in 
the form of valuables and, above all, of female slaves. For, enjoyment in Paradise had 
already been promised by Judaism and “resurrection” and “eternal life” by Christianity. 
The new replacement cult, therefore, had to offer more than that. It follows that this was 
one of the key attractions of Islam. 

Furthermore, it must be borne in mind that Arab society in Mohammad’s time was one in 
which hostile tribes were constantly at war with one another and where men killing other 
men and taking their property, including wives and daughters, was a daily occurrence. 
Moreover, having wives and female slaves was a luxury which not all Arab men could 
afford. In the absence of female partners, the economically disadvantaged among the male 
Arab population had to find sexual relief in homosexual practices. This had been an age-old 
tradition among Arabia’s neighbours, the Persians and the Greeks, hence it does not come 
as a surprise to find the same situation in Arabia, too.      

As young women were preferred in heterosexual relationships, so also young men were 
preferred in homosexual relationships. However, if beautiful virgins were unavailable to 
poor Arabs – we have seen that even “God’s own prophet” had to content himself with an 
older, twice-married widow – handsome youths were equally out of reach. The only 
remedy to this was to take them by force of arms from their families, relatives or owners. 
This, of course, was established Arab practice as can be seen from the fate of Zaid ibn 
Harithah, who had been kidnapped by bandits in his childhood and sold into slavery. He 
was bought by one of Khadija’s uncles on the slave market at Mecca and given to her as a 
gift. It is not known in what ways he was of service to Khadija. What is certain is that she 
gave Zaid to Mohammad who put him to good use by making him one of his first converts. 
As Mohammad freed him, no doubt Zaid “converted” to Islam out of a sense of obligation. 
For, freed slaves were not free in the normal sense of the word but continued to legally 
stand in a special relationship to their former masters (Islam, p. 181). 

Be that as it may, it is in this context that the Koranic promise of “dark-eyed virgins” and 
“eternal youths” must be understood. In other words, the Koran was offering something for 
everybody and thereby outbidding its Jewish and, in particular, Christian competition 
(which shunned physical enjoyment in Heaven and on Earth). Now, while Mohammad’s 
male followers were assured of a pleasant life in Paradise where they would recline on 
golden couches surrounded by an abundance of food, drink and virgin beauties (both 
female and male) it is rather less clear what fate would await female followers in the 
afterlife. One description of the Islamic Paradise coming from the mouth of “God’s own 



prophet” depicts it as containing a pavilion made of a single hollow pearl sixty miles wide, 
in each corner of which there are wives who will not see those in the other corners; and the 
believers will visit and enjoy them” (Shahih Al-Bukhari, 4879). 

Perhaps this was deemed to be a desirable situation for female believers. After all, one of 
the alternatives for Arab women was to be buried in the sand at birth. So waiting at the 
outskirts of the Islamic Paradise to be visited by their good husbands was not entirely bad. 
At any rate, it is evident that what Mohammad offered his male followers was sexual 
gratification either in this life or – if one was unlucky enough to fall in battle – in the 
afterlife. Indeed, the Koran expressly states that Muslims were allowed to keep all the slave 
girls that “God” had given them as war booty. And, of course, apart from any number of 
women and youths, other booty was awaiting them in the form of land, houses, money, and 
other material goods. Thus sexual frustration, in particular, and desire or greed for 
possessions, in general, was the other primary emotion – beside fear – which motivated the 
Muslim hordes. It is evident, therefore, that the strategy employed was the classical carrot-
and-stick method which appeals to the deepest and basest emotions in man.  

It may be objected at this point that Islam is not the only religion which promises 
punishment or reward for one’s actions. Indeed, such teachings are found in other Western 
religions, in particular, Christianity. Ancient Egyptian religion similarly taught that souls 
would be judged in the afterlife according to their deeds. The concepts of heaven and hell 
are not alien to Eastern religion either. Hinduism, Buddhism and other traditions are quite 
familiar with such concepts. Although these are often interpreted as states of mind rather 
than actual places, they are described as such in the Puranas and other Scriptures. The truth 
of the matter is that punishment and reward are fundamental to every system of justice and, 
in the current state of the world, it would be difficult to imagine a society without them. 
However, Eastern (Indian) religions were not founded on promises of war booty, nor were 
they initiated by self-interested mentally unbalanced individuals as the delusional cults of 
the West were. 

Furthermore, quite apart from promises of punishment or reward, Hinduism, in particular, 
offers philosophy, yoga, medicine, science, art, music, literature and many other subjects of 
interest which are essential for the healthy and harmonious development of human 
personality and civilised society. It was precisely such important spheres of physical, 
intellectual and spiritual endeavour – which make the difference between savage and 
civilised man – that were missing in Islam. As we saw earlier, Islam briefly toyed with 
philosophy, logic, mathematics and other imported fields of human knowledge before 
rejecting them as un-Islamic “foreign sciences” and retreating behind a self-imposed veil of 
ignorance, delusion and unreflecting savagery. Nor must we believe that this is a thing of 
the past. As recently as 2004, the Grand Mufti of Islam, Ali Gomaa, declared that Yoga is 
“an aberration the practice of which is forbidden under Islamic Law”. 

Why Yoga should be bad for Muslims is difficult to understand – unless Muslim leaders are 
afraid that it might cause their followers to see the truth and discard Islam for good. But 
nowhere become the fallacies of Islamic thought as clear as in the Koran itself. The Koran, 
of course, does not usually offer any reasoned arguments in support of its teachings. 
However, when it does attempt to do so, the results are hilarious. One of the rare attempts at 



providing such reasoned arguments is the one in Chapter 23, verse 91, which is advanced 
against the belief in more than one God. It is claimed there – supposedly by God Himself 
but in reality by Mohammad – that there are no Gods besides God for, were it otherwise, 
“each God would hold himself above the other”.  

In contrast with Hindu, Buddhist and Pagan Greek traditions, logic has never been the 
strength of Abrahamic culture and even less of Islam. Mohammad should have left logic 
out of the Koran. However, since he chose to offer a logical explanation for his beliefs, we 
have the opportunity of putting his logic to the test. To begin with, it is a perfectly logical 
possibility that God Who is Omnipotent, Omniscient, Compassionate, Just, Good, 
Intelligent and Supremely Wise might find a way of living in a peaceful and civilised 
manner with others like Himself. However, polytheistic traditions do not believe in many 
Supreme Gods, but in many Deities which are creations or manifestations of the Supreme 
Being and live in harmony with each other and in obedience to Divine Law and Order 
(Dharma). 

  

Abrahamic tradition itself, including Islam, admits the existence of Angels which are the 
creation of God. Angels admittedly do not hold themselves above each other but live in 
mutual harmony under the divine rule of God. If Angels can co-exist peacefully, it follows 
that so can Gods – unless evidence be produced to support the theory that there is 
something inherent in the nature of Gods which would prevent them from co-existing. 
Indeed, even on the hypothesis that the Gods would be in conflict or competition with one 
another this would be no proof that they do not exist. For, Muslims and non-Muslims too 
are in conflict and competition with each other. Yet this does not mean that they do not 
exist. Thus the notion that conflict and competition between things of the same kind – be 
they human, animal or divine – would somehow exclude the possibility of their existence is 
simply untenable and absurd. 

  

Having offered his illogical “explanation” as to why the Gods cannot exist, Mohammad 
next advances a similar “argument” to explain why idols should not be worshipped, 
namely, that they “cannot take or give anything, hear or speak” and so on (35:14, etc.). 
Firstly, the proposition that idols cannot take or give anything is not at all proven. In fact, it 
is positively contradicted by the fact that they may give aesthetic, emotional or spiritual 
satisfaction; they may generate religious devotion or spiritual inspiration in a sensitive 
believer; and prayers addressed to idols or to the spiritual powers they represent might 
actually be answered as testified by trustworthy believers. 

  

Regarding the charge that idols “cannot hear or speak”, what can we say? If we were to 
accept this as reason for not worshipping them, then we shouldn’t worship Allah either, for 
he has never spoken to anyone except to his “prophet” Mohammad. The fact is that the 
idols are not there to speak to us. Their main function is spiritual and we cannot expect 



individuals with a negative, anti-spiritual mind-set to understand this. Idol-worship is one 
of the manifestations of religious and spiritual teachings which are based on experience; it 
is enjoined in the Scriptures; and has never done any harm to anyone – on the contrary, 
cultures featuring idol-worship such as that of India, Sumer (Ancient Mesopotamia) and 
Egypt have produced great civilisations.  

  

In contrast, belief systems which reject traditional idols, such as Islam and Communism, 
have created their own idols. For such is the nature of the human mind. It needs something 
to look up to and worship. This has been the case since life on earth began. In the absence 
of legitimate traditional forms of worship the mind invents its own idols, its own Gods and 
its own demons. Without tested, time-honoured modes of worship, man devises his own 
ways of meeting his spiritual needs, succumbs to his own, self-created delusions and finally 
cuts himself off from the spiritual realities on which he depends. In the absence of adequate 
physical, intellectual and spiritual activity, it is not surprising that the Muslim psyche was 
never able to grow and remained in a state of stunted development comparable to that of a 
retarded child or dwarf. 

Therefore it is not altogether surprising that Muslims are often looked upon as the 
intellectual and spiritual dwarves, caricatures and cartoon figures of the human race, a fact 
which is reflected in their interactions with the rest of the world. Given its pathological 
condition, Islam naturally seeks to impose a veil of intellectual and spiritual darkness (an 
intellectual and spiritual “hijab”) upon the world in order to conceal its own inadequacies, 
fallacies and terminal pathologies. For even a moderate amount of knowledge would be 
sufficient to expose the obvious flaws of Islam and bring to light its monstrous crimes 
against humanity and against God. 

Thus we are dealing with a self-perpetuating cycle of evil: over one billion souls remain in 
a permanent state of emotional, intellectual and spiritual retardment because of their 
delusional ideology and their delusional ideology is reinforced by the Islamic authorities as 
a means of retaining their power and influence over the masses. So, why do not the Muslim 
masses rebel against their leaders? The fact is that the Muslim world has nothing to its 
name apart from Islam. True, Pakistani and Bangladeshi Muslims could return to 
Hinduism; Indonesians could return to Hinduism and Buddhism; Iranians could return to 
Zoroastrianism. In most cases, however, whatever elements of spiritual culture and 
civilisation might have been present in Muslim countries prior to Islam, were destroyed for 
ever by the latter’s religious fanaticism and spiritual intolerance. Thus by the late Middle 
Ages all that was left of spirituality in the Muslim world were the scattered writings of 
Rumi, Suhrawardi and a handful of other “seekers after truth”. 

Let us, for a moment, put ourselves in the Muslims’ position. Suppose we were born in a 
Muslim country where we are forced to go to the mosque every Friday and surrender our 
soul and our mind to the invisible and ultimately non-existent “God” of Islam. And because 
man cannot surrender to something he does not see, hear, know or understand and which 
for all practical purposes does not exist, we surrender our reason and our will-power – 
whether we are aware of it or not – to the man standing in front of us, who claims to be a 



religious authority, who leads the prayers and who preaches hatred of the outside world. 
Moreover, after the prayers and the sermon (or ideological indoctrination), when we are 
seething with anger at the supposed crimes of the non-Muslim world, we are goaded by the 
political agitators and propagandists of al-Qaeda & Co. to spill out into the streets and make 
mincemeat of anything that happens to even remotely represent disagreement with or 
opposition to Islam. 

This external destruction of all things deemed to be opposed to Islam is nothing but the 
outer manifestation of the inner annihilation of everything in us that might disagree with 
Islamic ideology. Thus the delusional cult started by a delusional personality takes over our 
life and we live in and for it as if nothing else existed in the world. Meanwhile, Muslim 
leaders know exactly what they are doing. Through their network of secret agents they also 
know exactly what the masses are doing, including what the masses are talking, thinking 
and dreaming. The moment the masses show even the slightest sign of discontent with the 
leaders, the latter instantly produce some conflict or other with the outside world and 
everything is blamed on the “infidel” enemies of Islam. 

It may be observed at this point that Muslim grievances against the non-Muslim world are 
not always unfounded. To take a classical example, up to the Islamic Revolution of 1979, 
Iran was virtually an American colony run by the CIA on behalf of US oil companies and 
other business interests. Tens of thousands of US “advisers” controlled the government, the 
armed forces and the repressive secret police (SAVAK), trained and equipped by the CIA, 
FBI and Mossad. This makes resentment of America, Britain, Israel and other non-Muslim 
countries legitimate and understandable. In contrast, however, Muslim talk of “Hindu 
colonialism” in Kashmir when it is the Muslims who are the true aliens, colonialists and 
imperialists on the Subcontinent, is nothing but deliberate and malicious propaganda.  

In this climate of engineered hatred, every man, woman and child who have anything to be 
angry about in their private, professional or social life are encouraged to participate in 
public and melodramatic rituals of emotional discharge which are choreographed and 
orchestrated in detail by the Islamic leadership or its henchmen and turned into a form of 
controlled mass addiction and a substitute for proper life. This ritual is the classical “bread 
and entertainment” of the Islamic world designed to keep the masses quiet and under 
control.  

Every now and then, the self-appointed oracle of the international media industry 
ominously prophesies that the “Muslim world will explode” so that the rest of the world 
had better be careful not to “provoke” Islamic anger. Yet despite the over-sized front-page 
pictures of the angry Islamic mob – which are deliberately focused to show a few faces 
consumed with anger and hatred even when they only amount to a small crowd – the 
Muslim world invariably fails to explode. 

The protests and demonstrations never develop into full-blown rebellion or revolution let 
alone international warfare. The sole apparent “exception” was the Iranian revolution which 
was controlled by the Islamic authorities and partly encouraged by Western powers as part 
of their own regional and global strategy. This persistent failure of the Islamic world to 
“explode” is, of course, due to the fact that the “spontaneous” Muslim anger is in reality 



carefully orchestrated and controlled from above and always used purely for propaganda 
purposes, to score political points and to keep the masses satisfied and under the illusion 
that the power belongs to the people and that “Amreeka”, “Ingeltera” and other “kuffar” 
nations are trembling with fear of the Islamic mob.   
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Thus all the discontent, frustration and anger generated by life under Islam are cleverly 
channeled against the non-Muslim world. In this conflict, the Muslim leaders are allowed to 
retain their leading role while the masses, the real losers, imagine that they have some 
influence on the events which are shaping their lives. The masses, of course, play along for, 
what else could they do? Even if, by modern means of information and communication, we 
were to discover the truth about Islam, we could not simply leave this repressive cult. 
Islamic laws and society would not allow us to. Hence we would be forced to go with the 
flow and stay within the Islamic fold (or prison) for better or for worse. Moreover, without 
Islam we would be left with little else as Islam has long eradicated anything of value which 
we could positively regard as our culture. Even such elements belonging to pre-Islamic 
culture as have been preserved either in actuality or in memory, have been turned into 
“abominations” by a process of Islamic “counter-history” and have come to be regarded as 
suspect, even alien. To leave Islam would mean to acquire a new culture, a new identity, a 
new personality, a new set of beliefs and a new way of life based on ideas taken from the 
outside world (the world outside Islam) which we have been indoctrinated, trained and 
conditioned to passionately reject from the moment we were born. 

Such a fundamental transformation and transition from pathology to normal life would 
involve too great an emotional, intellectual and spiritual effort in the case of the vast 
majority of Muslims. Without help from society and from the leadership, it is much easier 
to simply give in to the force of habit and continue as before. More importantly, the outside 
world does not make it easy for us to make this great step in our life from savage to 
civilised man. For, the world is treating us with disrespect, attacking our fellow-Muslims, 
ridiculing our culture, and competing in the exploitation of our natural resources such as 
gas and oil without regard to our own interests…. 

We can now better understand why the Muslim masses conspire with their fraudulent and 
manipulative leaders in the perpetuation of this evil cycle of ignorance, delusion and deceit. 
From a Muslim perspective, it may be true that the non-Muslim world is more advanced in 
technology and science and that its citizens enjoy greater freedom. But ignorance, crime, 
corruption, poverty, injustice, violence, disease and natural disasters exist there too. Indeed, 
if we look at the Western world where large numbers of people care for little else apart 
from money, food, alcohol, sex and drugs, converting to a new way of life seems less 



appealing. Even worse, Islam seems to be spreading in the West too. So, why bother? 
Large-scale emigration of Muslims to Europe and America works in favour of Islamic 
fundamentalism. For, while some Muslims are quick to adapt and integrate in their new 
environment, most are not. This leads to their being rejected by mainstream society and the 
reflex Muslim reaction to this rejection is to reject the host society in return. 

Instead of adapting and integrating, Muslims now stubbornly and unreasonably demand 
that the host countries adapt to Islam. Non-Muslim societies are criticised for not being 
more Islamic. Thus the conflict becomes a battle of wills and it is not at all certain that the 
will of the host population is the stronger. It is evident that liberal Western societies and 
their Eastern client states have made it particularly easy for Islam to strike roots on their 
soil. However, to correctly understand what is happening we need to recall the beginnings 
of Islam, the time when Mohammad, forced to leave the Pagan city of Mecca, found shelter 
in Medina. 

Most likely, Mohammad’s psychological condition, aggravated by the rejection he 
experienced at the hands of the citizens of his native town as well as the death of his two 
sons, of his wife Khadija and his uncle Abu Thalib, were the primary factors which set in 
motion the fundamental transformation from law-abiding citizen to desperado outlaw. The 
fact is that, for all practical purposes, Mohammad was a bandit leader whose main aim was 
to secure and consolidate a base area which would subsequently be extended to areas which 
were not yet under his control. Thus, once in Medina, Mohammad with a band of several 
dozens followers took to raiding trading caravans carrying merchandise from and to Mecca. 
The booty taken from these raids was used to consolidate his power and influence in 
Medina which soon became his permanent base area from where he was eventually able to 
attack Mecca itself. From its base in Medina, Islam was able to extend its ideological, 
political and military influence and power to adjacent areas, establish new bases and extend 
its influence and power to new areas, etc. 

This strategy is reflected in later Islamic invasion and occupation of other nations and 
continues to this day albeit not (usually) in military form. In practice, the basic strategy of 
Islam is to suppress other religions on its own territory while infiltrating and gradually 
taking over the traditional territories of opposed religions. To a large extent this is currently 
being achieved through Muslim immigration into non-Muslim areas. One of the 
motivations for this immigration is, of course, economic in nature. However, we must not 
forget that in Islam, the actions of prophet Mohammad are the accepted “source of 
imitation” and the supreme model of how Muslims are expected to behave. Therefore, it is 
entirely natural that Muslims will seek to imitate their prophet to the best of their ability. 
Accordingly, as Mohammad spread his influence and power in his own time, so do his 
followers today by whatever means they can (or are allowed to by non-Muslims). Instead of 
military invasion, private residences, shops, restaurants and other businesses are set up in 
non-Muslim areas. Over time, these multiply and, with them, the Muslim population also 
rises. Soon mosques are opened, the area in question is declared a “Muslim zone” and non-
Muslims are gradually driven out. Separate Muslim enclaves join to form larger Muslim-
dominated areas, and so on. The non-Muslim population which (for political and financial 
reasons) has been trained by its own leaders to believe in tolerance and appeasement either 
(a) leaves the area, (b) practices appeasement or (c) converts to Islam.  



The Muslim colonies which are formed in this way are then used as bases from which 
political, cultural, religious, economic and when necessary and possible, military/terrorist 
campaigns are carried on against non-Islamic targets. We may note that this strategy had 
been established among semi-nomadic races long before Mohammad. The conquest of 
Mesopotamia by herdsmen from the Syro-Arabian desert had undoubtedly proceeded 
according to similar strategic patterns. Such encroachments by nomadic tribes on sedentary, 
agriculture-based civilisations were initially motivated by economic interests to which a 
religious monotheistic dimension was added by the Israelites. 

The Hebrew Bible itself, that is, that portion thereof which scholars agree was composed 
under 7th century BCE King Josiah as a “classic literary expression of the yearnings and 
fantasies of a people at a certain time and place” (Finkelstein and Silberman), advises the 
followers of the new replacement cult to take over Canaan gradually: “And the Lord thy 
God [Yahweh Elohim] will put out those nations before thee by little and little: thou mayest 
not consume them at once, lest the beasts of the field increase upon thee … there shall no 
man be able to stand before thee, until thou have destroyed them … The graven images of 
their Gods shall ye burn with fire …” (Deuteronomy 7:22-25). However, while in the 
course of the centuries Jews have abandoned their traditional belligerent behaviour and 
have become partly integrated, Arab Muslims have chosen to remain outside the fold of 
civilisation and continue their attacks as before. 

As we saw in Part 1 (Judaism) of the present investigation, archaeological and historical 
evidence indicates that a conspiracy existed in Roman-occupied Israel (among the Zealots 
or Fanatics), aiming to create a worldwide Jewish theocratic empire. Following the Roman 
defeat of the Zealots, this conspiracy was adopted and continued with ruthless efficiency by 
Christianity and finally by Islam. This conspiracy is confirmed by the Koran, the general 
teaching of which is that mankind must submit to the God of Abraham, Moses and 
Mohammad. It is further confirmed by the historical military expansion of the Islamic 
Empire as well as by the current militant and supremacist ideology of fundamentalist Islam. 
Indeed, the Arab tradition of raiding other tribes and nations has persisted without 
interruption since the days of their prophet. Moreover, it is indisputable that even 
“ordinary” and “law-abiding” Muslims harbour the wish, whether articulated or not, that 
the world will one day succumb to Islamic rule. Thus the fact of a monotheistic and, in 
particular, Islamic conspiracy of world domination cannot be reasonably denied. 

It was this conspiracy which motivated and inspired the creation of the Islamic Empire in 
the Middle Ages in the first place. It was only through growing Hindu and Sikh resistance 
to Islam on the Indian subcontinent, the defeat of Islamic rule by Christian kings in Spain 
and the spread of European influence in Africa and the Eastern Mediterranean, that Islamic 
expansion was successfully challenged. The military defeat of the Turkish Ottoman Empire 
in 1918 marked the natural end of the Islamic Empire. However, the ghost of this Empire 
was artificially kept alive by the revanchist Khilafat movement which began to gain 
momentum with the creation of Pakistan in 1947. The creation of Israel in 1948 and 
occupation of Palestinian territories provided further motivation for the Islamist cause. 

More recently, the growing dependence of Europe, America and Asia on Middle Eastern oil 
has given new financial and economic strength to fundamentalist Islamic states like Saudi 



Arabia and has rendered the non-Islamic world open to Islamic pressure. The collapse of 
traditional beliefs among European Christians has left Europe vulnerable to Islamist 
conversion activities, indeed, it is evident that the current state of Christianity is no match 
for Islam in terms of ideology and determination. Mass immigration of Muslims into non-
Muslim countries, which has created new base areas on non-Muslim territory, is used for 
the purpose of Islamist expansion. The rise of the Left and its opposition to traditional local 
values has further provided Islam with new opportunities in its conspiracy of world 
domination. 

Islam and its unwitting Allies 

  

It may be noted at this juncture that the reactionary elements of the Abrahamic camp 
continue to claim that the “success” of Abrahamic religion constitutes “proof” that it is the 
Will of God for it to prevail over traditional religion and that, therefore, Abrahamic religion 
must be the True Religion. However, if we consider the matter carefully and objectively, it 
soon becomes clear that this cannot be the case. Firstly, although Islam is on the rise, 
Judaism and Christianity, that is, the very Abrahamic traditions from which Islam is 
derived, are currently on the decline. Were Abrahamic religion the True Religion in the 
eyes of God, it could hardly be His Will for a derivative Abrahamic religion to prevail over 
the original. 

  

Secondly, Abrahamic religion has not succeeded, but failed, to create a better society and a 
better world. It has failed to establish Righteousness on earth which is the purpose of all 
true religion. Its only “achievement” has been to spread over much of the world, bringing 
division, conflict and suffering in its wake. But then epidemics spread, too, and with similar 
results. And just as it cannot be the Will of God for disease to rule the world, it cannot be 
His Will for false religion to rule the world. 

  

Thirdly, we must go back to the beginning of the conflict between Abrahamic and non-
Abrahamic religion, which may also be defined as a conflict between Monotheism and 
Polytheism, to see that in the eyes of the followers of traditional religion, Atenism as well 
as Yahwism-Adonism (or “Yahweh-only religion”) was an aberration and the opposite of 
True Religion. As Professor Assmann has pointed out, traditional Western (Ancient 
Egyptian) religion “identifies the most heinous of sins in a religion that destroys the images 
[divine idols] and violates the taboos, thus cutting off all contact with the world of the Gods 
and their benevolence – the fruitfulness of the land, justice among men, the very fabric and 
organisation of the world” (The Mind of Egypt, p. 402). Thus, from a traditional point of 
view, exclusive Monotheism, in particular in its more morbid aspects of militant anti-
Polytheism, idolophobia and iconoclasm “appears as illness” (Moses the Egyptian, p. 76). 



  

This view, of course, is validated by history itself: neither Abrahamic Israel nor Muslim-
occupied Egypt have been able to match the extraordinary continuity, stability and 
prosperity of pre-Abrahamic Egypt. Similarly, from an Eastern (Hindu) point of view, 
Abrahamic religion is a form of spiritual disorder and a manifestation of Unrighteousness 
(Adharma). Thus, Swami Dayananda Saraswati in his analysis of Abrahamic religion (The 
Light of Truth, published in 1875) clearly states: “The Bible and the Qoran … are not 
therefore, God’s books” (revised ed., 1946). This again is substantiated by historical 
experience: under the influence and domination of Abrahamic culture, in particular, in the 
form of Islamic and Christian colonialism and imperialism, India has become a mere 
shadow of its pre-Abrahamic self. Indeed, we have already demonstrated that Monotheism, 
in particular Abrahamic Monotheism, was not the original religion of mankind. We have 
also shown that Abrahamic objections to Polytheism and idol-worship were not only 
unfounded but politically and economically motivated and hence had nothing to do with 
religion. In particular, the politically-inspired Abrahamic strategy of rejecting traditional 
Gods while admitting “Angels” is a self-contradictory and schizophrenic project which has 
more to do with psychopathology than with true spirituality. 

  

As stated in the Bhagavadgita, when Unrighteousness prevails in the world, God Himself 
comes into the world to re-establish Righteousness and destroy Unrighteousness (4.7-8). It 
follows that it cannot be the Will of God for Unrighteousness in any form or shape (such as 
Abrahamic religion) to permanently prevail. However, as Scripture itself implies, 
Unrighteousness does sometimes prevail, temporarily. For, it is written, “when 
Unrighteousness prevails” or, more precisely, “when there is a rise of Unrighteousness 
(“abhyutthanam adharmasya”). The question that naturally arises is, “why does God allow 
Unrighteousness to rise?” The answer is: because of man’s failure to wholeheartedly adhere 
to the Path of Righteousness. 

  

It must be remembered that both in Ancient Egyptian and Hindu tradition Righteousness is 
the Law of God, the Universal Principle that supports the whole world including human 
society. Therefore, whenever there is a slackening in strict adherence to Righteousness, to 
the Law of God, Unrighteousness necessarily rises. Unrighteousness is nothing but 
transgression or rebellion against the Law of God. The term “abhyutthanam” or rise also 
carries the important connotation of “rebellion”. This transgression or rebellion against the 
divinely-established order of things manifests itself in many forms and degrees: doubt, lack 
of faith, non-observance of scriptural injunctions, etc. Scripture very clearly states that 
“The ignorant man who is without faith and possesses a doubting nature perishes” and that 
“for the doubting man there is no happiness” (Bhagavadgita 4.40). The same applies to the 
man without faith (17.28), to the man who ignores scriptural injunctions (16.23), etc. 

  



In addition, selfishness, vanity, ostentation, arrogance, self-conceit, greed, hatred and other 
spiritual and moral defects which arise from a lack of faith in God and His Eternal Law 
(Sanatana Dharma) lead man on the downward path of Unrighteousness (16.4,21) and to 
misfortune. For, “no one who does good goes the way of misfortune” (6.42). It follows that 
the rise of Unrighteousness is just divine retribution for mankind’s past and present 
transgressions and that the only remedy to this is strict adherence to the Law of God 
(Dharma). And adherence to the Law of God entails fighting Unrighteousness. Therefore, 
the Struggle for Righteousness and against Unrighteousness (Dharma Yuddha) is the duty 
of all righteous souls and the path to happiness and Salvation (2.38; 8.7; 11.34). 

In his survey of Western scholarly investigation into the origins of the conflict between 
Abrahamic and non-Abrahamic religion, Professor Assmann has made the following 
observations: ‘Disciplines develop questions of their own and by doing so function as a 
mnemotechnique of forgetting with regard to concerns of a more general and fundamental 
character. In this book I try to remember and recover the questions, not to answer them. I 
attempt a mnemohistory [study of how historical events were preserved in the collective 
memory of nations] of religious antagonism insofar as this antagonism is founded on the 
symbolic confrontation of Israel and Egypt (Moses the Egyptian, p. 6) ….  Nobody taking 
part in this [Israel-versus-Egypt] discourse ever went so far as to intone “praise of 
polytheism”. This remained for postmodern philosophy to formulate …. The power and 
influence of cosmotheistic movements such as Neoplatonism … Spinozism, Deism and 
pantheism – many of which developed pronounced forms of Egyptophilia – might be 
explained as a return of “the repressed” ’ (ibidem, p. 217). 

Indeed, it becomes evident from the study of the historical development of the Israel-Egypt 
(and subsequently, Abrahamic-non-Abrahamic and West-East) conflict that a recovery and 
restoration of those aspects of human civilisation which have been systematically and 
brutally repressed by Abrahamic religion for the past two thousand years is the only remedy 
to the current situation. It is an established fact that truth existed first and that what came 
afterwards represents a deviation from and distortion of truth. According to this principle 
which is supported by the facts of history, only a return to mankind’s original and authentic 
religion can cancel the Mosaic distinction (or Abrahamic divide), put an end to the resulting 
cultural discrimination, repression and genocide perpetrated against non-Abrahamic nations 
and restore the religious unity of mankind, thus saving the human race from self-
destruction. 

It is generally accepted that Islam is currently the most militant among Abrahamic 
religions. However, for a restoration of pre-Abrahamic religious unity to become possible, 
it is not enough to criticise Islam. It is necessary for Muslims to be actively encouraged to 
engage in critical examination of their religion. Moreover, the interests of truth require 
nothing less than that the adherents of the other Abrahamic religions, Judaism and 
Christianity, who emerge as the co-accused in this investigation, engage in equally honest 
and critical examination of their own traditions which, after all, emanated from the same 
source and followed a similar pattern as Islam. Yet this is precisely where the problem lies. 
Few Jews and Christians are willing to examine their religion in an honest and critical 
manner. And when they do (see Darwin, Karl Marx, Dr Freud, Professor Einstein, etc.) they 
seldom acknowledge a return to pre-Abrahamic religion as the solution, but tend to lurch in 



the direction of other equally objectionable extremes such as Atheism. Thus, for 
ideological, political, economic and psychological reasons, the Western world has decided 
that its Abrahamic culture is beyond reproach and that, as far as Islam is concerned, the 
issue is not Islam as such but only those forms thereof which are regarded as inconvenient 
to and disruptive of the status quo, such as Islamic terrorism.     

This opportunistic and reactionary closing of ranks against change provides Islam and its 
allies with an alibi for not changing. Thus, the Western world’s “War on Terrorism” has 
become a smokescreen behind which forces inimical to true change carry on their nefarious 
activities as before. The very condemnation of Islamic terrorism has resulted in “moderate 
Islam” being constructed and projected as an acceptable, indeed commendable ideology, 
thereby cancelling out the need for Muslims and their fellow-Westerners to critically 
examine Abrahamic culture and its devastating impact on the world. Religious, political 
and military leaders around the world fail to recognise the fact that it is not only pointless 
but positively self-defeating to attack “al-Qaeda” in Afghanistan and Iraq while Indonesia, 
Pakistan, Iran, Turkey, Morocco, and other Islamic nations are becoming increasingly 
radicalised, Islam is being systematically promoted by political and religious organisations 
of all denominations, and thousands of Islamist extremists are allowed to establish bases on 
our own territory with impunity so long as the majority of them remain “peaceful” and 
“law-abiding”. 

As pointed out by Uday Bhaskar, security analyst and former director of the Indian Institute 
for Defence Studies and Analysis, “If you have 150 million Muslims in India, only 0.0001 
percent of that figure would mean a militant nucleus of 15,000 people” (Reuters, July 27, 
2008). In American and European terms, a Muslim population of a few million will still 
provide hundreds of committed militants capable of perpetrating large-scale atrocities 
against the host population. In the light of this fact, asserting that the majority of the 
Muslim population is peaceful and law-abiding becomes meaningless when you have an 
army of hundreds or thousands of militant extremists ready to strike. It becomes even more 
meaningless if we bear in mind that the extremist nucleus does not exist independently but 
is actively supported or otherwise encouraged by a much larger segment of the Muslim 
population, which segment in turn exists solely thanks to the Muslim population at large.  

What is conveniently forgotten or ignored in this process is that the divisive and 
antagonistic ideology of Islam is fundamentally the same in the wider Muslim population 
as in the militant nucleus and that it differs from one segment of the population to the other 
not in substance but in degree. Thus, as already stated, the more Islamic extremism is 
rejected in complete isolation of Islam the more Islam is made to appear inoffensive and 
even desirable as an alternative and “cure” to the Islamic extremism of which it has been 
the cause in the first place. This self-defeating and schizophrenic approach to the Islamic 
problem once again demonstrates the pathological nature of Western Abrahamic 
civilisation     

In the final analysis, therefore, we may clearly identify the following main factors which 
ensure the spread of Islam and work against its containment: (1) the repressive nature of 
Islamic society itself; (2) the negative aspects of life in the non-Muslim world, in particular 
in the West; (3) ignorance of the true origin and nature of Islam in both Islamic and non-



Islamic societies; (4) migration of millions of Muslims (including extremist elements) to 
non-Muslim countries; (5) the unrestricted, proselytising activities of Muslim individuals, 
organisations and governments; and (6) the non-Muslim world’s apparent willingness to 
appease, accommodate – and even welcome – Islam as an alternative to established religion 
and culture and as a “cure” for Islamic extremism.  

To conclude, the circumstances in the world today are such as to permit Islam to go on the 
offensive again. In this regard, Islam finds itself in a position similar to that which it 
occupied in the days of its founder, only on a larger scale: what is at stake is no longer just 
Arabia, but the whole planet. However, the appeasement of Islam by non-Islamic systems 
must be regarded as the most important factor that enables Islam to expand its influence 
and dominance throughout the world. Furthermore, in addition to Islam’s fellow-
Abrahamic ideologies, this appeasement is connected with the inherent weaknesses, 
contradictions and aberrations of the Western world’s two other major systems, namely, 
Capitalism and Communism. It is to these two that we now must turn our attention.  

  

__________________________ 
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CAPITALISM AND GLOBAL 
EMPIRE 

  

It is claimed by apologists of Western culture in general and of Monotheism, in 
particular, that the latter represents a step forward in the history of religion and, 
by extension, in the history of mankind. However, our own investigation into the 
matter has brought to light a disturbing Western drive for world domination 
which we have identified as a spiritual and cultural pathology. This pathology 
has engendered a series of anomalous and dysfunctional ideologies constructed 
and organised around the exclusive belief in one God, the belief in the 
superiority of this belief over all others and the belief in the need to impose this 
belief on the world by all means available.  

The critical analysis of historical data indicates that the effect of Western 
Monotheism – from Atenism to Islam – has been to disrupt the established 
world order and usher in an era of religious and cultural intolerance and conflict 
which has increasingly thrown into question the very survival of the human race 
on earth. Indeed, not only was Western Monotheism antagonistic to the 
established religion of the Ancient World from the very beginning, but it soon 
augmented religious conflict by splitting into several mutually-opposed factions 
vying with each other for world domination. It follows that, far from 
representing a step forward, Western Monotheism is a degeneration of human 
civilisation. 

As part of this process of cultural and spiritual degeneration, the internal 
contradictions of the general Western pathology eventually gave birth to new 



morbid developments, in particular, Capitalism and Communism (also known as 
Socialism or Marxism-Leninism-Maoism) which, as we shall see, interact with 
each other and with the various currents of Western Monotheism itself to 
compound the world situation and push mankind to the brink of self-destruction. 
In order to understand what Capitalism and Communism are and how – in 
collaboration with Western (Abrahamic) Monotheism – they contribute to the 
rapid deterioration of the world situation, it is necessary to go back to the period 
prior to both. 

The Rise of Capitalism and the  
Decline of the Peasantry 

The members of all advanced societies are divided into occupational groups or 
classes which stand in specific relations to each other and to the goods or 
services they produce. The traditional Hindu Four-Caste (Chatur-Varna) system 
may be taken as a convenient model for the socio-economic situation of the pre-
Capitalist period and for the ideal structure of human society. Briefly, this is 
based on the fact that the major sources of income were: (1) religious services 
and spiritual guidance, (2) warfare, (3) agriculture and trade, and (4) labour. 
This model applied as much to Hindu India as it did to Classical Pagan and 
Medieval Christian Europe and it reflected the natural order of things. For, while 
the European clergy derived its income from religion-related activities, the 
military derived its income from warfare, farmers and traders derived theirs 
from agriculture and trade, and labourers from selling their labour-power. As in 
India, the bulk of the pre-Capitalist European population consisted of farmers 
and agricultural labourers. Land was cultivated either in small, individually-
owned fields; communally by an entire village community; or by labourers 
tilling the soil for a landowner. Thus the farming population consisted of (1) 
landowners, (2) tenants who farmed land rented from a landowner, and (3) 
wage-labourers who sold their labour-power to the landholders (owners or 
tenants). 

Now, a system of tenure is thought to have emerged in Medieval Europe, 
whereby tenants were allowed to hold land by a landowner (usually a member of 
the aristocratic military) in exchange for allegiance and military service. On his 
part, the landowner offered armed protection to his tenants (or “vassals”). On the 
basis of this theory, the term “Feudalism” was coined in the 18th century, from 
“feudum”, a piece of land held in fee (payable in kind or money, “fee” being 
derived from Old High German “fihu”, Anglo-Saxon “feoh”, etc., “farm animal, 
property, money”). “Feudalism”, of course, is a derogatory term used by both 
Capitalists and Communists to denigrate established social systems and 
fraudulently portray themselves as “superior” to the latter.       

In reality, there is no logical, moral or economic reason why a person should not 
hold land by feudal tenure as described above. Nor was all land held in this way. 



Therefore, “Feudalism” is not an accurate description of the social, economic 
and political situation which obtained in the period prior to the emergence of 
Capitalism and Communism. In consequence, this imaginary and deceptive term 
must be regarded as a political and propagandistic label employed by Capitalists 
and Communists alike as part of their programme of denigrating and destroying 
established systems in order to further their own vested interests. To understand 
the absurdity and dangers of the concept of “Feudalism” we need only 
remember that even Hinduism is being labelled “Feudalism” by those who seek 
to destroy it, such as Indian and Nepali Maoists, foreign-influenced Capitalists, 
Christian evangelists and other agents of Western Imperialism. Equally 
important to understand is that, as we shall presently see, despite their criticism 
of “feudalist” society which supposedly exploited and enslaved the peasantry, 
neither Capitalism nor Communism did anything to fundamentally improve the 
situation of farmers and agricultural labourers. On the contrary, as history 
shows, both Capitalism and Communism were based on the systematic 
dispossession and exploitation of the agricultural population. 

To be sure, some dispossession and exploitation of the masses was already 
taking place under the pre-Capitalist, “feudalist” system of Christian-occupied 
Europe. After all, Western society was in a state of advancing degeneracy long 
before Capitalism. However, this was not even remotely approaching the 
massive scale of dispossession and exploitation under Capitalism and 
Communism. Indeed, Karl Marx himself taught that the dispossession of the 
masses (in particular, the peasantry) was one of the defining characteristics of 
Capitalism. In his Manifesto of the Communist Party (p.52) he clearly admits 
that the dispossessed workers of Capitalism “seek to restore by force the 
vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages”. Evidently, had Medieval 
“Feudalism” been as bad as claimed by capitalists and communists, the 
proletarians described by Marx would not have sought to revert to “the status of 
the workman of the Middle Ages”. 

The fact is that at the time when Marx was writing his Manifesto (in 1848), all 
he could do was to (correctly) observe a deterioration in the condition of the 
masses from “Feudalism” to Capitalism. He had no means of critically analysing 
the condition of the masses under Communism as the latter was only introduced 
after the Russian Revolution of 1917. Thus, his comparison of “feudalist” 
society with communist society was purely imaginary and, as history has shown, 
totally off the mark. The historical evidence indicates that the dispossession and 
exploitation of the masses actually increased as European society degenerated 
from the Classical Pagan era to the Christian Middle Ages and from that to 
Capitalism and Communism. In the final analysis, peasants in the Middle Ages 
owned more land and enjoyed greater prosperity and freedom than under 20th 
century Russian or Chinese Communism.    

The main dispossession and enslavement of the peasantry in Medieval Christian 
Europe was cultural and religious rather than economic, in nature. In addition, 



the rural population in pre-Capitalist society had not been enslaved by the 
“feudalist” system but by the endless wars, local, national and regional, which 
consumed Europe after the Roman Empire had succumbed to Christian rule. 
Indeed, the landowning aristocracy responsible for the “feudalist” system was 
Christian. Having replaced the old Pagan ruling class, it now felt that it could do 
as it pleased as long as it remained committed to Christianity. Moreover, since 
much of the land was owned by the Church, Christianity had as much to do with 
the exploitation and enslavement of Europe’s peasantry as anyone else. The 
competition between various members of the aristocracy, between clergy and 
aristocracy and between these and corrupt royal houses, was an additional 
contributive factor in the dispossession of the peasantry. Thus, to the extent that 
it existed, poverty among the rural population was not the result of “Feudalism” 
but of human greed inspired by Europe’s new Christian masters who were 
amassing incalculable wealth for themselves while preaching poverty and 
humility for everyone else.  

As Christianity was establishing its rule in Europe, efforts were made by the 
Church to consolidate and expand its own power both internally (within Europe) 
and externally (outside Europe). The internal consolidation and expansion of 
Church power involved the building of more and more churches and cathedrals 
and the acquisition of more and more land for the maintenance of both Church 
buildings and Church employees (bishops, priests, deacons, etc.) and their 
families. The external consolidation and expansion of Church power involved 
military campaigns such as the Crusades (1095-1291 CE) for the recovery of 
Israel/Palestine from Islamic rule and, subsequently, for the acquisition of 
colonies in Asia, Africa and the Americas. Building and maintaining fortified 
castles for the nobility and keeping their large private armies were equally 
taxing. All this meant a growing need of the ruling classes (the clergy and the 
military aristocracy) for revenue which led to rising fees for rented land and 
lower wages for labour, resulting in an impoverished peasantry. Thus while the 
Christian clergy and aristocracy were rising, the peasantry was declining.  

However, the ruling classes’ overspending on wars and other costly projects 
eventually made them dependent on the merchant classes from which they were 
forced to borrow increasingly large sums. Thus, another class which was 
thriving apart from nobility and clergy – and which was to become the dominant 
class in Western society – was that of the traders, in particular, the so-called 
“merchant bourgeoisie” which had profited from the growth of trade and market 
towns, from the acquisition of monopoly powers (which allowed it to make a 
profit by intervening between producers and consumers) and, above all, from the 
plunder obtained by military campaigns abroad. In particular, the principal 
agents of Capitalism were the members of the industrial bourgeoisie which had 
accumulated wealth (that is, capital) through speculative land transactions, usury 
(lending money at a high interest) and new modes of production designed to 
raise labour productivity. It was the rise of the capitalist bourgeoisie (capitalist 
middle class) which had emerged from the merchant classes that upset the 



natural order of human society in Europe and resulted in the subordination of all 
other classes (clergy, military, peasantry and labourers) to the interests of the 
merchant class. It follows that Capitalism is defined by the rise of the merchant 
class over other classes. As such, it is a specifically Judaeo-Christian 
phenomenon that could never have developed in traditional Eastern society 
where every social class (for example, the Four Castes of Hindu society) knew 
its place and saw it as its duty to perform the function naturally assigned to it in 
harmony with the other classes and for the benefit of the whole of society. 

The classical example of Capitalist society is that of England where significant 
developments took place between the 1500s and the 1700s. One of these 
developments was the transition from the open-field system of farming to that of 
enclosed fields. Extensive enclosure by landlords of open fields, commons and 
waste lands was carried out especially for sheep farming, in order to provide 
wool for the manufacture of cloth (wool was the main textile material prior to 
the introduction of cotton). By 1700 about half of the arable land in England and 
Wales had been enclosed and this process was completed by 1815. Although, in 
theory, those who lost their rights to common land were given new plots, in 
practice, few had the capital required to invest in the new land; the new plots 
were insufficient for most smallholders to feed themselves and their families; 
and, even worse, landless labourers received no compensation at all.  

Other innovations in the agricultural sector were: the introduction of new crops 
such as fodder which helped keeping animal stock over winter; new agricultural 
implements; replacement of subsistence by commercial farming, etc. All this 
was well and good for large landowners who improved the productivity of 
labour while reducing the number of labourers in their employment, thereby 
improving their own profits. But it did not help the smallholders and labourers 
themselves who were now left without land and without work. A similar 
situation developed in the towns and cities where, driven by the same spirit of 
profit-increasing innovation, water, steam and coal replaced manpower in the 
operation of machines and engines (the first steam engine was invented in 
1698). This enabled the transition from rural, domestic production of goods to 
urban, mass production in factories under capitalist control. 

Thus, in essence, the main factors in the rise of Capitalism were: (1) the 
dispossession of the peasantry, generating rising numbers of labourers forced to 
sell their labour-power for low wages; (2) the emergence of the industrial 
bourgeoisie which had accumulated vast amounts of capital; and (3) the 
introduction of new modes of production facilitating the mass production of 
goods. Peasants were now forced to leave their farms and seek employment as 
agricultural wage workers, in the rural domestic industry and, increasingly, in 
the manufacturing workshops in the cities. In other words, the peasantry was 
twice dispossessed: first of land and second of means of production. For, while 
before Capitalism peasants had both land and tools, they now had neither. The 
peasantry now had to produce goods for the capitalists, on land and in 



workshops owned by the capitalists and by means of production owned, again, 
by the capitalists. The dispossessed peasants who had moved to the cities in 
search of work, in particular, were forced to live in purpose-built buildings 
owned by the capitalists to whom they had to pay rent for the rest of their lives. 

What becomes apparent is that Capitalism is not simply trade, commerce and 
finance, that is, normal economic activities which had been carried on for 
millennia, but an economic system in which such activities are misused for 
generating profit (usually for a few individuals) at the expense and to the 
detriment of others (usually many). Karl Marx was perfectly right when he 
wrote in his book, Das Kapital (Capital), that: “The expropriation of the 
agricultural producer, of the peasant, from the soil, is the basis of the whole 
[capitalist] process.” (Thus, by Marx’s own definition, the dispossession of the 
peasantry was not a “feudalist” but a capitalist phenomenon!) Indeed, much of 
Marxian criticism of Capitalism was spot on. Only that the “solutions” offered 
by Marxism to the problem of Capitalism were so out of touch with reality that, 
as we shall have occasion to see, the exploited classes were worse off under 
Communism than they had been under Capitalism! This is not in the least 
surprising, for as Marx himself had declared in his Manifesto of the Communist 
Party, “the theory of the Communists may be summed up in the single sentence: 
Abolition of private property”. In other words, under Communist rule, not only 
the peasantry was to be expropriated but the entire population – with the 
convenient exception of the bureaucracy (the “Communist State”) who was to 
be given absolute power over all property “in the name of the people”.    

Nevertheless, the fact remains that Communism was an evil which could not 
have come into being without Capitalism. As observed by the Communists, 
Capitalism was, indeed, based on the dispossession and exploitation of the 
peasantry by the other social classes. Already in the 16th century, so desperate 
was the situation that it led to widespread protest and open rebellion such as 
Robert Kett’s rebellion of 1549, which was brutally suppressed by the 
landowning aristocracy. If the situation was bad then, it was to become even 
worse by the time of Karl Marx. 

The Rise of Colonialism 

Nor was Capitalism content with exploiting its own, European peasantry and 
industrial proletariat. Driven by its expansionist tendencies – and perpetual thirst 
for easy profit – it soon began to export its exploitative methods to other parts of 
the world. Thus, Colonialism represents a logical progression from the earliest 
phases of the Capitalist pathology characterised by territorial expansion. This 
process of colonialist expansion began soon after the liberation of Portugal from 
Islamic occupation in the 13th century, when a series of “discoveries” were made 
by Portuguese colonialists in Africa, Asia and America. Travelling around 
Africa, Vasco da Gama arrived in India in 1498. While it is debatable as to how 
the Portuguese found their way to the Americas, it must be beyond dispute that 



they could have derived their knowledge of a sea route to India and beyond from 
Muslim traders who had maintained links with the Indian subcontinent for 
centuries.  

Indeed, archaeological evidence demonstrates that Arabs had maintained trade 
links with India even prior to the advent of Islam – as had the Romans, Greeks, 
Egyptians and Sumerians. Thus the notion of India being “discovered” by the 
Portuguese or anyone else is quite preposterous and without historical base. 
Undoubtedly, the Portuguese were well aware of the wealth the Arab Muslims 
had amassed from both trade and plunder on the Indian subcontinent and 
obtained information of a sea route to India from their former masters once they 
had defeated them. This sea route was also known to Jews as early as the 9th 
century when, as observed in the Encyclopaedia Judaica, “… other Jews arrived 
in China by sea along the Muslim trade route to the southern Chinese port of 
Canton …” (Vol. 5, p. 470). Nor was there anything to “discover” as any 
Crusader or spy could have sailed from Christian Ethiopia, Yemen or Oman to 
India just by following the coastline. Spain’s own liberation from Islamic rule 
led to the awakening of its own colonialist ambitions and in 1494 the world was 
divided between the Portuguese and Spanish Empires with the blessings of the 
Vatican. However, England, France and the Netherlands soon followed the 
Iberian example and, by the 17th century, established their own oversea colonies 
for the purpose of enriching themselves at the expense of other nations. 

The British Empire 

England’s isolated geographical situation enabled it to develop into a nation-
state fairly early. Its maritime skills and development of new technologies soon 
allowed it to become an empire which without doubt was to become the most 
successful of European colonialist entities.  

The first English colony was Ireland which English rulers had attempted to take 
over since Henry VIII had proclaimed himself King of Ireland in 1541. Fuelled 
by its capitalist impulse of expansion and encouraged by its relatively easy 
conquest of Ireland, England soon surpassed all other colonial powers and was 
able to practically rule the seas with impunity. Thus British Capitalist 
Imperialism came to be the dominant force in the world. After Ireland, America 
was the next target which the English colonialists, following the Spanish and 
French examples, set to conquer for the Crown. Having conquered North 
America and largely exterminated the native population, the British found 
themselves in possession of vast amounts of natural wealth, that is, capital, in 
the form of land and raw materials, but without sufficient labour force for the 
exploitation of the former. Efforts were made in North America and the 
Caribbean to put whatever was left of the native population to work in the 
service of capitalist enterprises.       

Forcing Native Americans to work on sugar plantations did not prove to be the 



brightest of British ideas and many of them perished from malnutrition and 
imported diseases. The British, therefore, next tried white servants and convicts. 
The most cost-effective labour-power, however, proved to be black African 
slaves. When slavery was abolished, the Capitalists reverted to European, Indian 
and Chinese labourers. This demonstrates that, in its obsessive drive for profit, 
Capitalism was prepared to use any labour-power even if it had to enslave it. 
Further north, slave labour was also used but mostly by smallholders who 
tended to produce for their own needs. However, by the 19th century, Capitalism 
was on the march even in North America and new labour-power in the form of 
heavy immigration was imported from Europe for large-scale commercial 
production. Interestingly, although Americans conducted their Revolution of 
1775-1783 for independence from British rule, they nevertheless embraced the 
same capitalist ways of the British Empire and, eventually, North America itself 
became the main bastion of Capitalism. 

However, prior to the rise of Capitalist America, Britain was the principal 
driving force of Western Capitalism which claimed the lives of millions of 
Native Americans and black Africans. Nor were Africans and Native Americans 
the only victims of British Capitalism. One of the most infamous episodes of 
British Colonialism in Ireland was the famine of 1847-1851 which caused the 
death of over one million people (a very large number for a small country like 
Ireland) and conveniently forced another million to emigrate to Britain and 
America as cheap wage-labourers for British-American Capitalism. Indeed, as 
admitted by the British historian Professor Niall Ferguson, it had been the 
express policy of the English colonial authorities from the very beginning to 
dispossess indigenous inhabitants – who were constructed as “weeds” – and 
replace them with English colonists, styled as “the good English and Scottish 
corn”. Thus, the term “plantation” used in British colonialist discourse was 
nothing but a euphemism for a deliberate process of ethnic cleansing (Empire, p. 
56).   

It may be added that the model for this process of ethnic cleansing was, of 
course, the Bible itself where, as noted earlier, “God” is alleged to have 
commanded the Israelites to take over Canaan “by little and little” and that 
“there shall no man be able to stand before thee, until thou have destroyed them” 
(Deuteronomy 7:22-25), that is, by a systematic process of physical and cultural 
extermination of the local population. Even in those colonies, such as the Indian 
subcontinent, where the population was simply too large to be physically 
exterminated, the criminal colonial policy of cultural extermination was 
systematically executed through (1) European education, (2) conversion to 
Christianity and (3) “reformation” of local religious traditions with a view to 
making them more similar, and eventually absorb them into, Abrahamic 
religion. 

The familiar Abrahamic pattern of this process is undeniable: for all practical 
purposes, the orders given for this ethnic and cultural cleansing were given by 



the ghost of King Josiah of Judah (and his successors, the bishops and popes of 
the Christian Church such as Clement I), through the mouth of the king and 
queen of England. Even without ethnic and cultural cleansing, the economic 
policies of the colonial authorities were in themselves sufficient to exact a heavy 
toll on the indigenous populations of the occupied territories. As Professor 
Ferguson puts it, British Colonialism “reduced India and China from being quite 
possibly the world’s most advanced economies in the sixteenth century to 
relative poverty by the early twentieth” (Empire, p. 369). 
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In India, one of the many crimes of British Colonialism was the Great Famine of 1769-
1770 in which about ten million people (one-third of the population of Bengal) died of 
starvation as a result of British policies. Indeed, periodic famines were to remain a 
permanent feature of British colonial rule to the very end. These incontrovertible historical 
facts demonstrate that Christian Capitalism was hostile to the interests of the Indian people 
from the day it was introduced on the Subcontinent. It also brings us to the problem of 
British Capitalism in India. 

The East India Company and  
the British Raj 

Following Portugal’s miraculous “discovery” of India (which, as we have seen, had already 
been made by Arabs and others), there ensued an eastward stampede of would-be European 
powers, aiming to exploit as much of the Subcontinent and other Eastern lands as fast as 
possible. Initially, Britain was comparatively slow in this Western race for enrichment at 
the expense of the unsuspecting East. However, the keen, profit-orientated eye of emerging 
British Capitalism could not have missed the activities of Portugal, the Netherlands and 
France which were already at the scene, feasting on whatever rich pickings they could, like 
flocks of vultures and crows scouring the countryside for food. By 1600, the declining 
fortunes of Portuguese colonial competitors in the region tempted the British to venture as 
far as Dutch East Indies (modern Indonesia). Therefore, British ships were soon sailing in 
the direction of the East.  

The main instrument of British Capitalist Colonialism in the East was the London-based 
East India Company. In 1600, the Company was granted exclusive permission to trade in 
the East Indies by Queen Elisabeth I and, by 1610 and 1611 it had established trading posts 
(known as “factories”) in Madras and Mumbay. In 1617, it acquired trade rights from 
Muslim Emperor Jahangir, who ruled over much of India. However, British Capitalist 



expansion in the East did not happen quite as smoothly as the Company had perhaps 
expected. The spice trade was one of the lucrative East Indies enterprises the Company was 
after and the British attempted to establish one of their familiar forward posts there. The 
problem was that the Dutch had already gained a foothold in the Molucca Islands (at 
Amboina) after driving out the Portuguese. Following skirmishes with the Dutch in which 
several agents of the Company were beheaded and a captain’s severed head was impaled on 
a stick, the British retreated from the Dutch East Indies and established themselves in 
Bengal (in 1633). 

Once in Bengal, the Company proceeded to systematically infiltrate, subvert and take over 
the country. Although, initially, the British had to share the Subcontinent with other fellow-
capitalists from the West, namely, the Portuguese, the Dutch and the French, they soon 
succeeded in gaining the upper hand. After several wars with the Netherlands and France, 
in particular, after the British victories over the French at Arcot (1751) and Plassey (1757), 
British supremacy in India was secured. Meanwhile, capitalist modes of production were 
fast advancing in Britain, especially in the textile industry. Britain had already been 
producing cloth for export as early as 1500. However, new inventions in the manufacture of 
textiles enabled weavers to weave faster and thus vastly improving the productivity of 
labour – and the profit of the capitalist investors. 

Thus, rapid mass production of goods is a key element of Capitalism. The growth of 
Capitalism, however, was not only linked with the development of industrial mass 
production (or technological advancements) but also with Imperialism in the form of 
Colonialism. For, one of the raw materials being processed by the emerging capitalist 
industry was cotton imported under imperialist conditions from India and other Capitalist 
colonies. Therefore, we shall now examine the circumstances in which the raw materials 
feeding the Capitalist industry were obtained. In 1765, the East India Company was granted 
the Diwani of Bengal, Bihar and Orissa by the Muslim Emperor Shah Alam. Among other 
things, the assumption of Diwani entitled the Company to the administration of revenue. 
Thus the Company had the right to collect revenue in the above provinces over which it 
could dispose as it pleased after paying a certain percentage to the Muslim authorities. 

In practice, this gave the Company almost complete freedom to exploit to its own 
advantage the human and material resources in the provinces under its control. With typical 
Anglo-Saxon ruthlessness and efficiency, the Company proceeded to do just that. For this 
purpose, it devised various policies such as the following. 

1. Maximization of land-revenue, which literally meant the extraction of the largest amount 
of land-tax in the shortest possible time. Under the Muslim system, this was collected and 
paid to the authorities, sometimes on behalf of whole villages, by a locally influential 
person known as zamindar or landholder. The zamindar himself was only entitled to an 
allowance out of the land revenue and was subordinate to the jagirdar, a military 
commander or bureaucrat to whom the land revenue for a particular territory was assigned 
by the Muslim ruler.   

Under the system introduced by the British, (a) land was let to the highest bidder, (b) each 
land cultivator (ryot) irrespective of how small his plot was, was assessed for land-tax 



separately, and (c) the old zamindars were replaced by agents of the Company, known as 
banians, who were allowed to indulge in public auction of land. According to official 
documents, by 1775, following the assumption in 1765 of the Diwani of Bengal by the East 
India Company and the appointment in 1771 of Warren Hasting, of the same company, as 
Governor of Bengal, that is, in a very short time, not less than one-third of the Company’s 
lands were held by the Company’s agents. In other words, this was exactly the same 
process of expropriation or dispossession of the peasantry as had formed the heart of 
capitalist developments in Europe. In order to meet the Company’s revenue demands in 
cash, the Company’s agents would take loans from local moneylenders, the repayment of 
which they sought to postpone as long as possible. As this practice inevitably led to 
disputes, the Company intervened – often with the assistance of armed forces – in favour of 
its own agents. Evidently, this amounted to barely disguised, state-promoted mass robbery.  

2. Utilisation of surplus revenue for the purchase of Indian goods at low, Company-dictated 
rates, for export to Britain and Europe. 

3. Forced closure of traditional Indian cotton (also silk, etc.) processing workshops. 

4. Processing of Indian raw cotton, etc. in Britain (instead of locally) and selling of the end 
product, such as cloth, back on the Indian market at high, Company-dictated rates. 

5. Forcible purchase by Indian consumers of British-manufactured goods instead of Indian-
manufactured ones.   

6. Introduction of a new moneylending system. On the pretext of combating usury by 
traditional, local moneylenders, the Company introduced its own moneylending system 
under which the Company’s agents and collaborators used Company money for lending in 
such situations as furthered the Company’s interests. Some of the funds employed for this 
purpose were derived from other capitalist institutions like European banks.              

7. Introduction of commercial crops. The farming of commercial crops intended for export 
by the British or otherwise connected with British profits was forcibly imposed as 
replacement for traditional local subsistence farming in which farmers cultivated crops to 
feed themselves and their families. For example, farmers were forced to grow cotton, 
mulberry trees as fodder for silkworms as well as coffee and tea which – apart from being 
imports from Arabia and China, respectively – could not be used to feed the population but 
were of use exclusively to the British and their local agents and collaborators.   

8. The imposition of purchase of goods by Indian traders and shopkeepers at between 30 
and 50 per cent above market price. 

9. The imposition of at least 25 per cent inland duty on Indian traders – while the Company 
itself and its agents were trading duty-free.  

10. The taking by force of arms of domestic servants and other employees from the houses 
of Indian traders and their forced employment in Company-owned factories. It is 
worthwhile observing in this context that Indian domestic servants were taken not only by 



the British but also by the Dutch, French and other Western capitalist colonialists and either 
forced to work in local, Western-owned factories or sold into slavery in South Africa and 
other parts of the world. 

Indian children were also often kidnapped for the purpose of slavery. Slaves attempting to 
escape were brutally punished by torture and sentencing to hard labour or publicly executed 
by some such barbaric method as being broken on the wheel, whereby the victim was 
stretched over, and tied to, a large cart-wheel and slowly killed by having his arms and legs 
broken in several places with a hammer or iron bar. Thus British Capitalism was 
systematically and brutally infiltrating, interfering with and ultimately taking over, the 
Indian economy to its own advantage and the detriment of the local population, in 
particular, the small peasants, artisans and traders who together formed the bulk of the 
population. 

Resistance to Empire 

In this process of ruthless and systematic domination and exploitation of the Indian masses, 
Western Capitalism was assisted by its partners in crime, the unlawful rulers, that is 
occupiers, of India – the Muslim emperors and their henchmen – as well as local 
collaborators in the Company’s employment such as armed forces (sepoys) and assorted 
comprador-type agents (the banians, pykars, mahajans, etc.). Even during the famine of 
1769-1770, for which British Capitalism was largely responsible, the British continued 
their policies of brutal exploitation. Unsurprisingly, British capitalist rule was met with 
fierce resistance and before long a popular uprising was in full motion.    

This popular uprising lasted from 1761 to 1800 and came to be known as the Sannyasi 
Uprising due to significant participation of the Naga Sannyasis or Sadhus of the Dashanami 
Akhara orders. The Akharas belonged to the traditional Hindu religious centres (maths) 
established by Adi Shankaracharya centuries before. Naga Sannyasis (“naked ascetics”) 
had a long military tradition and had provided armed assistance to various rulers, mostly 
Hindu but sometimes also Muslim, in exchange for which they had been granted certain 
land-rights by the latter. Armed Sannyasis had also provided protection to the zamindars 
against aggression by other zamindars, in exchange for rent-free lands. These landholdings 
were used for the support and maintenance of the maths.     

As an additional source of income, the Sannyasis had also engaged in trade and 
moneylending activities. For example, raw silk, piece goods, cloth, copper and spices 
would be bought in Bengal and shipped to Varanasi and from there to Nagpur and the 
Deccan. Money was lent to zamindars for the purpose of revenue payments and land 
acquisition and to the peasantry for rent and tax payments, purchase of seeds, cattle, 
wedding expenses, etc. In consequence, the Sannyasis stood in close relation to the 
traditional zamindars, the peasants and the artisans and were therefore directly affected by 
the exploitative policies of the British East India Company. In addition, as Hindus and 
guardians of Righteousness (Dharma) it was their duty to protect the masses against British 
capitalist exploitation and aggression.    



On account of their extensive religious, commercial and military networks, the Sannyasis 
were able to organise large-scale armed resistance to the British oppressors in which they 
were joined by elements of the Hindu aristocracy, armed forces (sepoys), zamindars and, 
above all, the hungry and oppressed traders, peasantry and artisans. The uprising enjoyed 
even some participation from Muslims (who were themselves a force of occupation in 
India), which demonstrates the universal character of opposition to the Capitalist 
Imperialism emanating from the West like a deadly plague.     

With the invaluable assistance of the peasantry which, despite extreme poverty, supplied 
the resistance forces with food, shelter and intelligence on enemy movements, and of 
specialised village artisans who manufactured traditional weaponry such as spears, javelins 
and swords, the insurgents began to raid British armouries to procure arms, grain stores to 
obtain food for themselves and for the starving masses, and treasuries to fund the 
insurgency. This kind of reception was not quite what the British had expected. Even with 
large armies of sepoys (some of which defected to the insurgent side) they could barely 
keep up with the growing numbers of insurgents who in some cases amounted to 50,000-
strong armies, mostly on foot but also mounted. Avoiding frontal confrontation, the 
insurgents employed classical guerrilla tactics, harassing the colonial forces with frequent 
well-planned raids and ambushes. When pursued, they would disperse and reassemble at 
appointed locations or withdraw to improvised fortresses in maths and jungle bases. When 
necessary, they would take refuge in the mountains and jungles of Nepal and Bhutan.  

However, after a series of spectacular defeats at the hands of the insurgents, the British 
were able to weaken the resistance through concessions to the old landholders (zamindars) 
who had initially sided with the insurgents, through treaties with the kings of Bhutan (1774) 
and Nepal (1792), and other counter-insurgency measures, both military and administrative. 
The military experience and superior weaponry of the British such as muskets, matchlocks 
and, above all, cannon may also be regarded as a possible contributive factor in the 
suppression of the resistance which, by 1800, had mostly died out. However, as pointed out 
by Dr Atis Kumar Dasgupta (The Fakir and Sannyasi Uprisings, 1992) the main cause for 
this unfortunate outcome must be admitted to be lack of unity, or internal strategic co-
ordination, among the insurgents whose movement eventually fell prey to the divide-and-
rule policies of the colonial authorities. In 1858 the East India Company was dissolved and 
British-occupied India became a colony under direct control of the British Crown, which 
came to be known as the “British Raj”. Nevertheless, the spirit of resistance lived on in the 
heart of all Hindus and the struggle continued until liberation from British occupation in 
1947.       

At any rate, infiltration, subversion and take-over of other nations’ economy and resources 
with internal help from anti-national elements must be identified as the modus operandi of 
Capitalism and the basic strategic pattern followed by Capitalist Imperialism everywhere in 
the world. What becomes evident from the above facts is that, as part of the general 
Western pathology, Capitalism is a parasitarian, exploitative, predatory and destructive 
system which has brought, and continues to bring, poverty, suffering and death to millions 
of people worldwide and, therefore, must be combated and eradicated at all costs.  



What is important to understand in this context is that even without the brutality and 
ruthlessness with which it often operates, the fundamental contradiction of Capitalism is 
that, by definition, while Capitalism generates profit for certain individuals, organisations 
or social classes, it also results in loss for others. Indeed, wealth in capitalist society is only 
sustainable either through debt or exploitation. The losers may belong to a society which 
has already been taken over by Capitalism (e.g., the peasantry and the proletariat of 1700s 
and 1800s England) or to other societies which are in the process of being colonised and 
taken over (e.g., the peasantry and the traders of British-occupied India). Naturally, 
Capitalism first affects the weakest section of the society under capitalist attack, such as the 
peasantry, artisans and traders of the Indian subcontinent. But it eventually affects even the 
highest echelons of the infected society. Thus the Muslim rulers of India and anyone else 
who was foolish enough to enter into “commercial treaties” with the British East India 
Company, soon found themselves under British domination.    

Having identified the modus operandi of Capitalist Imperialism in America and India, the 
conflicts and suffering it produced and the response it provoked from the affected nations 
(the American Revolution and the Indian wars of anti-British resistance), it is only 
reasonable to expect to find similar patterns in Europe too. Feelings of outrage and 
indignation at British behaviour caused popular uprisings especially in Ireland. However, 
the British Empire’s policies of capitalist expansion also necessarily brought it into conflict 
with other expansionist, capitalist empires. Having failed to keep the United States under 
their direct control and struggling in India, the British found themselves involved in wars 
with maritime powers like themselves: the Netherlands, France and Spain. After a series of 
notable victories such as those of 1805 at Trafalgar against combined French and Spanish 
fleets and of 1815 at Waterloo against France, Britain practically ruled the seas. Control 
over sea routes meant control over the movement of goods. And control over the movement 
of goods meant control over capital. This made Britain the Capitalist entity par excellence. 

  

New technology designed to increase production was another key element in the rise of 
Capitalism which was largely under British control. The Industrial Revolution of 1740-
1850 introduced new machinery and accelerated the establishment of capitalist modes of 
production based on the exploitation of the peasantry and urban proletariat. However, none 
of this could have happened without finance. For, finance is one of the identifiers of 
Capitalism. And the financial sector was, again, one of the areas where Britain was ahead 
of others. We shall now see how this came about. The fact is that those who do not know 
the past cannot understand the present and even less the future. They put themselves in a 
position of ignorance which deprives them of vision, causing them to fall prey to the 
diverse currents of events, like boats tossed about by the waves and like leaves scattered 
about by the wind. For a clearer understanding of events, it will be necessary to briefly look 
behind the scenes of Western history, an area which, although ignored by many historians, 
represents nevertheless an essential ingredient to a more complete picture. 

  



Financing an Empire 

  

First, it is well to clarify an important point in order to eliminate some common 
misunderstandings. Moneylending is often erroneously identified with Capitalism. It must 
be noted, however, that although associated with Capitalism, moneylending cannot be said 
to be identical with it. Indeed, moneylending has an important social and economic 
function which is vital to all economies, be they “Feudalist”, Capitalist or Communist. 
Even Communist governments borrow and lend money. Moneylending is an integral part of 
social and economic life and a perfectly legitimate activity. As indicated above, in India 
this function was performed by traders such as the Dashanami Sannyasis, the “mahajans” 
and others. Moneylending is also associated with the charge of interest which is often 
misinterpreted as “usury” or “profiteering”. However, charging interest can only qualify as 
profiteering if it is done at disproportionately high rates. Otherwise, if the rates are fair and 
they are accepted by the borrower, there can be no question of “profiteering”. As the lender 
cannot make use of the loaned money until he is paid back – which can be one or more 
years – it is reasonable for him to charge a fee for his services just like anyone else.  

  

Traditional Hindu law (Vasishtha Dharmashastra, II, 5; Kautiliya Artha Shastra, 3.11.1-6, 
etc.) allows the charge of interest rates of 15% per annum in normal transactions and more 
in the case of commercial transactions. In keeping with this tradition, Sannyasi 
moneylenders in Bengal at the time of the East India Company would often charge interest 
on their loans at a rate of 12% per annum – which may be regarded as reasonable in most 
circumstances. There are of course some who feel that Hindu religious figures like the 
Dashanami Sannyasis ought not to indulge in such “unspiritual” activities as trading and 
lending. The answer to this patronising concept is that, firstly, apart from supporting their 
maths or ashrams, the Sannyasis’ earnings were employed for charitable and other essential 
social welfare activities which were of benefit to the whole of the Hindu society. Lending 
money itself can be life-saving to individuals and communities in times of crisis.  

  

Secondly, due to the Muslim occupation of India, Hindu religious organisations like those 
of the Sannyasis were largely deprived of their traditional income in the form of grants of 
land and monetary gifts by royalty and other wealthy members of Hindu society. Under 
British rule, the Dashanami Sannyasis became even more dependent on trade and 
moneylending than before. Indeed, apart from the oppressive policies of the British, the 
subsequent introduction of the railway network which replaced the traditional roads and 
waterways employed by the Sannyasis resulted in a sharp decline in the latter’s 
participation in independent commerce and finance and their increasing dependence on 
British and Indian politicians, making Hindu religion subject to politics. Finally, commerce 
and finance represent essential and necessary aspects of human life and are, therefore, 
permitted in Hindu law so long as they remain within the accepted legal boundaries. In 



contrast to Capitalism, Hinduism does not approve of exploitation and, in contrast to 
Communism, it does not oppose commerce and finance. Thus the Hindu tradition is a 
sensible – and sane – middle way between the two Western extremes. This is one of the 
reasons why the initiative for changing the course the world has taken and for putting 
mankind back on the right path, must come from Hinduism and none other. For all other 
systems are too distorted and too corrupt to initiate and stay the new course mankind 
urgently needs in order to survive. 
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To return to the European situation. In Medieval Europe, moneylenders were needed as 
everywhere else. However, the situation was complicated by the fact that Christian laws 
forbade “usury” or the practice of charging interest on loans. In consequence, the function 
of moneylending was assumed by members of the Jewish communities who were exempt 
from usury laws and who were not prohibited by their own traditions to lend money to non-
Jews. Thus European Jews practically held a monopoly on moneylending. Ordinary people 
are not the only ones in need of borrowed money. Powerful rulers need moneylenders like 
the rest of society and often even more. Therefore, rulers have always required the services 
of Jewish moneylenders especially in the absence of non-Jewish alternatives – as in 
Christian Europe. As we saw earlier, Jews had been influential at the court of Egyptian 
kings at the time of Abraham and Moses (about 1500-1300 BCE). As related in the Bible, 
Abraham’s great-grandson, Joseph, had been appointed minister of state or vizier to the 
king of Egypt.  

  

In Roman times, especially after the destruction of the Jewish temple at Jerusalem, Jews 
were present in many parts of the Empire, including Rome itself where, among other 
occupations, they engaged in commerce and finance. If life in the Roman Empire was not 
always easy for Jews, it was to become worse with the arrival of Christianity. 
Unsurprisingly, Spanish Jews sided with the new Muslim rulers who conquered southern 
Spain in the 8th century. Under Islamic rule, Jews played an important role in the cultural, 
administrative and economic life of Spain, many Jews serving as ministers of finance. By 
the 10th century, Hasdai (ben Ezra) ibn Shaprut became counsellor to the Muslim king or 
“Caliph” of Cordoba. For the next two centuries, the Jewish community grew rapidly as a 
result of large immigration from other parts of the world.  

  



The Muslim occupation of southern Spain and Italy in the 8th and 9th centuries naturally 
provided new trade opportunities between Western Europe and the Middle East. Jews often 
acted as interpreters and middlemen between Christians and Muslims. Islamic expansion 
also inspired Christian empire building further north, such as the creation in the 8th century 
of the “Holy Roman Empire” by the Frankish King Charlemagne, which united France, 
Germany, North Italy and Rome. While he fought both the Spanish Muslims and the 
German (Saxon) Pagans, Charlemagne established trade links with the Muslim Abbasid 
rulers of Baghdad, thereby extending European trade as far as India and China. During his 
reign there was a significant growth of trade and market towns. According to Jewish 
tradition, seeing how well the Muslims had done with the help of Jews, Charlemagne asked 
the Caliph of Baghdad to send him a few rabbis (Jewish religious teachers or scholars), so 
that more Jews might come to his own empire. Whatever may be the historical truth of this, 
the fact remains that large Jewish communities emerged in northern France and Germany at 
that time.  

  

Attracted by the new wealth, Normans in the 9th century began to arrive in France from 
Scandinavia. Jews were accused by the French of helping the Normans to take the city of 
Bordeaux, just as they had been accused by the Spanish of having helped the Muslim 
invaders. What is beyond dispute is that Jews enjoyed friendly relations with the Normans 
or at the very least with some Norman rulers. (Reports of persecution of Jews must be 
weighed against the fact that, on balance, Jews were a prospering minority – which 
suggests that persecution was neither total nor permanent and must have alternated with 
periods of tolerance). This is evidenced by the fact that, when the Norman King, William 
(“the Conqueror”) of Normandy conquered England in the 11th century, he invited wealthy 
Jews from Rouen, in North-West France, to settle in England (London). The city of Rouen 
had a large and prosperous Jewish community. Indeed, Professor Norman Golb believes 
that there was something like a “Jewish kingdom” in Rouen already under the Carolingian 
Empire (5th to 9th centuries CE). His scholarly study, Les Juifs de Rouen au Moyen Age – 
Portrait d’une culture oubliee (The Jews of Rouen during the Middle Ages: Portrait of a 
Forgotten Culture), 1985, provides a clear picture of Jewish power and influence in 
medieval Rouen. 

  

Significantly, Rouen was also the seat of the Exchequer (Royal Treasury) and the capital of 
the Norman kings. Therefore, we may safely conjecture that, even if not involved in the 
Norman invasion of France, Jewish financiers of Rouen were involved in King William’s 
conquest of England. Once in England, the Jews established themselves as traders and 
moneylenders, offering their services to the king, as well as to lay and ecclesiastical lords. 
This situation did not last very long, however. Due to the widespread superstition that they 
sacrificed Christian children (perhaps fuelled by the Jewish practice of circumcising babies 
or some other ritual), rising Christian fanaticism inspired by the Crusades, and quite 
possibly, popular resentment at their involvement in the Norman conquest, Jews were 
officially expelled from Britain in 1290 CE under King Edward I. 



  

Meanwhile, in contrast to England, Jews were somewhat better off in Italy, where – due to 
the growth of trade and market towns – the merchants had established themselves as the 
dominant class. By the beginning of the Renaissance (ca. 1300), Jews in the merchant 
Italian city-states enjoyed periods of prosperity and influence, being able to establish banks 
and lend money at interest. Indeed, modern words associated with banking mostly derive 
from Italian financial terms of the 14th and 15th centuries: “bank” (banco, “moneylenders’ 
bench”), “bankrupt” (banca rotta, “broken bench”), “account” (conto), “cash” (cassa, 
“money box”), “balance” (bilancia, “two-scaled balance”), “net” (netto, “pure”), etc. Thus 
the origin of the modern banking system can be traced to Medieval Italy on the basis of 
historical and linguistic evidence. 

  

Interestingly, the English word “cheque” or “check” is said by linguists to derive from the 
term shakks, “letter of credit” which was in use in pre-Islamic Persia. The latter is said to 
go back to the word “check” as used in the game of chess. Similarly, “exchequer” is 
derived from Old French eschequier from Medieval Latin saccarium (“chessboard”, in 
reference to “keeping accounts on a chequered cloth” – Oxford Dictionary of Current 
English). The Oxford Dictionary traces both “cheque” and “chess” to Persian shah 
(“king”), English “chess” being a corruption of “checks” (“kings” as in “game of kings”). 
The game of chess, however, is generally admitted to have originated in India (Persian 
shahtrange from Sanskrit chaturanga, “four limbs or divisions [of the king’s army]”). The 
modern cheque (check) in the sense of written money order appears to have arrived in Italy 
from Persia via the Muslim Arabs who, as indicated above, had conquered southern Italy in 
the 9th century CE. However, if Arabs were familiar with Persian commercial and financial 
practices, Jews must have been familiar with the same, too, as Jewish communities existed 
throughout the Middle East, especially in Persia since ancient times.  

  

The truth of the matter seems to be that the world’s first banking systems evolved millennia 
ago (ca. 4000-3000 BCE) in Ancient India, Elam (South-West Iran) and neighbouring 
Sumer, where some of the world’s earliest cities have been excavated. One of these, the city 
of Susa (where accounting documents inscribed on clay tablets have been found), had been 
the capital of Ancient Elam and later became the capital of Persia under King Darius 
(Georges Ifrah, The Universal History of Numbers, Vol. I. pp. 210-315). As the Bible 
relates, the Jews had spent some time in Babylonian exile and retained a presence there in 
the days of Darius of Persia, Cyrus and Artaxerxes, who helped them rebuild their temple at 
Jerusalem. Therefore, although the modern banking system evidently originated with the 
Jewish moneylenders of Medieval Italy, Jews may have preserved such practices from the 
time of the Persian and Babylonian Empires and even earlier cultures before them. 

  



Now, following the expulsion of Jews from Spain and Portugal in the 1490s, many Jewish 
refugees established themselves in Amsterdam which came to be known as the “Dutch 
Jerusalem” and soon became an important financial centre, surpassing even Renaissance 
Italy. By this time, the emerging Capitalist Empire of Great Britain was in need of Jewish 
finance more than ever before. To begin with, apart from funds for wars, the British needed 
the Sephardi (Spanish-origin) Jews in order to establish links with the wealthy Spanish 
colonies in the Caribbean. It may be observed in this context that Jewish financiers were 
involved in the 1492 Spanish expedition to the Americas under Cristobal Colon 
(Christopher Columbus). The precise ethnicity of Colon himself has not been satisfactorily 
established. However, the Encyclopaedia Judaica observes that the name Colon (or 
Colombo) was common among Italian Jews and that Colon “boasted cryptically about his 
connections with King David [of Israel], and had a penchant for Jewish and Marrano 
society” (Vol. 5, p. 755). Be that as it may, Spanish Jews are said to have accompanied 
Colon on his journey to America, and there were Jewish converts among the first European 
settlers on Cuba in 1942 as elsewhere in Latin America. One of these, Luis de Torres, was 
sent by Colon on exploratory expeditions, while Hernando Alonso “was one of Cortes’ 
soldiers and a colonial governor” (Vol. 5, 1146). Indeed, it is likely that Colon’s expedition 
was carried out on the initiative of Spanish Jews who, following the Christian defeat of 
their former Muslim protectors, were urgently looking for new places to settle. At any rate, 
the fact is that Jews were among the first colonists in America, establishing themselves in 
the Dutch colony of New Amsterdam (present-day New York City) by 1654. 

  

As related in the Encyclopaedia Judaica, although many Jews were expelled from Spain 
after the 1490s, others stayed on as Marranos or Convertos (supposedly “Christianised” 
Jews). These Marranos established themselves from time to time in England and must have 
been in contact with the British colonial authorities in India and elsewhere. On their part, 
Dutch Jews (also of Marrano descent) must have found London highly attractive too for, as 
we have seen, Britain was an emerging military, industrial and commercial power. 
Moreover, Britain was the enemy of Spain, on whom Jewish rabbis had put a curse 
following their expulsion. In addition, Britain was at war with the Netherlands so perhaps 
Jews felt that it was time to move their financial centre to London which was a more 
attractive option. Therefore, in 1655, Portuguese-born ambassador Rabbi Menasseh ben 
Israel of Amsterdam submitted a petition to Oliver Cromwell, the ruler of England for the 
readmission of Jews (Encyclopaedia Judaica, Vol. 11, pp. 855-6). Cromwell’s response to 
Israel’s petition is not known. However, in 1664, Jews were granted royal protection by the 
new king of England, Charles II, who in the early years of his reign was plagued by 
indebtedness and would have found Jewish financial assistance rather helpful. Indeed, 
Charles II’s case is a perfect illustration for the ways in which irresponsible Christian 
royalty depleted the funds of European states through incessant wars, making them 
dependent on the wealthy merchant classes and facilitating the latter’s rise to a dominant 
position in European society.  

  



The 1674 Treaty of Westminster conveniently ended the war with the Dutch and ceded the 
North American New Netherland territory (including New Amsterdam – future New York) 
to England, thus further shifting the balance of power in England’s favour. Interestingly, in 
1689, England’s Charles II was followed on the throne by King William III who was none 
other than the grandson of the Dutch Prince William (I) of Orange, and stadtholder 
(viceroy or governor) of the Netherlands! Thus the centre of European finance was 
transferred from Amsterdam to London (with King and all). With one stroke, Britain was 
able to fulfil its ever-growing empire-building ambitions. With the official readmission of 
Jews to Britain in 1656, the last piece of the puzzle falls into place. And, sure enough, just a 
few decades after the return of Jewish financiers to Britain, and twenty years after the 
Treaty of Westminster, that is, in 1694, the Bank of England was established for the 
purpose of providing finance for King William III’s wars with France, Britain’s capitalist 
rival. (France was the common enemy of both England and the Netherlands.) A year later, 
in 1695, the Bank of Scotland was founded for similar purposes. At the same time, the 
ambitious “Company of Scotland Trading to Africa and the Indies” was established to 
colonise Panama’s Darien coast. 

  

Transferring European finance from Amsterdam to London (thereby weakening the rival 
Dutch Empire); establishing links with Spanish colonies in the Caribbean (thereby 
undermining the rival Spanish Empire); and obtaining finance for the annihilation of 
Britain’s main European rival (the French Empire), must be admitted to have been an 
unparalleled master-stroke on the part of the ambitious British capitalists and their Jewish 
collaborators. Once Jewish finance was secured for its capitalist and colonialist designs, no 
power in the world could stand in Britain’s way. Not only did Britain have the most 
powerful navy in the world, but it also had a leading industrial economy. In addition, it was 
now in the process of becoming a world-dominating financial power. Indeed, as we saw 
above, Britain had been linked with international finance from the days of its creation in the 
11th century under William (I) the Conqueror. 

  

As the Encyclopaedia Judaica concedes, “In the area of international trade they [the 
Marrano Jews] assumed virtual dominance and controlled, frequently to the point of 
monopoly, the traffic in such commodities as coral, sugar, tobacco, and precious stones” 
(Vol. 11, p. 1024) …. “Jews played a prominent role wherever the European East India 
Companies established factories and trading posts …. From 1683 many Anglo-Portuguese 
Jewish merchants played an active part in the expansion of the English trade in diamonds 
and precious stones … many became extremely wealthy”. In the second half of the 18th 
century, Indian Jews “moved from their villages in the Konkan to Bombay and began to 
enlist in the native British regiments … some British Jews rose to high rank and distinction 
in the civil administration of India, especially Sir Robert Nathan …. Particularly prominent 
were Rufus Daniel Isaacs, Marquis of Reading, Viceroy and Governor-General of India 
from 1921 to 1926 …” etc. (pp. 1356-7). 

  



In consequence, two important aspects of Western history become apparent: (1) that Jewish 
financiers were involved in European Colonialism from the very beginning; and (2) that 
there was a clear convergence of Jewish and British interests from the 17th century, leading 
to an almost inseparable interconnection between Jewish finance and Capitalism in Britain. 
The rise to dominance of the financial sector is also reflected in the rise of the Parliament. 
Originally the King’s Council, which consisted of members of the aristocracy, the 
Parliament was gradually taken over by the capitalist bourgeoisie and used as the basis of 
“parliamentary democracy”, that is, the bourgeoisie’s instrument of domination whereby it 
established its dictatorship over other classes. Thus, parliamentary “democracy” is another 
inseparable component of the Capitalist pathology, and is directly responsible for the 
creation of European Colonialism, Slavery and Imperialism.    

  

The cultural Backlash 

       

We have thus demonstrated that Capitalism is a Judaeo-Christian pathology caused by an 
imbalance in human society which has allowed the merchant class to subordinate the other 
classes (clergy, military and labourers) to its own selfish interests. This has disturbed the 
natural order of society and has initiated a process of disruption, degeneration and decay 
leading to the spiritual and moral downfall of the Western world. We shall now see how 
Capitalism which is itself an anomalous development due to its exploitative and immoral 
practices, has created a number of further anomalies in Western society. 

  

Pre-capitalist life was fairly natural, in particular, in the agricultural sector where man was 
in tune with nature. The dispossession of the peasantry by the capitalist elites, separated the 
masses from nature by forcing them to migrate to the cities and assume a life of ruthless 
exploitation in industrial workshops and factories. Growing mechanisation further alienated 
man from earlier, more natural modes of production. In addition, the rise of the financial 
sector meant that life revolved more and more around money. In other words, the whole 
capitalisation process was a process of dehumanisation and despiritualisation of man which 
had begun with the introduction of the fraudulent cult of Christianity into Europe. This 
process was consciously or subconsciously registered by the affected European populations 
which began to long for a return to more natural forms of life of the pre-Capitalist and pre-
Christian period. (As admitted by Marx, workers sought to revert to the pre-Capitalist 
conditions of the Middle Ages). 

  

Separated from authentic spirituality, Western man was destined to develop some form or 
other of spiritual and psychological dysfunction. However, Christianity was not just a 
fraudulent cult based on a deliberately fabricated myth. It was also an exploitative system 



designed, as we saw earlier, to dominate and exploit the masses for the benefit of the 
Church authorities. This means that the seeds of Capitalism were already present in 
Christian religion from the outset. The spiritual dispossession and alienation of the people 
of Europe under Christian rule created the ideal conditions in which the seeds of Capitalism 
could germinate and grow into the poisonous weed of systematic exploitation and 
oppression. Thus Capitalism must be regarded as the natural progression of the general 
pathology engendered by Christianity. Having been separated from God by Christianity and 
from Nature by Capitalism, Western man was now presented with a new God, namely, 
Money (or “Mammon”, to use a biblical expression) and a new priestly class, namely, the 
capitalists among which the financiers were the high priests. 

  

In these circumstances, the masses of Europe which had been twice-enslaved (first by 
Christianity and second by Capitalism) were bound to react against this pathology and its 
causes. A quick glance at the cultural movements which came into being in Christian and 
Capitalist Europe will enable us to see exactly what was happening. Among these 
movements there were the Renaissance of the 14th to 16th centuries; the Enlightenment of 
the 18th century; and the Romanticism of the 18th and 19th centuries. Their very names are 
highly suggestive and revealing of western man’s innermost spiritual and psychological 
longings. Spiritual and cultural rebirth (Renaissance), intellectual illumination 
(Enlightenment), physical, emotional and national liberation (Romanticism): they reveal the 
fact that, under Christian and Capitalist occupation, Western man consciously or 
subconsciously experienced a state of spiritual and cultural death, of intellectual darkness, 
and of physical, emotional and national enslavement. 

  

Because Westerners look upon Christianity as a religion when in fact it is a profit-making 
financial enterprise which seeks to achieve its aims though political, military and pseudo-
religious means, they are unable to see the connection between Christianity and Capitalism. 
But, as we have demonstrated above, Capitalism is really an offshoot of Christianity and 
one which is even more ruthless and vicious than its parent. Unsurprisingly, therefore, 
Western man was in a state of deep trauma caused by the aberrations of money-
worshipping, predatory Christianity and its offshoot, Capitalism. To treat and cure this 
state, he had to take the path back to Nature, back to the true God (as opposed to the false 
God of Christianity and Capitalism) and back to himself, that is, back to the humanity he 
had been robbed of. Hence the rising interest in pre-Christian religion and mythology, 
ancient traditions and customs, and a mode of experience based on emotions, intuition, 
visions and dreams. 

  

European Romanticism has been linked to a revival of interest in pre-Christian, in 
particular, Ancient Egyptian religion by historians like Professor Assmann (Moses the 
Egyptian, pp. 17-22, etc.). However, Ancient Egyptian religion was not the only or even the 
main source of spiritual revival. At precisely this time of spiritual and psychological crisis, 



Psychology emerged in the 1800s as a natural attempt to give man back his soul, his real 
self. For, in its original meaning, Psychology, as Professor Carl G. Jung put it, was “the 
science of consciousness”, of the conscious human soul. Jung taught that Western man had 
to reconnect with his subconscious, intuitive psyche in order to heal the inner psychological 
divisions created by Western culture and become whole and sane again. It is not entirely 
surprising, therefore, that Jung soon became not only a successful psychiatrist but also an 
admired spiritual leader with a growing following both in Europe and in America. It is of 
interest in this context that Jung recommended meditation on the sun-disc as representing 
the Divine Spirit within man. Thus the pathology created millennia ago by Akhenaten who 
imagined himself to be the Sun-God and his Abrahamic followers who imagined 
themselves to be “prophets of God”, could be treated and cured by the proper application of 
Eastern (Hindu) spiritual practices – evidently under the guidance and supervision of 
trained teachers. 

  

Indeed, during these centuries of spiritual and psychological crisis, Hindu spirituality, 
though not always understood, was much admired by leading European thinkers like Arthur 
Schopenhauer, Victor Hugo, Jung himself and many others from Britain to East Europe and 
Russia. In other words, Western man sought to regain his pre-Christian, pre-Capitalist 
consciousness and identity with the help of the non-Christian traditions of Northern Europe, 
Rome, Greece and India. Nationalism was one aspect of the Romantic, back-to-the-land 
movement of “Blut und Boden” (blood and country). The nations of Europe were tired of 
being constantly divided, moved from one empire to another, manipulated and exploited by 
their leaders for their own self-seeking ends. Anti-Semitism itself must be understood in the 
same context of Europe’s desire to regain its national, cultural and spiritual identity. The 
Christian accusation against Jews of having killed “God” (“Jesus”) was of course absurd. 
First, because God cannot be killed and, second, because, as we established in Part 2 of the 
present investigation, “Jesus” was neither God nor did he actually exist (he was in fact 
prophet “Joshua” invented by King Josiah of Judah and resurrected by the Christian Church 
for its own fraudulent purposes). Yet the fact remained that Jews had robbed the Western 
world of its original religion along with its Gods by setting in motion the trend of exclusive, 
militant and repressive Abrahamic Monotheism constructed on what Professor Assmann 
has termed the “Mosaic distinction”.     

  

Therefore, although Nationalism did develop certain questionable tendencies at certain 
points in history, it was, in its original form, a positive movement intended to counteract the 
morbid effects of Abrahamic (Judaeo-Christian) culture and its offshoot, Capitalism. After 
all, there was not only German Nationalism but also English, Scottish, Irish, French, Italian 
and even Jewish Nationalism (Zionism). As such, Nationalism was based on adherence to 
ancient traditions and customs, national unity and national self-determination. The desire 
for national unity, in particular, demonstrates that European nations were consciously 
aware of the divisions Capitalism had created in Western society through its exploitative 
modes of production, its dispossession of the peasantry, and its creation of the industrial 
proletariat and the capitalist bourgeoisie which stood in a relation of dependency and at the 



same time, hostility, to each other. It is also significant that all the above reactions emerged 
primarily in Britain, Germany, France and Italy, that is, in precisely those European nations 
in which the pathology of Capitalism had reached its most advanced stages. Indeed, these 
reactions arose spontaneously out of the internal contradictions of Capitalism and revolved 
on everything that Capitalism had systematically ignored and neglected in its obsessive 
quest for profit. 

  

All these developments and transformations, although potentially already present in 
Christian culture, found unexpected stimulation in the Muslim Arab conquests in Spain and 
Italy. Already in the days of Emperor Charlemagne, contact with Muslims and the Middle 
East had awakened an insatiable European appetite for Indian goods like silk and spices 
(items of luxury and status in Medieval Europe). Moreover, the translations of Ancient 
Greek, Persian and Sanskrit texts into Arabic by the Abbasid rulers, and the re-translation 
thereof into Latin and other European languages awakened an appetite for knowledge 
outside the narrow, indeed, oppressive, confines of Medieval Christian culture. We have 
seen that in its early years Christianity had employed various pre-Christian traditions 
(Jewish, Egyptian and others) to lend itself legitimacy and gain converts. Under the 
Abbasid kings, Islam employed the same strategy by large-scale translation of pre-Islamic 
texts in order to appease rebellious Persians. Perhaps by allowing European Christians 
access to its libraries of translated works, the Muslim rulers had hoped to make Islam more 
palatable to Christians.    

  

If that was the Muslim plan, it did not work. The influx of Greek, Persian and Indian 
thought into Europe had an extraordinary and unexpected effect. Far from making Islam 
attractive to Christians (hardly any Christians converted except by force), it loosened the 
almost absolute grip the Church had had on the people’s hearts and minds – a grip which 
the Church never recovered since. Despite the Inquisition and other desperate and brutal 
measures the Church subsequently took to maintain control, the process of liberation from 
Church domination had begun and was not to be stopped by any power in the world. This 
process of liberation from the Church was assisted, though not necessarily in the right 
direction, by the emergence of Capitalism itself. For, while previously the Church and the 
Christian aristocracy were the main power-holders of European society, the rise of the 
capitalist bourgeoisie created a class of citizens who were very powerful without being 
dependent on the Church. Indeed, soon the bourgeoisie was to become wealthier and hence 
more powerful, than the clergy itself and the roles were reversed: the clergy became 
dependent on the bourgeoisie and so did the aristocracy. 

  

True, the Church had religion and the aristocracy had land. But the bourgeoisie had the 
capital, the money, and the means of production. So the moneyed bourgeoisie was the new 
master in the European house. This in itself demonstrated very clearly to all that, in 
Western society, Money was the true God. Thus while the liberation from Church 



domination was the right kind of development, its replacement with domination by the 
capitalist bourgeoisie was not. Even before the problem of Church domination had been 
half resolved, a new problem emerged on the horizon of Western society: Capitalism. In 
consequence, we may identify two distinct directions which the partly-liberated European 
consciousness took at first: (1) that of urban-oriented Capitalism which sided with the 
merchant and industrialist bourgeoisie; and (2) that of rural-oriented Nationalism which 
sided with the peasantry. While Capitalism had materialistic and atheistic tendencies, 
Nationalism was closer to Nature and to religion though, as we have seen, not necessarily 
in a Christian sense.  

  

However, a new current soon emerged which stood in various degrees and forms of 
opposition to both Capitalism and Nationalism. The emergence of the proletariat as a result 
of industrialisation resulted in a new social class and a new “alternative” to both Capitalism 
and Nationalism. For, this new class largely replaced the farmers, artisans and agricultural 
labourers which it regarded as backward on one hand, while being antagonistic to the 
capitalist bourgeoisie by which it was being exploited, on the other. Each of these currents 
was guided by its own set of intellectuals: Capitalism had its scientists seeking new modes 
of controlling nature and exploiting it for financial profit; Nationalism had its Romantic 
thinkers and artists seeking a return to nature and pre-Christian spirituality; and 
Communism had its leftist revolutionaries who correctly identified the errors of both 
Christianity and Capitalism but ruined the peasantry with its agrarian reforms and 
irrationally sought to create a classless world by putting both the ruined and starving 
peasantry and the uprooted, disorientated and still exploited industrial proletariat under the 
direction of utopian state bureaucrats – the new ruling class created by “classless” 
Communism – with disastrous results. 

  

In terms of the important matter of religion, while Nationalism took a genuine interest in 
religion, Communism was of course an atheistic movement which opposed it. Capitalism 
itself did not have a religion, for its God, as Marx put it, was gold-money or Mammon. 
However, it allied itself with Christianity all the same, in order to lend itself an air of 
respectability and legitimacy. Hence Churchill who was an alcoholic chain-smoker and 
hardly a model of religiosity, claimed that the British-led World War II was a “struggle for 
the survival of Christian civilisation” (that is, British Imperialism)! On its part, Christianity 
which was fast losing control over the masses did what it had done for centuries: it 
compromised with whatever power happened to be on the ascendancy – Capitalism in 
Britain and America, Communism in Soviet Russia and National Socialism in Nazi 
Germany. For, this is what the fraudulent cult of the non-existent and imaginary “King 
Jesus” does when put under pressure: it vacillates, dithers, compromises, surrenders, 
capitulates, and finally collapses and disintegrates with barely a whimper. Left without 
religious guidance, Europe and America are softening up to other forms of belief and are 
ready to be conquered by the ideologically strongest (or most fanatical) among these. 
Currently, this is Islam. 



  

The Rise of European Nationalism 

  

The disintegration of Christianity has been a gradual process which began in the Middle 
Ages and in which the rise of Capitalism was one of the main contributive factors. 
However, Capitalism itself is currently in a process of disintegration. In the absence of an 
alternative power to fill the vacuum left by Christianity and Capitalism, the rise of Islam 
becomes inevitable. To better understand the process of capitalist disintegration we shall 
examine the circumstances in which Communism and Nationalism came to power (as a 
reaction to Capitalism) and how they interacted with each other and with their common 
opponent, Capitalism. While British Capitalism was busy building its Empire with the 
assistance of Jewish finance, the backlash against the newest developments in the social 
and economic spheres was already in motion both in Britain and on the European 
Continent. 

  

Apart from the social contradictions engendered by Christianity and Capitalism, the causes 
of this backlash were the endless wars between the established colonial powers (Britain, 
France, Spain, Portugal and the Netherlands) and emerging powers like Austria, Germany 
and Russia. These internal and external conflicts had brought great poverty and suffering to 
the European masses. By the 19th century, as a result of this poverty and suffering the 
whole of Europe was in a state of revolutionary ferment. Conflict was taking place on two 
levels: (1) externally, the ruling classes of the various European powers were fighting each 
other in their quest for supremacy; and (2) internally, the oppressed classes were rising 
against their ruling-class oppressors. We have seen that the original social classes had been 
the clergy and the aristocracy, followed by farmers and traders, and agricultural labourers 
and artisans. Due to a growth in trade, a new capitalist bourgeoisie emerged which, through 
accumulated capital and dispossession of the peasantry, was able to exploit the latter. 
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The dispossession and exploitation of the peasantry and resultant capital enabled the 
capitalist bourgeoisie to begin to restrict the powers of both clergy and aristocracy in its 
drive for the total domination of society. In Britain, this process had been carried out 
through a series of revolutionary reforms during the 16th and 17th centuries. The 



Reformation had formally curtailed the powers of the clergy, while the Civil War (1642-49) 
and the Glorious Revolution (1688-89) had curtailed the powers of the monarchy, 
culminating in the Declaration of Rights. With the latter’s acceptance by King William III, 
the arrival of Jewish financiers to London, and the Establishment of the Bank of England, 
the capitalist state was well established. 

  

In France, Britain’s principal European Rival, the situation had been different due to a 
powerful Catholic clergy and monarchy which prevented the rise of the capitalist 
bourgeoisie which was not powerful enough to acquire political and military power. In 
addition, the French could not make up their mind as to whether their revolution ought to 
take a Capitalist or a Communist direction. In consequence, as the peasantry was starving, 
the country was plagued by an army of utopian thinkers imagining one fantastic plan of 
revolutionising French society (and the world) after another. In terms of internal conflict, 
the contradictions between conservative Catholic monarchists and radical anti-clerical 
republicans of all shades resulted in no fewer than three republics alternating with empires. 
The main sources of discontent in this conflict were (1) the exploitation of the peasantry 
and wage-labourers by the bourgeoisie, aristocracy and clergy, and (2) the resentment of 
the rising bourgeoisie towards the traditional privileges of aristocracy and clergy. 

  

As an attempt to resolve these conflicts, a constitution was introduced in 1791 although the 
king still retained his right of veto and of selecting ministers. Austria, which was a 
traditional monarchy and opposed to anti-monarchist social changes, intervened in favour 
of the French monarchy. However, this only made matters worse and resulted in King 
Louis XVI of France being executed for conspiring with the enemies of France, and the 
declaration of the First French Republic in 1792. Although the French Revolution was 
meant to better the situation of the dispossessed masses, it was betrayed by its very leaders. 
One of the first betrayers of the Revolution was Napoleon Bonaparte himself, an army 
officer who had became a general of the revolutionary forces. He seized power through a 
coup d’etat and by 1804, established the First French Empire with himself as Emperor.          

  

Napoleon led many successful military campaigns, gaining control over much of 
continental Europe including Germany and Austria. Other campaigns, however, such as 
those against Russia and against Britain were less successful and he was finally defeated by 
British and Prussian forces at Waterloo (in 1815). After Napoleon and a Second French 
Republic in 1848, the Third (and final) Republic was established in 1870. However, 
although the monarchy was abolished and the Church was suppressed, the struggle was not 
won by the exploited masses but by the capitalist bourgeoisie. Thus the revolution was 
hijacked by the capitalists and France eventually became a capitalist society like most other 
European nations. Karl Marx, who had been a keen supporter of French revolutionary 
ideas, could not have known this as by 1883 he lay buried in London, the heart of 
Capitalism. This fact is full of ironic symbolism for, capitalist Britain did not only bury 



Marx, it buried the whole Communist movement he had been vainly attempting to start on 
British soil. Unfortunately, Britain was unable to bury his ghost who went on to haunt the 
world and bring misery, suffering and death to millions. 

  

Today, Britain has long lost its proud Empire and is slowly crumbling under the joint 
onslaught of Liberalism (which softens it up, exposing its vulnerable points) and Islam 
(which deals it one blow after the other on the vulnerable points exposed and highlighted 
by Liberalism). But in earlier times, Britain certainly knew how to break the waves even of 
the Indian Revolution. Marx himself was honest enough to admit defeat at the hands of 
British Capitalism when he wrote in 1849: “But England, the country that turns whole 
nations into its proletarians, that takes the whole world within its immense embrace … 
England seems to be the rock against which the revolutionary waves break, the country 
where the new society is stifled in the womb.” To be sure, Britain was far from being free 
from the Communist virus which had infected the European Continent. However, the 
British Empire was the oldest and most experienced of the world’s industrial capitalist 
systems and knew how to deal with rebellion. Hence it deployed the classical diversion 
strategy of channeling popular discontent in the service of its own imperialistic designs. 

  

Apart from rebellious India and other British colonies (notably Ireland) struggling for 
independence, competition with European powers was also often used to deflect attention 
from the internal conflicts which Capitalism had created within Britain itself. In the 19th 
century, while (1) some countries were struggling against Communism, (2) others were 
struggling against Capitalism, and (3) others still were struggling against both Communism 
and Capitalism (including British Imperialism). Germany was one of the nations belonging 
to the latter category, struggling as it did against both Capitalism and its British Imperialist 
manifestation on one hand and against Communism on the other.  We shall therefore see 
how Germany came to be looked upon as a rival and deadly enemy by the British Empire 
which, as we have seen, was itself one of the world’s most exploitative, predatory and 
violent entities. 

  

Imagining the British-German Conflict 

  

The Continental Saxons and other German tribes – which were related to Britain’s own 
Saxons and Angles – had been fiercely opposed to both the Roman Empire and 
Christianity. After several bloody battles, however, they were defeated and converted to 
Christianity by the Frankish Emperor Charlemagne who incorporated them into his 
Christian version of the “Holy Roman Empire”. With the growth of trade and market towns 
in the Middle Ages, German kingdoms soon became prosperous and powerful. However, 



the relentless expansion of the British Empire inevitably placed them in a position of 
competition and eventually, antagonism, to the former. In their struggle of survival in the 
ruthless world of European Capitalism and Imperialism, the German kingdoms also clashed 
with their old tormentor, France. Armed conflict between France and German kingdoms 
had already taken place during Napoleon’s invasion of Europe in the early 1800s. 

  

Indeed, France was not only in conflict with German states, but with much of Europe, 
including Britain, Italy and Spain. Napoleon’s plans to invade Britain are well known. 
Equally well known is the French meddling in Spanish affairs since Napoleon had made his 
brother, Joseph Napoleon, King of Spain (1808-1812). The Spanish war of resistance 
against France has given us the word “guerrilla”, from the “small war” or low intensity 
form of warfare employed by the irregular Spanish resistance forces against the regular 
forces of the French invaders. In consequence, the Franco-German War of 1870-1871 must 
be seen in the context of French interference in the affairs of neighbouring European 
nations. The main trigger to this war was the dispute over the succession to the throne of 
Spain following the abdication of Queen Isabella II. While Spain itself would have 
accepted a German (Prussian) prince as successor, the French under Napoleon III insisted 
that the Spanish throne be taken by Isabella’s son, Alfonso XII who, as a member of the 
French royalty, would have ensured the continuation of French control over Spain. 

  

In a gesture of childish arrogance, France whose forces were inferior to the German was 
foolish enough to declare war on the German Kingdom of Prussia. With the support of 
allied German kingdoms, Prussia swiftly and thoroughly defeated France. This outstanding 
German victory led to the fall of Napoleon III and his French Empire, while the German 
Kingdoms united to form their own German Empire (1871-1918) under Prussian Emperor 
Wilhelm II. Meanwhile, when Britain and France carried out their Industrial Revolution in 
the 18th and 19th centuries introducing new methods of commercial mass production, 
Germany soon followed suit. Being a hard-working, disciplined and efficient race, the 
Germans did not take long in catching up with, and threatening to overtake, both Britain 
and France. Here is where the inherent selfishness and evil of Capitalism become once 
again apparent. For, while Capitalism seeks the expansion of the economy in which it has 
established itself, it simultaneously seeks the destruction of rival economies. The growing 
success of German Capitalism was unwelcome to established capitalist powers like Britain 
and France. This inherent malignity of Capitalism necessarily produced the following new 
conflict. 

  

In order for the German industry to compete with its British and French rivals, it required 
resources. Hence Germany needed to expand its power abroad. One of the difficulties with 
this was that Germany was not a naval power like Britain. Therefore it could not easily 
make use of sea routes for its trading activities on seas dominated by the British navy (and 
British pirates). Even worse, Germany was encircled on land by allies of Britain and other 



enemies like France and Russia. Apart from natural competition between capitalist 
economies, the seeds of British anti-German sentiments were sown in the days of Queen 
Victoria’s husband, Prince Albert, the Prince Consort (1819-1861). Being German-born, 
Albert came under immense pressure from British bankers and industrialists (who feared a 
German take-over) to prove his pro-British credentials. This he did, among other things, by 
organising the Great Exhibition of London, 1851, with the intention of encouraging British 
industry to keep ahead of its emerging French and German competitors. 

  

This industrial competition began to grow out of proportion under Albert's son, King 
Edward VII (1841-1910). Although of German extraction like his father, Edward hated 
Germany so much that he renounced all his German titles and adopted the name of 
Windsor. His anti-German paranoia was apparently brought on by the unification of 
Germany (in 1870) under Chancellor Bismarck and subsequent establishment of the 
German Empire (in 1871), which gave an unprecedented boost to German industry. It must 
be observed at this point that relations between Britain and Germany had not always been 
bad. Britain had been assisted by German (Prussian) forces in its defeat of Napoleon at 
Waterloo. German Emperor Wilhelm II himself was a grandson of Queen Victoria of 
Britain and had held a senior position in the British armed forces. However, Capitalist 
Imperialism now caused Britain to see Germany as an enemy, and France as an ally. As we 
shall soon see, this change in British policies towards Germany was a fatal mistake which 
was to lead to the fall of the British Empire itself. It also demonstrates that the inherent 
contradictions of Capitalism sooner or later cause it to self-destruct. 

  

The First World War (1914-1918) 

  

In this new conflict of capitalist interests, Germany began to build battleships and 
submarines to protect its merchant ships. Britain responded in kind and a naval race ensued 
between Britain and Germany, during which each of them attempted to build as many 
battleships as possible and position them around the globe at strategic points. In addition, 
Germany clashed with France over interests in North Africa and with Russia over interests 
in the Middle East. Indeed, as Britain in 1901 had already acquired rights to explore and 
extract oil in Persia, a race for Middle Eastern oil resources ensued between the various 
European Powers. (This also reminds us of the fact that Capitalism fought bloody wars over 
Middle Eastern oil long before Iraq.) Briefly stated, as a result of conflicting capitalist 
interests, Britain needed France as an ally to keep Germany down; France needed Russian 
manpower against Germany; and Russia needed French capital to fund its industrialisation 
and railway construction as part of its own competition with Germany. 

  



In consequence, as a result of this convergence of anti-German interests, a series of 
agreements were reached between the three anti-German European powers: (1) the Entente 
Cordial of 1904 between Britain and France; (2) the Anglo-Russian Entente of 1907; and 
(3) the Triple Entente of 1908 between Britain, France and Russia. The very first thing that 
becomes evident from these facts is that Britain, France and Russia were not prepared to 
allow Germany the sphere of influence they were claiming for themselves. Without 
international trade and access to resources, German industry would have collapsed and so 
would have the German Empire which by then was under pressure not only from external 
forces like Britain, France and Russia but also from left-wing (Socialist/Communist) 
movements on its own soil. It is obvious, therefore, that a military campaign against its 
opponents was a necessary step for Germany in order to effectuate a breakthrough in a 
situation which had been imposed upon it by its capitalist rivals. Therefore, in accord with 
economic, political and military logic and commonsense, Wilhelm II opted for war. 

  

Thus, on 1 August 1914, Germany declared war on Russia which had been mobilising its 
forces against Germany’s ally, Austria-Hungary. Two days later, Germany declared war on 
Russia’s ally, France, which it hoped to defeat before turning to Russia itself. In order to 
attack France from the North (the quickest and easiest route) Germany was forced to 
advance through neutral Belgium and this was duly pointed out to the British. Nevertheless, 
Britain chose to respond by declaring war on Germany (on 4 August). Now, as is well 
known, Britain’s declaration of war was ostensibly meant to be in fulfillment of its 
obligations towards “neutral” Belgium and this old canard is still being circulated by 
Britain’s anti-German propaganda machine. It is, however, plainly contradicted by the 
facts. For, although Belgium’s neutrality had been established at the 1839 Treaty of London 
– signed by Britain, Austria, France, Germany (Prussia) and Russia – it did not put Britain 
under legal obligation to defend Belgium by military means. In addition, historical evidence 
shows that in 1906-1912 secret agreements were made between the British and Belgian 
military authorities. Although these agreements were euphemistically described by the 
British as “informal conversations”, they clearly amounted to a military alliance between 
Britain and Belgium. Under accepted international law this meant that Belgium had ceased 
to be a neutral country. Indeed, the Belgian archives’ description of the above 
“conversations” as Anglo-Belgian Convention clearly betrays their true nature and 
demonstrates that Belgium’s neutral status had already been violated by Britain itself. 
Consequently, Britain’s declaration of war was motivated not by any imagined legal 
obligations, but by its well-documented military and economic ambitions on the Continent 
and worldwide. It is also necessary for a balanced and objective analysis to consider the 
fact that Belgium itself was at the forefront of capitalist imperialism and held extensive 
possessions in Africa which it subjected to brutal domination and exploitation. Therefore 
even in moral terms the image of Belgium as an innocent victim in need of British 
protection must be dismissed as inaccurate and misleading. 

  

In any event, following Britain’s questionable declaration of war on Germany, France 
declared war on its old rival Austria-Hungary (Germany’s ally). Turkey entered the war on 



the German side. The Arabs under the Emir of Mecca – and at the instigation of infamous 
British agent Thomas Edward Lawrence a.k.a. “Lawrence of Arabia” – declared war on 
Turkey. To cut a long story short, the Germans fought well and might have won the war 
especially as Russia’s military campaign collapsed under joint pressure from German 
operations and Russia’s own Communist Revolution of 1917. However, the entrance of 
America on the side of the Entente Powers changed the balance to the disadvantage of the 
Central Powers (Germany, Austria-Hungary, Turkey) and the war ended in 1918 with the 
defeat of the latter. Above all, as noted by Professor Ferguson, the Germans were fighting a 
global war against the British Empire without themselves being a global power. In other 
words, Germany had neither the experience nor the resources required by the task of 
defeating the British Empire. Nor had it the time to prepare itself for such a task in view of 
Russia’s growing military threat.     

  

Be that as it may, the extraordinary outcome of the war was that, although in military terms, 
the Entente Powers had won, in reality, all participants lost. The French, Russian, German 
and Turkish Empires all ceased to exist there and then - the last three becoming Republics. 
The British Empire too was to fall soon afterwards. The fall of European Empires 
contributed to the economic and military rise of America. However, America itself, being 
based on the capitalist system, was soon to be affected by the same symptoms of capitalist 
disintegration as the older, European Empires. In consequence, the outcome of the First 
World War of 1914-1918 marked the beginning of the end not only for the Western 
Empires of Evil (such as Britain, France, Turkey) but also the beginning of the end for 
Capitalism as a whole. To begin with, Western Empires realised that their imperialist 
policies necessarily led to mutual destruction. Secondly, the enormous financial and human 
costs of the War – which on this account also came to be known as the Great War – made 
Capitalist Imperialism unacceptable in moral, ethical and financial terms. 

  

While the long-term financial disadvantages of Capitalist Imperialism are evident – the War 
had cost Britain almost 10 billion pounds sterling (Ferguson) – it may legitimately be 
asked, since when were moral and ethical considerations important factors in capitalist 
thinking? Well, to cover up their crimes against humanity which they had been perpetrating 
in their colonies, the capitalist powers had created the myth that they were bringing 
“civilisation” and “progress” to the “savages” of Africa, America, Asia and Australia. But 
the horrors of World War I exploded this myth and the Capitalist world was forced to begin 
to mend its ways. In addition, the subjugated nations in the colonies were stepping up their 
resistance to Western Imperialism. In India, revolutionaries and freedom fighters like 
Vinayak Damodar (Veer) Savarkar came into contact with Western nationalist and anti-
capitalist currents, drawing inspiration for their own movements on the Subcontinent.   

  

The Rise of German National Socialism 



  

The treatment of defeated Germany at the hands of the victorious powers (Britain, France 
and America) after the World War was truly medieval and barbaric. True to the twisted 
logic of capitalist justice, the victors demanded heavy reparation payments for a war they 
themselves had provoked through their own anti-German policies. Moreover, to ensure that 
Germany would never again become a military power (or any power at all), they demanded 
its almost complete disarmament. In addition, the treaty of Versailles (of 1919) which 
Germany was forced to accept, gave parts of Germany to other countries: Sudetenland to 
Czechoslovakia, Western Prussia and Silesia to Poland, Alsace-Lorraine to France, and part 
of Schleswig to Denmark; all the German colonies in Africa and elsewhere were transferred 
to the British-dominated League of Nations (the precursor of the United Nations); even 
worse, the industrial heartland of Germany was put under Allied control. 

  

What becomes evident is that the anti-German coalition sought to destroy Germany as a 
military, economic and political power as a punishment for the latter’s attempts to achieve 
equality with the former. Evidently, German resistance against Europe’s established 
capitalist powers had touched a raw nerve. Capitalist Imperialism had come face to face 
with its own contradictions, limitations and vulnerability. Hence the savage punishment 
meted out to Germany. At any rate, it is clear that Germany, subjected to crippling 
payments, divided and robbed of its industry, could not have survived for long. Indeed, any 
rational analysis of Germany’s situation must conclude that a new war was inevitable if the 
German nation was to survive. Thus the treaty of Versailles was the capitalist world’s next 
fatal mistake which was to lead to World War II – and the final collapse of the British 
Empire.  

  

Meanwhile, not only was Germany dangerously divided and weakened but it was also 
politically in complete chaos. Although German Imperialism had never reached the 
enormous proportions of its British rival, Germany was nevertheless a capitalist entity 
which was experiencing its own upheavals: The Peasant Uprising of 1848, the 
contradictions between democratic artisans and the nationalist aristocracy, between 
capitalist and communist movements, etc. are all conflicts familiar from the British and 
French examples and represent typical problems created by Capitalism everywhere. 

  

Many Germans embraced Capitalism because it was the fastest means by which Germany 
could advance economically, politically and militarily. Capitalism, however, created social 
and economic problems which led equally many Germans to embrace Communism. 
Communism in turn created problems of its own. This caused other Germans to choose 
Nationalism as an alternative to both Capitalism and Communism. Thus Nationalism 
became the new political power in Germany. Nationalism, of course, was not an 
exclusively German phenomenon. For, there was French Nationalism too, as well as Italian 



Nationalism, Spanish Nationalism, Russian Nationalism, etc. To a large extent, Nationalism 
was a natural reaction to the imperialistic tendencies of the capitalist world. 

  

As we saw earlier, European Capitalism had initially contented itself with conquering non-
white nations in Asia, Africa and the Americas. Although colonialist powers like Britain, 
France, Spain, Portugal and the Netherlands had often fought each other over colonial 
territories, they had not generally invaded and occupied each other. This situation changed 
with Napoleon. Indeed, France’s invasion and occupation of much of Europe under 
Napoleon fuelled Nationalism in Spain, Italy, Germany and Russia just as the British 
occupation of India had fuelled Indian Nationalism. 

  

Although, in left-wing influenced circles, Nationalism is regarded as a negative force, the 
fact is that European Nationalism was based on a sense of ethnic and cultural identity and 
manifested itself as the desire for independence and self-determination which are naturally 
cherished by every nation. As such, European Nationalism had no distinct economic 
programme. Therefore, it could associate itself with both Capitalism and Communism. 
However, Communism in its Marxist form sought to establish a classless, inter-national or 
supra-national community which would extend across national boundaries. This is what 
rendered Communism suspect in the eyes of true nationalists who distrusted the 
internationalist tendencies of the Left which sought to abolish the nation-state. Capitalism 
on the other hand was more open to the concept of nationhood even if only in the context of 
its own imperialistic designs. At the same time, however, Capitalism was a system based on 
the exploitation of the peasantry and the workers (which together formed the bulk of the 
nation) by the bourgeoisie. Therefore, it could hardly appeal to the masses and what did not 
appeal to the masses, that is, the nation, was not entirely compatible with Nationalism for 
which the nation was paramount. 

  

The most obvious candidate for Nationalism was the aristocracy which had been largely 
replaced by the bourgeoisie in its role as leading class. As the bourgeoisie was also 
eliminating the peasantry – the aristocracy’s traditional source of existence – replacing it 
with the urban proletariat, it seemed natural for Nationalism (which was for the masses and 
against the bourgeoisie) to strike a chord with German aristocrats. In religious terms, 
Nationalism also had the tendency to distance itself from Christianity. This of course did 
not mean that Germans rushed to convert to Paganism or some other religion. Germans had 
been Christians for a millennium and most remained Christian. But there was an undeniable 
Pagan renaissance among many German movements and in the course of time German 
Paganism would have become a growing power. Indeed, as Christianity was obviously a 
religion of non-European origin, and hence foreign and corrupting, the logical conclusion 
for German Nationalism was to eventually discard Christianity altogether. In consequence, 
the most natural course for German Nationalism would have been to become a movement 
of agricultural labourers, farmers, nobility and non-Christian (Pagan) priesthood. In other 



words, a re-creation of pre-Capitalist, pre-Christian, agriculture-based society, similar to 
that of India and Ancient Europe. 

  

It may be asked at this point, in what relation did Nationalism (or National Socialism) stand 
to Capitalism? First of all, Nationalism and especially National Socialism was opposed to 
the exploitation of the masses (the peasantry and workers) as practised under Capitalism. It 
was not, however, opposed to the concepts of private property or capital as such. In other 
words, Nationalism was not against economic progress or against financial profit. What it 
was opposed to was economic progress and financial profit for the benefit of a few and to 
the detriment of the many. Nationalism rejected an economy which was controlled by a few 
wealthy nationals or, even worse, by foreign interests. Therefore, what Nationalism wanted 
was an economy which would further the interests of the German State and the German 
Nation. In consequence, Nationalism must be admitted to have been a rather sound and 
sensible position to hold. However, because it wanted to take the power out of the hands of 
the capitalist bourgeoisie and give it back to the state and to the nation, Nationalism clashed 
with Capitalism. 

  

Nationalism vs. Communism 

  

Nationalism clashed even more with Communism which was against private property and 
wanted to create a world without social classes, without nations and without money (even 
trade was to be abolished) – an obviously utopian concept which never stood a chance of 
working out in practice. Therefore, although Nationalism was antagonistic to Capitalism, 
Communism was its greatest enemy. Communism, of course, was not an original invention 
of Karl Marx. Communities based on egalitarian ideas had been in existence for centuries 
or millennia before Marx. As Professor Norman Cohn has shown in his book, The Pursuit 
of the Millennium: Revolutionary Millenarians and Mystical Anarchists of the Middle Ages 
(1957), numerous revolutionary movements existed in Medieval Europe which sought to 
establish a radically new social order based on communal living.   

  

As demonstrated earlier, the emergence of Capitalism certainly had created social and 
economic upheavals, resulting in deep psychological wounds among Europe’s dispossessed 
populations. Unsurprisingly, therefore, the exploited classes were dreaming of an utopian 
society where every man, woman and child could live happily without any concerns related 
to money, property, class, etc. In other words a kind of “Paradise on Earth” was the aim of 
many religious and atheistic movements. While there was absolutely nothing wrong with 
wanting to create a Paradise on Earth, indeed, this ought to be the aim of any religious or 
political system, the problem was that the practical ways in which attempts were made to 



achieve this were completely impractical. Moreover, different groups had different ideas as 
to what might constitute Paradise on Earth. While some sought to own land and agricultural 
implements communally, others were of the opinion that everything ought to be shared, 
including wives. 

  

(The term “communalist” is here to be understood in its original sense of “belonging to or 
believing in a system based on communal ownership” and not in the sense of 
“communitarian, community based or divisive” as often used in Indian English.) 
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Among the utopian socialists acting as leaders of these communalist movements some were 
religious mystics. Others were plain mad. What they all had in common was the belief that 
a communal mode of living in which everything is shared equally between the members of 
a commune could, and should, be extended to the whole of the human race. It was this kind 
of utopian thinking which had inspired some of the radical movements involved in the 
French Revolution. Whatever may be the original roots of communalist thinking the fact is 
that, unfortunately for mankind, most of the flaws of earlier movements were to be 
inherited by one of the most utopian of communalist systems, Communism. The short-lived 
Paris Commune of 1871 in which Communards briefly seized power under their own 
socialist red banner has been identified by some as an early example of Communist 
revolution. As stated before, Communism in its modern form advocated the creation of a 
classless, stateless, moneyless society in which everything was owned in common. As such, 
Communism represented the antithesis of Capitalism. Interestingly, just as Jewish 
financiers had been involved in the rise of Capitalism, Jewish thinkers were now involved 
in the rise of Communism.     

  

It is essential to understand at this point that the purpose of history is to teach man vital 
lessons for the future. However, we cannot learn anything, even worse, we may learn the 
wrong lessons, from history if the latter is systematically distorted, perverted, suppressed 
and denied for political and other reasons. Hindus, in particular, as guardians of virtually 
the only sane tradition left in the world, have a special duty to themselves and to mankind 
to thoroughly investigate world history in an objective and critical manner and learn the 
necessary lessons on which the future of mankind depends. One of the main lessons to be 
learned from our examination and analysis of the Western pathology is that an uprooted, 
displaced and disorientated people has in turn contributed to the uprooting, displacement 



and disorientation of other nations – not by virtue of its race but by virtue of its delusional 
ideology which has become the ideology of the West and is now in the process of 
infiltrating, subverting and taking over the East. 

  

As we established at the beginning of our investigation, Jews had been responsible for the 
creation of exclusive and militant Judaism (or Yahwism-Adonism); they had also been 
responsible for the creation of Christianity, not because “Jesus was a Jew” for, as we have 
demonstrated, he never existed, but because the founders of the Christian Church like St 
Paul were Jews, the first bishops (or popes) of Jerusalem were Jews and it was Jewish 
missionaries who brought Christianity to Rome. Jews had also been responsible, at least in 
part, for the creation of Capitalism and its twin manifestations, Colonialism and 
Imperialism. This does not mean that Jews actually controlled the pathological 
developments which they had set in motion. For example, they did not control Christianity 
– although there were times in which Christian popes were indebted to Jewish 
moneylenders. But Jews had started Christianity which then spiralled out of control. The 
same applied to Capitalism and, as we shall now see, to Communism. 

  

Firstly, although some European Jews were farmers, Jewish influence developed through 
Jewish presence in towns from the days of Charlemagne and William the Conqueror. This 
was no different in Austria and Germany. Attracted by the prospect of education and 
employment, many Jews from backward provinces like Slav-speaking Bohemia and Galicia 
settled in Austrian and German cities. Thus as a result of immigration, between 1848 and 
1914, the Jewish population of Vienna (the capital of Austria) increased from 1 to 9 per 
cent and continued to rise until the 1930s (Norman Davies, p. 849). As the number of Jews 
rose in the cities, so naturally did their influence. And influence involves the power to 
initiate or affect political, economic and cultural trends. Indeed, Austrian, German and 
other European Jews were not only capitalist moneylenders and financiers. They were 
philosophers, scientists, writers, journalists, lawyers, doctors, musicians and artists. They 
were also socialist-communist revolutionaries. One of the socialist revolutionaries of 19th 
century Germany was Ferdinand Lassalle (also known as Loslauer), son of a wealthy 
Jewish silk merchant. Having studied philology, history and philosophy, he came under the 
influence of various French socialists and in 1863 founded the General German Workers’ 
Association, subsequently known as the Social Democratic Party of Germany. 

  

Marxism and the “Jewish Conspiracy” 

  

Another prominent revolutionary was, of course, Karl (Mordechai) Marx himself. Born in 
1818 as the son of a successful Jewish lawyer, Marx similarly dabbled in philosophy before 



turning to politics. He was briefly editor of the left-wing paper Neue Rheinische Zeitung 
which, however, was soon suppressed by the German authorities. Along with his fellow-
revolutionary, admirer and friend Friedrich Engels, Marx devoted himself to the spread of 
Communist propaganda. The German authorities were not very pleased with his political 
activities as there were enough left-wing revolutionaries in the country as it was. Indeed, 
while Marx and his ilk ranted on about proletarian revolution, peasant rebellions were 
already in the air.  

  

Curiously, Marx’s basic theory was that the first step from Capitalism to Communism was 
Socialism which in practice meant a revolutionary dictatorship of the proletariat over other 
classes. What appears to have escaped him was that Germany did not yet have a substantial 
proletarian class which could have been enlisted for his plans of revolution and class 
struggle. At the same time, he seemed oblivious to the revolutionary potential of the 
peasantry. Even when Germany’s Peasant Uprising took place in 1848, Marx was still 
insisting on proletarian revolution. The German authorities in any case were not prepared to 
tolerate further revolutionary incitement. A few years earlier Marx had been expelled from 
Belgium after using an inheritance to fund arms for revolutionary workers. In 1949, he was 
expelled from Germany too. Marx and his wife tried to settle in Paris but by then the 
counter-revolution was back in power and they ended up in England where they remained 
for the rest of their lives.    

  

Unable to find employment and sustain himself and his family, Marx was reduced to 
poverty, losing three children and surviving on borrowed money and the help of Engels 
who, ironically, had a family business in the English cotton industry, the very essence of 
capitalist enterprise. Meanwhile, Marx passed his time reading books in the Reading Room 
at the British Museum in London. In London, Marx finally produced the first volume of his 
great work, Das Kapital (Capital, the new “Bible” of the Western world) which he had 
started thirty years before. It must be said in this context that, as indicated earlier, utopian 
ideas of a classless, moneyless, stateless society were floating all over Europe among the 
dispossessed masses and revolutionary thinkers. Marx appropriated some of these ideas and 
wove them into his own fantastic web of theories of human evolution (largely based on 
Darwin) - from ape to Communist. Coming from a privileged background, Marx was a 
typical theorist with little experience of real life let alone of practical politics. This, 
however, did not diminish his firm belief in his own greatness. Indeed, although he rejected 
the idea of God, Marx could not resist perhaps subconsciously falling into the same 
prophetic pattern of his Jewish ancestors (many of whom had been orthodox rabbis on both 
the paternal and maternal sides). 

  

As the historian, Professor Norman Davies has put it, “Marx aimed to create the same sort 
of universal theory for human society that Darwin had done for natural history; and he had 
hoped to dedicate his first volume to Darwin. He took the subject of materialist history 



from Feuerbach, the class struggle from Saint-Simon, the dictatorship of the proletariat 
from Babeuf, the labour theory of value from Adam Smith, the theory of surplus value from 
Bray and Thompson, the principle of dialectical progress from Hegel. All these components 
were put together in a messianic doctrine whose psychological roots are thought to lie in 
the Judaism which his family had deserted during his childhood. Marx was the Prophet; the 
Proletariat was the Chosen People; the socialist movement was the Church; the Revolution 
was the Second Coming; Communism was the Promised Land” (Isaiah Berlin, Karl Marx: 
His Life and Environment, 4th edn., 1978; Angus Walker, Marx: His Theory and Its 
Context, 2nd edn., 1989, summarised by Norman Davies in his Europe: a History, 1996, p. 
837). 

      

While Marx’s handwriting was notoriously illegible, his printed writings were not much 
better. The result was that when, in 1867, after thirty years of arduous study and deep 
thinking all 1000 pages of the first volume of his “magnum opus” (“great work”) were 
published, they did not quite get the expected reception. Indeed, his book was received with 
complete silence owing to the not altogether insignificant fact that hardly anyone 
understood it. And so, when Marx, the leader of International Communism, eventually 
passed away in 1883, only eleven mourners were present at his funeral. The posthumous 
publication in 1885 and 1894 of the second and third volumes respectively, saw no 
improvement in public interest in the Capital. The first official English translation hardly 
found any buyers. In addition to his writing style, the problem with Marx was that, although 
he often correctly identified the aberrations of Capitalism, he never offered a coherent 
solution apart from vague plans of revolutionary take-overs. Indeed, his entire life was 
dedicated to the criticism of Capitalism and not to the finding of solutions to capitalist 
errors.   

  

Nevertheless, through his political agitation and involvement with revolutionary 
movements, Marx had made his name as a revolutionary and soon all sorts of fellow-
communists started to propagate “Marxist revolution”. The popularity of Marxian theory 
was due in no small measure to the fact that Marx’s Capital was the first attempt to 
construct Communism as a political philosophy or even “science”. Equally convenient was 
that hardly anyone had read the Capital and hence they could project their own utopian 
fantasies into it and style them as “Marxian”. Thousands of teachers, writers, politicians 
and journalists, many of them fellow-Jews, began to spread his teachings – or what they 
thought were his teachings – to the four corners of the world. In 1917, the Russian Empire 
was the first country to fall victim to Communism.     

  

Meanwhile, in about 1903, a book known as The Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion 
began to be circulated in Russia and other European countries in support of the claim that 
an international Jewish organisation was conspiring to take over the world. Like Marx’s 
Capital, the book turned out to be a fabrication and this was (and still is) proudly offered by 



scholars and politicians as proof that no such conspiracy existed. Logically speaking, 
however, the fact that the book was a fabrication does not mean that the conspiracy itself 
was an invention. Certainly the majority of Jews were law-abiding citizens, going about 
their daily life just like everyone else without as much as dreaming of world domination. 
This, however, did not rule out the logical possibility that somewhere out there, a Jewish 
group existed which was planning to take over the world – like Communist revolutionaries, 
for example. 

  

Indeed, if we objectively examine the historical evidence it will become apparent that, 
having failed to establish Communism in Germany, France, Belgium and England, Marx 
from the 1860s to his death in 1883 had increasingly dedicated himself to the advancement 
of communist revolution in Russia. In fact, Marx had revolutionary plans for India and 
China too (this will be discussed later), but Russia was to remain his main preoccupation in 
his last years. Marx learned the language, studied Russian history and literature, and held 
long conversations with Russian revolutionary émigrés many of which were Jews. By that 
time, he had become convinced that the Communist Revolution had to start in Russia and 
from there spread to other parts of the world (which it actually did). 

  

In 1879, the Russian revolutionary organisation Black Repartition was established in St 
Petersburg by Jewish revolutionaries like Lev Deich and Pavel Axelrod. In 1883, the 
Russian Marxist revolutionary group Liberation of Labour was formed in Geneva by the 
same Lev Deich and Pavel Axelrod together with Gregori V. Plekhanov and others. In 
1897, the revolutionary General Jewish Labour Union (or Jewish Bund) was formed, 
operating in Russia, Poland and Lithuania. In the same year, the World Zionist 
Organisation was established in Basle, Switzerland, with the help of the Rothschild clan, 
one of the most powerful financial groups on earth. The Zionist movement was not Marxist 
as such but Nationalist, its principal aim being to re-establish a Jewish state in Palestine. 
However, it did contain a growing number of Marxist sympathisers. In 1887 Lenin’s older 
brother, a Marxist, was executed for plotting the assassination of Tsar Alexander III. In 
1895, Lenin himself, after consultations with the above-mentioned Geneva based 
Liberation of Labour group, founded his own Marxist revolutionary group, the League of 
Struggle for the Liberation of the Working Class, in St Petersburg – for which he was 
promptly arrested by the Russian authorities. 

  

A leading Jewish figure who was one of the most important ideologues of the Communist 
Revolution was Leon (Bronstein) Trotsky. Trotsky was the second in command after Lenin 
and was responsible for the organisation of the Military Revolutionary Committee the 
majority of which was Jewish. As the Encyclopaedia Judaica concedes, “During the 
Revolution Jews played a prominent part in the party organs” (Vol. 5, p. 798). Indeed, the 
upper command of the Russian Communist Party itself consisted of Jewish members like 
Maxim (Wallach) Litvinov, Gregori (Apfelbaum) Zinoviev, Lwev (Rosenfeld) Kamenev, 



Lazar (Moiseievich) Kaganovich, Karl (Sobelsohn) Radek and Jacob (Eiman) Sverdlov (cf. 
Encyclopaedia Judaica, Vol. 5, p.794), the latter being responsible for the execution of 
Tsar Nicholas II and his family. The principal policy-making committee of the Russian 
Communist Party, the infamous Politburo, was made up of almost fifty per cent Jews. Other 
notorious Jewish figures were Moisei Solomonovich Uritsky, former member of the Jewish 
Bund and head of the St Petersburg Secret Police, responsible for the systematic 
persecution of Russian citizens opposed to Communism and Yakov Isaakovich (“Yasha”) 
Serebryansky, head of the “Administration for Special Tasks”, a branch of the Communist 
Foreign Intelligence Services, responsible for sabotage, abduction and assassination of 
“enemies of the people” outside Russia.    

  

Under Russian Tsar Alexander III, Jews were (rightly or wrongly) accused of conspiring to 
murder the Emperor and laws were passed in 1882 which amounted to official persecution 
of Jews. According to Constantin Pobedonostsev, the Tsar’s adviser, one-third of Russian 
Jews were expected to emigrate, one-third to convert to Christianity, and one-third to 
perish. In these circumstances, it is not entirely implausible that the creation in 1897 of the 
World Zionist Organisation and other Jewish movements took place as a result of anti-
Semitism in Russia and elsewhere. If that is the case, then the Communist Revolution of 
1917 itself may have been instigated by Russian Jews reacting against state-sponsored 
persecution. As observed by the Encyclopaedia Judaica, as a reaction to the 1880s 
persecutions in Russia “a segment of the Jewish intelligentsia turned to revolution” (Vol. 
16, p. 1042). Thus it may be argued that there was a rising Jewish assertiveness in 19th and 
early 20th century Europe as a result of anti-Jewish discrimination and oppression. 
However, anti-Semitism itself may have partly been caused by disproportionately great 
Jewish power and influence. Indeed, not all Jews were oppressed. Jews like Karl Marx did 
not belong to an oppressed class. Many of them came from wealthy and influential families. 
Yet they insisted on imposing their own utopian communist ideas on the rest of the world 
regardless of consequences. Marx himself did not advocate revolution in Russia in order to 
ameliorate the situation of Russian Jews, but because he thought that Russia, China and 
India would have been a convenient base from where to attack the Capitalist West as part of 
his global revolutionary plans.  

  

Be that as it may, under the influence of extremist leaders like Karl Marx, there was a rising 
radicalisation of the Jewish masses especially in Eastern Europe. The Russian Revolution 
of 1917 which as we have shown enjoyed substantial Jewish involvement only served to 
confirm people’s fears. In consequence, the popular fear of a worldwide Jewish conspiracy 
cannot reasonably be said to have been unfounded. It is contrary to both reason and 
historical fact to have Jews like Karl Marx, Trotsky and many others agitating for violent 
world revolution and at the same time claim that no Jewish conspiracy existed. In 
agreement with the accepted dictionary definition of conspiracy as “a secret plan to commit 
a crime or do harm” (Oxford Dictionary of Current English), as far as the Russian 
authorities were concerned there was, indeed, a Jewish conspiracy to overthrow the 
Monarchy and take over Russia and the world – as declared by Marx himself. While most 



of the participants were non-practising Jews (many were atheists) and therefore the 
conspiracy was not Jewish in a religious sense, yet it was a conspiracy as defined above all 
the same, and one inspired, organised and led by ethnic Jews. 

  

Indeed, as we saw earlier, already in the times of Ancient Egypt, Joseph (great-grandson of 
Abraham) believed that God had made him “lord of all Egypt”. Jewish nationalist groups 
aiming to establish a worldwide Jewish theocracy – known as Zealots or Fanatics – 
operated in Roman times. Christianity itself had originally been a Jewish conspiracy. And 
various Jewish movements like that of Shabtai Zvi (1626-1676), with claims to world 
domination, sprung up throughout the Middle Ages.  Thus even in principle the concept of 
such a conspiracy was not entirely baseless. Besides, we have seen that in the capitalist 
world Jewish financiers had gained influence in London, the capital of the mighty British 
Empire and the entire world’s financial centre. A similar situation prevailed across the sea 
in New York. Jewish influence was also growing in Austria, Germany and Russia. 

   

In any case, if the state authorities of the Russian Empire, which had secret agents all over 
Europe and were well aware of Jewish activities, were alarmed by a real or perceived 
Jewish threat, then we cannot reasonably blame the Russian masses for developing similar 
fears. Likewise, if the German authorities under National Socialism had reasons to declare 
Jews enemies of the German state, we cannot blame the German masses for looking upon 
Jews as enemies. For, the masses were ignorant and prone to being influenced by official 
rumours of Jewish conspiracies. Indeed, if the masses were easily influenced by mere 
rumours of Jewish conspiracies then they must have been influenced even more by hard 
and incontrovertible facts like the Communist Revolution of 1917 which had been inspired 
and carried out by Karl Marx, Lev Deich, Pavel Axelrod, Leon Trotsky and other Jewish 
revolutionaries – or conspirators. After all, Britain, France, America and other well-
informed world powers were themselves sufficiently frightened by the Jewish-led Russian 
Revolution to sponsor a counter-revolutionary civil war in Russia between 1917 and 1919. 

  

It is well at this point to recall what Marxism was about. In his Manifesto of the Communist 
Party, Marx wrote that: (a) the proletariat was the product of the capitalist bourgeoisie (p. 
59); (b) the existence of the bourgeoisie was “no longer compatible with society” (p. 58); 
and (c) the solution was to “raise the proletariat to the position of ruling class” (p. 73). To 
the unreflective this may give the impression that Marx wished to depose the oppressive 
bourgeoisie and put the oppressed proletariat in charge of society, thereby putting an end to 
oppression and exploitation. In other words, a seemingly reasonable proposition. However, 
a little reflection will immediately expose the self-contradictions and ultimately absurdity, 
of Marxian theory. Two points will suffice to demonstrate this fact. Firstly, the proletariat is 
admitted to be the product of the bourgeoisie, that is, of the Capitalist pathology and is 
therefore itself a pathological development. It follows that the rule (or “dictatorship” as 
Marx put it) of the proletariat cannot be a cure for the Capitalist pathology any more than a 



cancerous tumour can be a cure for cancer. The logical solution to Capitalism would have 
been to restore to the working class (the former peasantry) the land of which it had been 
dispossessed by the bourgeoisie. But this was not to be for, Marx evidently suffered from a 
psychological bias against peasants and country life. Indeed, in his Manifesto he went so far 
as to claim that the bourgeoisie “has created enormous cities, has greatly increased the 
urban population as compared to the rural, and has thus rescued a considerable part of the 
population from the idiocy of rural life” (p. 46). Thus, contrary to both justice and logic, 
Marxian theory did not provide for the return of the proletariat to rural life. 

  

Secondly, the proletariat (or working class) cannot be the ruling class for the simple reason 
that a class which earns a living by manual labour does not have the time, the energy, the 
professional skills or the intellectual sophistication to rule over a complex society. No 
doubt, villagers have always been capable of governing their own village. Ruling a country, 
however, is a profession that requires a wide range of skills (skills of economics, 
diplomacy, warfare, etc.) which can only be acquired through education and experience 
outside the domain of the working class, rural or urban. If it is claimed that by “raising the 
working class to the position of ruling class” is meant that not the working class as a whole 
will rule, but only representatives of the working class, then the answer is as follows. In 
that case, it is not the working class who will rule, but its representatives who are really a 
new class which cannot be designated “working class” as it no longer engages in the 
characteristic activities of the working class, i.e., manual labour.  

  

Indeed, this was precisely what happened under Communist rule in Russia, China and 
elsewhere. Since all systems of government require an administration to execute policy, 
society was put under the rule of a new class (the state bureaucracy) which proceeded to 
dominate, oppress and exploit all other classes, including and especially, the working class 
itself (the industrial workers and the peasantry). This fact not only exposes Communism (or 
Marxism) as an irrational and fraudulent ideology, but it exposes Marx himself as either a 
madman or a charlatan. Marx who held a university degree in philosophy (albeit from a 
dubious university) was too intelligent not to recognise the fallacies of his own theories. 
Nor is there any evidence that he was entirely mad. The conclusion, therefore, must be that 
he was a charlatan. And since no intelligent person could possibly have believed in the 
feasibility of Marxism, it follows that the proponents of Marxism (or their leaders) were 
themselves charlatans who used Marxism as a cover for their openly admitted plans to take 
over the world by force of arms. 

  

What becomes evident is that Marxists were morally and legally a criminal class – and a 
very dangerous one – that had to be eradicated together with its agents and helpers. 
Certainly by the time of the Russian Revolution, this fact had become clear to all right-
thinking citizens. Outside Russia itself, even after the Communist take-over of 1917, the 
Communist Revolution was strongly supported by Jewish politicians, lawyers, teachers, 



journalists, writers and other would-be revolutionaries, confirming European fears that a 
Jewish-orchestrated, worldwide revolution was about to take place. Germany had its own 
Communist Party founded by Jews like Polish-born Rosa Luxemburg. This “German” 
Communist Party openly supported the Russian Revolution and in 1919 attempted its own 
communist take-over in the German capital Berlin. 
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To make matters worse, at the other end of the political spectrum, British Capitalism was 
making its own moves towards the creation of a worldwide financial empire controlled by 
London banks. Although it has become established belief in political and academic circles 
that "Germany started the war", the fact is that the British started their own, economic war 
games (just as Russia started their ideological war) long before the Germans. All British-
run foreign operations, from the occupation of India by the East India Company in the 
1700s to the occupation of Egypt in the 1920s and the 2004 attempted coup in oil-rich 
Equatorial Guinea or for that matter, Iraq 2003, have been carried out for financial reasons. 
Economic and ideological warfare can be as devastating, deadly and ruthlessly efficient as 
any amount of tanks and war planes. We need only remember the millions of Indian, Irish 
and Egyptian people systematically starved to death by the capitalist rulers of the predatory 
British Empire. In the 1930s the British Empire was the World's biggest military and naval 
superpower while London was the financial centre of the entire Planet. For example, 
London banks had absolute control over the international gold exchange standard and many 
foreign countries had their reserves in London. 

The problem with capitalist bankers is that the more money they have, the more they want. 
Not content with the extraordinary power they already wielded, British bankers attempted 
to create a British-ruled, London-centred Financial Empire through which they could 
completely dominate the World. As it happened, the British conspiracy backfired, creating 
one of the worst financial crises in history (the so-called Great Depression of the pre-war 
era). As a result of British machinations, the entire world-trade collapsed, bringing down 
the banking system in many parts of the world, including Germany and other European 
countries which were later to rise against British domination. As an illustration of what the 
British-engineered financial crisis meant to other countries, German people in those days 
were desperately trying to buy bread with wheelbarrows full of paper money that had 
turned worthless overnight!         

It was in these world-changing (and for many, world-threatening) circumstances that 
German National Socialism came to power. Adolf Hitler had been born in 1889, six years 
after Karl Marx’s death, at Braunau on the Austrian-Bavarian border. The son of a customs 
official, he had lived in Vienna which by then had large and influential Jewish and Slav 



populations. In Vienna he absorbed German nationalist ideas which were on the rise as a 
reaction to growing foreign immigration. Having moved to Munich, Germany, Hitler was 
delighted by the 1914 declaration of war against Russia and France, which as we saw 
earlier had been conspiring with the British Empire against Germany. He immediately 
signed up for service in the German Army. He took part in the first Battle of Ypres (one of 
the worst of the entire war) on the Western Front and distinguished himself through his 
courage, being twice decorated with the Iron Cross, the highest military distinction for 
bravery.  

  

After the war Hitler devoted himself to politics and in 1919, the same year in which the 
“German” Communists attempted a revolutionary take-over in Berlin, he founded his own 
party, the National Socialist German Workers’ Party (Nationalsozialistische Deutsche 
Arbeiterpartei or NSDAP). The ruthless punishment meted out to Germany by the Allied 
(Entente) Powers at Versailles as well as the rising threat of Russian-inspired Communist 
revolution, fanned the nationalist feelings of the oppressed German masses. With his great 
oratory skills, Hitler was able to attract large numbers of followers. Like Marx, Hitler was 
fully aware of the revolutionary potential of the oppressed masses. Also, like Marx, Hitler 
was aware of the corrupting nature of money-orientated capitalist society.  

  

As he put it in his work, Mein Kampf (My Struggle): “The first consequence [of capitalist 
industrialisation] of gravest importance was the weakening of the peasant class. 
Proportionately as the peasant class diminished, the mass of the big city proletariat 
increased more and more, until finally the balance was completely upset …. Poverty and 
frequent unemployment began to play havoc with people, leaving behind them a memory of 
discontent and embitterment. The consequence of this seemed to be political class division. 
Despite all the economic prosperity, dissatisfaction became deeper and deeper; in fact, 
things came to such a pass that the conviction that ‘it can’t go on like this much longer’ 
became general, yet without people having any definite idea of what ought to have been 
done. But worse than this were other consequences induced by the economisation of the 
nation. In proportion as economic life grew to be the dominant mistress of the state, money 
became the God whom all had to serve and to whom each man had to bow down. More and 
more, the Gods of heaven were put into the corner as obsolete and outmoded, and in their 
stead incense was burned to the idol Mammon. A truly malignant degeneration set in” 
(Mein Kampf, p. 213).   

  

In contrast to Marx, however, Hitler understood the fallacies of Communist theories which 
were based on utopian dreams of classless, stateless, moneyless societies. Therefore he 
proposed his own revolution based on National Socialist principles. For his revolution, 
Hitler needed the help of the masses. Indeed, throughout his political career he sought to act 
in accordance with the will of the German people. Hitler’s Party was originally called 
Social Revolutionary Party not only because it was in fact a revolutionary organisation but 



because it was meant to appeal to the masses. As Hitler himself explained in Mein Kampf: 
“The name of the movement to be founded would from the very beginning have to offer the 
possibility of approaching the broad masses; for without this quality the whole task seemed 
aimless and superfluous. Thus we arrived at the name of ‘Social Revolutionary Party’; this 
because the social views of the new organisation did indeed mean a revolution” (p. 189). 

  

In 1923, a few years after founding his Party, Hitler’s ideas proved to be so popular that he 
attempted to seize state power. Although the attempt failed and he was imprisoned, this 
actually helped to further his revolutionary career. His defence at the trial was so 
impressive that he became a national figure. In addition, the two years he spent in prison 
also provided him with an opportunity to write his book. When Hitler’s Mein Kampf was 
published in 1925, it became an instant best-seller. Unlike Marx’s Capital which few 
bothered to read and even fewer understood, Hitler’s book was exactly what the people 
wanted to hear. Already during Hitler’s own lifetime, about nine million copies were sold, 
almost every German family having one on its bookshelf. Whereas Marx had been a 
complete failure and a man obsessed with political theories, having to rely on Lenin and 
others to carry out his revolution long after his death, Hitler was so popular with the masses 
that they elected him as Leader of their own accord. 

  

Thus eventually, Hitler did not even have to stage a revolution as the German people 
themselves wanted him to lead them. This is the difference between a true revolutionary 
and a failure. Indeed, in contrast to Marx, Hitler did not hold a university degree in 
philosophy. Yet he instinctively understood what the masses wanted and the masses 
understood him. In other words, he was a man of the people and the perfect leader. In Mein 
Kampf, Hitler had already outlined the course the country was to take under National 
Socialist leadership: “… the task of the state towards capital was comparatively simple and 
clear: it only had to make certain that capital remain the handmaiden of the state and not 
fancy itself the mistress of the nation. This point of view could then be defined between 
two restrictive limits: preservation of a solvent, national, and independent economy on the 
one hand, assurance of the social rights of the workers on the other” (p. 190). Accordingly, 
once he had come to power in 1933, Hitler made some important reforms designed to 
generate confidence and, above all, employment. Whereas earlier there had been dozens of 
conflicting political parties, including the infamous “German” Communist Party, creating 
general confusion, division and chaos, now there was only one main party. Industry and 
agriculture were put under state management and direction. State-funded work creation 
programmes like motorway construction, automobile manufacture and arms production 
were introduced with the aim of creating full production and full employment.  

  

Through his political and economic reforms Hitler curbed the anti-national interests of 
capitalist big business and created a balance between private industry and the state-owned 
sector. In the agricultural sector, he guaranteed state-fixed prices to ensure the farmers’ 



security. Within a few years, unemployment which had previously been soaring went 
down, agriculture and industry were in full swing and the German economy finally began 
to recover. What the National Socialists wanted and achieved was to put an end to the 
ruthless exploitation of the masses by the capitalist bourgeoisie. They also wanted to 
counteract the Communist threat emanating from Stalinist Russia and its revolutionary 
agents on German soil. In addition, they wanted to recover the territories with large ethnic 
German populations given by the Entente Powers to France, Poland and Czechoslovakia. 
Finally, the National Socialists wanted a share in the natural resources which German 
industry needed to survive in the cut-throat world of international capitalist competition. 
After all, while the mighty British Empire continued to lord it over most of the world and 
ruthlessly exploit its numerous colonies, Germany had been stripped of all its colonial 
possessions. Even the German attempt to obtain Middle Eastern oil through the 
establishment of the Berlin-Baghdad railway had been thwarted by predatory Britain and its 
allies. 

  

National Socialism and Anti-Semitism 

  

All of the above National Socialist aims must be admitted to have been reasonable political 
goals corresponding to legitimate German interests and the aspirations of the German 
people. It follows from this that National Socialism cannot reasonably be equated with 
“anti-Semitism”. German anti-Semitism did indeed exist. It was not, however, the 
manifestation of some inexplicable, irrational impulse. On the contrary, it had been caused 
by the prevalent perception of Jews as heavily involved in the propagation of malign 
movements like Capitalism and Communism. As we saw above, Jews had been 
instrumental in the founding of revolutionary parties and had actively participated in an 
attempted Communist take-over in Berlin in 1919. Thus this perception was largely based 
on fact and naturally gave rise to the concept of Jews as hostile to the interests of the 
German people. The apparent Jewish collaboration with anti-German, imperialistic powers 
like the British Empire was an additional contributive factor in the rise of German anti-
Semitism prior to World War II. Nor was anti-Semitism a German or National Socialist 
creation. For, we have seen that it was already prevalent in 19th century Russia and 
elsewhere.  

  

Indeed, anti-Semitism was prevalent throughout the Capitalist world including Britain and 
America. In Britain, in particular, there was a rising tide of popular anti-Semitism. Prime 
Minister Chamberlain himself declared that Jews were “not a lovable people. I don’t care 
about them myself.” It was a well-entrenched Foreign Office position to “love Arabs and 
hate Jews”. The British love of Arabs was, of course, inspired by British strategic interests 
in the Middle East. As we shall see later, every nation who wanted to get its hands on 
Middle Eastern oil and keep other powers out of the region necessarily had to “love Arabs 



and hate Jews.” However, as Professor Martin Gilbert (Churchill’s official biographer) has 
shown in his book, Churchill and the Jews, the official British position on Jewish issues 
like Palestine changed dramatically with Winston Churchill’s rise to power. Churchill had 
prominent Jewish friends like Ernest Cassel, the American banker Bernard Baruch and the 
literary agent Emery Reeves who sold Churchill’s writings around the world. Churchill had 
written an essay in defence of Jews in 1889 during his school years and, as a politician, he 
represented one of the most Jewish electorates in the Commons in 1906-1908. In the 1930s, 
he opposed proposals to limit Jewish immigration into Palestine (the British did not want 
too many Jews in Palestine for fear of upsetting the Arabs). 

  

Not surprisingly, the British constantly accused Churchill of being “too fond of Jews” and 
in the 1920s he had to go to court over accusations that he was in pawn to Jewish financial 
interests. Now, if the British themselves admittedly accused Churchill of collaboration with 
Jewish financial interests, we can hardly blame German National Socialists for thinking 
that there was some conspiracy between international Jewry and the British leadership! 
Indeed, it is hard to imagine that the British Empire could have recovered from the First 
World War and obtained funding for the Second World War (both of which cost enormous 
amounts of money) entirely without help from Jewish financiers. After all, it was precisely 
to drum up Jewish support for its war effort that the British Government in its 1917 Balfour 
Declaration officially transmitted to Lord (Lionel Walther) Rothschild, the British banker 
and politician, its “sympathy with the Jewish Zionist aspirations” of the World Zionist 
Organisation. 

  

Incidentally, the Rothschild family was not only heading the London-based Rothschild 
Bank, “the biggest concentration of financial capital in the world at the time” but, as 
pointed out by Professor Ferguson, the Rothschilds were also the executors of the will of 
their friend and business partner, the diamond magnate and staunch imperialist, Cecil 
Rhodes, which specified that his estate be used to fund a world empire (Empire, pp. 223, 
227). Indeed, in his first will of June 2, 1887 made at Oxford, Rhodes had already 
expressed his wish to “form a secret society with but one object – the furtherance of the 
British Empire and the bringing of the whole uncivilised world under British rule”. Now, 
when a powerful, international Jewish family who controlled “the biggest concentration of 
financial capital in the world” (Ferguson) made common cause with a notorious imperialist 
who expressly wanted to create a worldwide English Empire and who, moreover, were 
supporters of the Jewish Nationalist World Zionist Organisation, it is not difficult to see 
how Continental Europeans might have come to believe that there was a Jewish or (Jewish-
British) conspiracy to take over the world. Indeed, in particular in view of the fact that the 
Rothschilds were in charge of Rhodes’ estate (and will) from 1902 (following the latter’s 
death), the Rhodes-Rothschild alliance may be safely regarded as one of the principal 
sources for The Protocols of the Elders of Zion, which appeared in 1903.   

  



Moreover, we have seen that waging wars with the help of Jewish finance had been 
established British practice since King William III and before. In fact, it is common 
knowledge among historians that funding wars was one of the main functions of banks, 
financial warfare being an integral part of the system. At any rate, the Great Depression of 
the 1930s and 40s was engineered by Lord Montagu Norman, Governor of the Bank of 
England together with his friend and collaborator Benjamin Strong of the New York 
Federal Reserve Bank as well as Hjalmar Schacht of the German Reichsbank. Earlier, 
Benjamin Strong had been instrumental in the establishment of the US Federal Reserve 
System in collaboration with Paul Moritz Warburg, Bernard Baruch (Churchill’s friend) 
and other Jewish bankers. As the result of their activities, the US markets imploded creating 
a severe depression in the United States and other countries, and resulting in the collapse of 
financial markets and the contraction of production and employment. The Depression was 
aggravated by the British default on gold payment in 1931 and led to the US banking crisis 
of 1932-1933 (Webster G. Tarpley, 1996). 

  

Now, Germany in the 1930s was still paying war reparation to the Allies as well as war 
debts, depending on American banks for financial help to rebuild its economy. Therefore, 
when American help dried out as a result of the US bank crisis, Germany was one of the 
worst affected countries in the world. Unemployment reached unprecedented levels and by 
1935 Germany literally ran out of money. The situation was truly desperate by all 
standards. This is how Hitler’s National Socialist Party came to be elected and the German 
masses entrusted him with saving the nation. It was precisely in the era of the British-
engineered Great Depression that dictators of both left and right rose to power across the 
globe – from Franco and Mussolini to Stalin and Mao. While there was a wide divergence 
in the political aims of these dictatorships, it must be beyond dispute that they all 
represented a reaction against Capitalist “democracy”, especially of the British-style 
parliamentary variety which had been the instrument whereby the Capitalist bourgeoisie 
had created Colonialism, Slavery and Imperialism, enslaving countless nations in the 
process.   

  

It is evident therefore that in Nationalism we are dealing with a worldwide phenomenon of 
radicalisation of the masses as a reaction to the chaos and suffering created by Capitalism, 
Communism and their internal and external contradictions. As Communism had been a 
reaction to the horrors of Capitalism, so Nationalism was now a reaction to the horrors of 
both Capitalism and Communism. And because everything revolved around finance which 
had a heavy Jewish involvement, the wrath of the European masses turned against Jews, 
above all, in Germany where the situation was the most desperate and where, as we have 
seen, Jewish organisations from the time of Karl Marx to that of Rosa Luxemburg, Bela 
(Kohn) Kun and others, had been actively involved in anti-national, revolutionary 
conspiracies. 

  



This chain of events also makes it easier to understand how the German masses came to 
believe that there was a “Jewish-Bolshevik” conspiracy emanating both from the East (i.e. 
Communist Russia) and the West (i.e. Capitalist Britain and America). For, as we have 
demonstrated, both Capitalism and Communism were predatory and expansionist systems 
in which Jews were heavily involved. However, no complete understanding of events is 
possible without understanding another important aspect of German anti-Semitism which 
has been conveniently overlooked, denied and suppressed by historians, namely, its 
spiritual dimensions. Most historians of German anti-Semitism are materialists who either 
find anti-Semitism inexplicable or at the best analyse it in political and social-economic 
terms. Some have put it down to Christian fanaticism or to plain fear of Jewish success. The 
truth of the matter, however, is that not all anti-Semites were Christian. Nor was fear of 
Jewish success and growing influence inherently irrational or unjustified. For, we have seen 
that Jews had been involved in the rise of Capitalism, Colonialism, Imperialism and 
Communism all of which were to change the course of history not for the better but for the 
worse. 

  

We may note that in his analysis The Changing Face of Anti-Semitism (2006), Walter 
Laqueur (director of the Wiener Library in London, “the leading institute for the study of 
antisemitism”) concedes that “in different times and places different factors were at play” 
and that while “at times anti-Jewish hostility was predominantly irrational, at other times it 
was quite rational” (pp. 37-38, our emphasis). Among the factors “of undoubted 
importance” involved in anti-Jewish hostility Laqueur cites social tensions and economic 
rivalries. Thus “Jews in many countries … engaged in economic activities bound to 
provoke hatred” (p. 36), “Jews were considered strangers” and “the Jew was considered a 
competitor – all the more so since some had grown quite rich after leaving the ghetto” (p. 
77), etc. 

  

Likewise, “Many Jewish politicians were in the vanguard of progress, human rights, and 
internationalism. This invited attacks on the part of those who did not share their 
enthusiasm, who thought that these revolutionary Jews had no respect for the traditional 
values of a nation, were not good patriots, and were, in general, a ferment of 
decomposition” (p. 156). In addition to the political and economic aspects of Jewish 
influence, there were other factors, in particular those of a cultural nature, which must be 
regarded as of equally undoubted importance: “Jews became prominent in the cultural life 
of their native countries. They were among the leading publishers of books and 
newspapers, the dominant art dealers and musical impresarios. They were among the 
literary and musical critics; they set the tone, they could make and unmake the careers of 
writers and artists. This, too, was bound to provoke opposition and resistance” (pp. 157-8).  

  

The fact is that Jews were often perceived as exerting an undesirable cultural influence by 
sponsoring the production of artificial cultural commodities such as opera, classical music, 



ballet and other bourgeois creations which were eroding and eventually replacing original 
local culture, depriving the host nations of their authentic cultural heritage and identity. 
While this process of external influence is less evident in Europe where Jews were not 
always identified as alien by the general population, it is seen more clearly in non-European 
populations conquered by European powers, such as India, China and Japan. For example, 
in India Western (Abrahamic) rulers, both Muslim and Christian, sought to replace 
authentic Indian culture with alien imports in order to destroy Indian cultural identity and 
resistance to foreign rule. In Europe itself, classical compositions of the “fantasia” genre 
(“Fantasy in G minor” of Bach, “Symphonie fantastique” of Berlioz, etc.) and modernist art 
styles such as “Art Nouveau” (“New Art”), clearly demonstrate the manufactured and 
artificial character of the new cultural trends of the Western world. On balance, it is not 
altogether surprising that the invented surrogate pseudo-culture manufactured by the likes 
of Giacomo Meyerbeer, Pablo Picasso and later by Benny Goodman, Jerry Siegel and Joe 
Shuster (the creators of Superman) and Neil Diamond has come to be looked upon as the 
morbid product of an uprooted and disoriented ethnic group trying to increase its influence 
and income at the expense of the host population. 

  

Already around the turn of the century, this cultural degeneracy was so all-pervading that 
even Nationalists – including Adolf Hitler himself – were under the spell of classical music 
and other excrescences of “modern culture”. What must be beyond dispute is that the 
undesirable characteristic of such counter-cultural or anti-cultural trends consists in their 
gradual replacement of authentic culture with an artificial surrogate which erodes the 
affected nation’s cultural identity, with the end result that the host population becomes as 
culturally disoriented and deracinated as, if not more so than, the foreign minority 
responsible for such trends. Thus, the European nations which had been robbed of their 
authentic culture by Christianity (a Jewish creation), were now to be robbed a second time 
by a new wave of “modern” and “original” culture manufactured by members of the same 
ethnic group which had been responsible for the invention of Christianity and, before that, 
of Mosaic Judaism. Evidently, this was an alarming development which European nations 
had no logical reason to accept without protest.   

  

Adolf Hitler in Mein Kampf merely articulates the public mood of the time when he 
identifies three main aspects of the “Jewish question”: (1) the disproportionately high 
degree of influence Jews exerted on the nation’s cultural life: “nine tenths” of literary, 
artistic and theatrical production could be “set to the account of a people, constituting 
hardly one hundredth of all the country’s inhabitants” (p. 54); (2) the product of this ethnic 
and religious “art-manufacturing” minority was artificial, spiritually toxic and degenerative 
(“worse than the Black Death”) and anti-national, e.g., critical of all things German while 
“commending French culture and civilisation” (pp. 54-56); and (3) Jewish concern in 
subversive, militant (indeed, violent) anti-national movements like Social Democracy or 
Marxism: “I took all the Social Democratic pamphlets I could lay hands on and sought the 
names of their authors; Jews. I noted the names of the leaders; by far the greatest part were 
likewise members of the ‘chosen people’” (p. 57) …. “The Jewish doctrine of Marxism 



rejects the aristocratic principle of Nature and replaces the eternal privilege of power and 
strength by the mass of numbers and their dead weight. Thus it denies the value of 
personality in man, contests the significance of nationality and race, and thereby withdraws 
from humanity the premise of its existence and its culture” (p. 60).    

  

The consensus among Western historians and their Eastern acolytes is that German 
Nationalist criticism of Jews was inspired primarily by The Protocols of the Elders of Zion. 
However, if German fears of an international Jewish conspiracy could be fuelled by a 
forged document, they must have been fuelled even more by a palpable conspiracy such as 
Marxism and the crimes committed in its name in Russia and elsewhere. As the 
Encyclopaedia Judaica concedes, “In some countries Jews became the leading element in 
the legal and illegal Communist parties and in some cases were even instructed by the 
Communist International to change their Jewish-sounding names and pose as non-Jews, in 
order not to confirm right-wing propaganda that presented Communism as an alien, Jewish 
conspiracy” (Vol. 5, p. 794). However, as we have demonstrated above, Communism to 
most Europeans was an alien conspiracy in which Jews often were “the leading element”. 

  

The fact is that International Socialism as defined by Karl Marx aimed to abolish not only 
private property but also the State and the Nation itself. In particular, it was the express aim 
of Marxists to take over the world by all means available, that is, by force of arms including 
acts of “revolutionary terrorism”. In other words, “the Jew” (Marx himself and his 
disciples, Leon Trotsky, Rosa Luxemburg, Bela Kun and others in the Communist 
leadership) stood for the violent destruction of human civilisation as it was known to 20th 
century Europeans. This in itself was sufficient to provoke a strong emotional reaction 
among the host populations of Europe in the same way as false rumours of England being 
about to become a “mere island off the coast of Teutonia” provoked anti-German 
sentiments among England’s populace before the First World War and the attempt to install 
statues of the Roman Emperor in the Jewish Temple at Jerusalem had provoked Jewish 
anger against Rome in the days of Caligula.  

  

Above all, however, historians (Laqueur included) inexplicably refuse to contemplate the 
possibility of deeper spiritual causes of European anti-Semitism. As indicated earlier, 
Professor Assmann in his work Moses the Egyptian has traced the origin of the Jew-versus-
Gentile conflict to the Mosaic distinction (or Abrahamic divide), that is, Bible-inspired 
Jewish self-segregation and self-elevation above, as well as rejection of, other races and 
cultures (constructed around the myth of Israel as the “chosen children of God”). Given that 
the Jews themselves had rejected other races and cultures, it is not in the least surprising to 
find that they were in turn rejected by the latter. The problem, however, has more specific 
causes which may be traced to specific Jewish behaviour as recorded by historical 
documents. As we saw earlier, to the Ancient Egyptians, Monotheism as imposed by the 
repressive Atenist regime of heretical King Akhenaten and its manifestations of militant 



anti-Polytheism, idolophobia and iconoclasm, was an abomination and an illness that went 
against the most fundamental principles and values of human civilisation. 
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Now, anti-Polytheism, idolophobia and iconoclasm which had so traumatised the Egyptians 
under Akhenaten were precisely the kind of counter-religious attitudes and behaviours 
promoted by the Hebrew Bible. And, just as Abrahamic Jews found traditional religion 
offensive, so Egyptians and other followers of traditional religion found Jewish beliefs and 
practices offensive. Indeed, the animal sacrifices practised by monotheistic Jews on the 
island of Elephantine on the river Nile were so offensive to the Egyptian host population 
that it retaliated by destroying the local Jewish temple. By the time of Roman politician and 
historian, Cornelius Tacitus (ca. 56-117 CE), it was believed that “the Jews consider 
everything that we keep sacred as profane and permit everything that for us is taboo” 
(Moses the Egyptian, p. 37). As Professor Assmann points out, a text from the Roman 
period describes Jews as “lawbreakers, once expelled from Egypt by the wrath of 
[Goddess] Isis”. The remedy for this Jewish breach of established laws was “to attack the 
Jews” for, otherwise, impious people will destroy the traditional temples and the Jews will 
even “inhabit the [holy] city of Helios [the Sun-God]” (p. 43). 

  

Professor Assmann further observes that in 14th century Europe, Jews and lepers were 
accused of a conspiracy against Christianity and that “the phantasm of the religious Other 
and the phobic idea of contagion and conspiracy never ceased to haunt Europe …. Our own 
[20th] century has seen the greatest excesses of this collective psychosis. Therefore, it is 
important to trace this history back to its origin, with the hope that this anamnesis 
[recollection] and “working-through” may contribute to a better understanding and an 
overcoming of the dynamics behind the development of cultural or religious abomination” 
(p. 44). As he himself points out on page 1, the primary cause of this development is what 
he calls the “Mosaic distinction” which manifests itself as the distinction between Jews and 
Gentiles (non-Jews), Christians and Pagans, Muslims and non-Muslims and “a thousand 
more similar denominations and subdenominations” which “construct a universe that … is 
full of conflict, intolerance, and violence”.  

  

This Mosaic distinction has been traced by scholars like Professor Israel Finkelstein and 
Neil Asher Silberman (2001) to the 7th century BCE King Josiah of Judah who is suspected 
of having commissioned the Old Testament Books of Deuteronomy and Joshua where, 



among other things, laws are introduced which make the worship of “other Gods” 
punishable by death. Thus, it must be indisputable that religious and racial discrimination 
and persecution (or at least the ideology behind this) was first introduced by the Hebrew 
Bible, that is, by the Jews themselves. Having seen that Mosaic (or “Yahweh-only”) 
Judaism represented an inversion of everything that was normal in traditional religion, we 
may reasonably expect to encounter some resistance to it, especially in movements such as 
European Nationalism. Indeed, just as Judaism in the days of the Roman Empire could not 
accept the worship of the Roman Emperor as a God, so also 20th century European 
Nationalism could not ultimately accept Christianity which as an offshoot of Judaism was a 
Semitic and hence non-European religion. 

  

True, many European Nationalists were Christians. But European Nationalism was based 
on the legitimate need to restore an authentic European identity to the European people. 
And such identity was contradicted by belief in an alien religion like Christianity. Indeed, 
Christianity itself was struggling with its own contradiction between the New Testament 
assumption that Christians were the “chosen people of God” and the Old Testament 
assumption that the Jews were the “chosen people of God”. However, from a Nationalist 
point of view, Christianity itself remained alien to European culture. This fundamental 
contradiction could only be logically resolved through the rejection of Christianity and the 
restoration of pre-Christian Pagan religion. As observed by Professor Assmann, “The 
‘cosmotheism’ of early German Romanticism is a return of repressed Paganism, the 
worship of the divinely animated cosmos. In a way, it is a return to Ancient Egypt” (Moses 
the Egyptian, p. 143). 

  

It is, of course, legitimate to ask why the rejection of Abrahamic religion found a violent 
expression. After all, Europeans could perfectly well have rejected Abrahamic religion 
peacefully. Indeed, many (like Professor Jung) did just that. However, we have seen that 
the Hebrew Bible itself employs a language of violence in its promotion (or imposition) of 
the new replacement religion. As Professor Assmann points out, “Monotheism is a religion 
in whose canonical texts the themes of violence [and] hatred … play a conspicuously 
prominent role” – Monotheismus und die Sprache der Gewalt (Monotheism and the 
Language of Violence), 2004, pp. 23-24. Similarly, Professor Othmar Keel observes that 
“At the end of the 7th century BCE the Assyrian Empire [which controlled Canaan or 
Ancient Israel] collapsed. A power vacuum emerged. Judaic theologians had the original 
idea, of filling out the vacuum, by making the demands of the Assyrian great king to come 
from Yahweh, the God of Israel. They thereby made Israel inwardly independent from all 
despots, but at the same time attributed to the God of Israel the characteristics of a despot of 
the worst kind” (quoted in Monotheismus und die Sprache der Gewalt, p. 30). 

  

On its part, the Christian Church imposed its own replacement cult through the use of 
violence, as admitted today not only by historians, but by senior members of the Church. 



Marxism was the last in a long tradition of Jewish-instigated trends known to use violent 
language and action. Such militant trends aiming to forcibly interfere with beliefs and 
practices that formed part of European man’s spiritual and cultural identity (that is, intimate 
aspects of his psychology) were bound to provoke strong emotional reactions leading to 
acts of violence against the instigators.          

  

As far as German Nationalism is concerned, it is true to say that, like the Russians and 
other Europeans before them, some 20th century Germans saw Jews as “Christ-killers”. But 
the fact is that Germans could hardly be blamed for this accusation as it went back to the 
Bible itself where it was said that the blood of “Jesus” shall fall on the head of the Jews 
who had killed him (or demanded his execution): “Then answered all the people [i.e., the 
Jews] and said, His blood be upon us and on our children” (Matthew 27:25). Thus it may 
be argued that this was part of Christian teaching. Indeed, anti-Semitism was often 
encouraged by the Church itself. Hence it cannot be blamed on the masses. On further 
investigation, however, it becomes apparent that behind European anti-Semitism there may 
have been a subconscious protest against the Jewish murder of the Ancient European God 
(or Gods). After all, Europe had lost its original religion precisely because of the alien cult 
of Christianity which had been invented by Jews. Thus Jews were ultimately held 
responsible for the loss of Ancient European spirituality. 

  

The rejection of Judaism in Germany went back to the time of the Protestant reformer 
Martin Luther (1483-1546) and his work, On the Jews and their Lies. Leading National 
Socialist figures merely continued and reinforced this tradition. Thus writes Dietrich Eckart 
(1868-1923): “Wonders never cease: from the deluge is born a new world, while the 
Pharisees whine about their miserable pennies! The liberation of humanity from the curse 
of gold stands before us! The Jewish conception of God is of no interest to us Germans! We 
seek God nowhere but in ourselves. For us the soul is divine, of which the Jew, on the other 
hand, knows nothing: The Kingdom of Heaven is within you (Luke 17:21), thus God also, 
who belongs to the Kingdom of Heaven. We feel our soul is immortal, eternal from the 
beginning, and therefore we refuse to be told that we are created from nothingness” (Auf 
gut Deutsch 1 – 1919, 199. Quoted by Steigmann-Gall). On his part, Adolf Hitler himself 
saw Judaism and the movements emanating from it (such as Marxism) as an infringement 
of the sacred laws of Nature: “Eternal Nature inexorably avenges the infringement of her 
commands. Hence today I believe that I am acting in accordance with the will of the 
Almighty Creator: by defending myself against the Jew, I am fighting for the work of the 
Lord” (Mein Kampf, p. 60, author’s emphasis). 

  

Two things become evident from the above. First, “Almighty Creator”, “Lord”, etc. in a 
National Socialist context is a reference to a different God from the God of Abraham and 
Moses, namely, the God of pre-Christian (pre-Abrahamic) religion. The quotation from the 
Bible is simply due to the fact that the Bible was the best-known religious work in German 



society at the time and it was intended to show that even the Christian Bible agrees that 
God is within man. Secondly, this is not “irrational Jew-hatred”. It is a reasoned and 
legitimate protest against what was perceived as Jewish materialism and spiritual ignorance 
contaminating German culture (Hitler himself dedicates many pages of his book to the 
explanation of how he came to identify Jewish actions as contrary to the interests of the 
German people). More importantly, it is a gradual movement away from Abrahamic 
Monotheism and towards the ancient pre-Christian traditions of both West and East. As we 
saw earlier, this trend had started in the early Middle Ages when Europeans got hold of 
ancient works translated by the Arab Muslims and Christian Nestorian monks, and Europe 
was flooded with non-Christian materials, opening European minds to new modes of 
thinking. Indeed, Eckart who had taken part in Hitler’s attempted coup in 1923 and to 
whom Hitler had dedicated Mein Kamf, had been inspired by German philosophers like 
Arthur Schopenhauer who had himself drawn inspiration from the teachings of the Hindu 
Upanishads (translated into Latin from Persian from Sanskrit) as well as Goethe and others. 
The latter had had a keen interest in Classical Greek Paganism, Zoroastrianism, and other 
ancient spiritualities. 

  

Thus, while at first Jews are accused of having killed “Christ” which implies a 
schizophrenic and ultimately untenable attitude of opposition to Judaism and simultaneous 
identification with Christianity (an offshoot of Judaism), at a later stage, there is a 
conscious effort to resolve this contradiction by Europeanising “Jesus”, that is, God. For, it 
must be understood that the “Jesus” of the National Socialists was not the “Jesus” of the 
Bible but a highly idealised, universal figure which could have belonged to Pagan as much 
as to Christian religion – comparable to the “Christ” of Shri Ramakrishna, Paramahamsa 
Yogananda and others. This stage is illustrated by Dr Joseph Goebbels’ declaration that 
“Christ cannot have been a Jew for he drove the Jewish money-changers out of the temple” 
(Steigmann-Gall p.32). Again, this is a clear protest against the growing materialism of the 
Capitalist world and a desire to distance oneself from Abrahamic religion (Goebbels 
himself favoured German Paganism). 

  

At a still later stage, illustrated by the teachings of Jung and others, “Christ” was to be 
replaced by the original European Sun-God and Christianity itself was to be completely 
rejected in favour of Ancient European religion. This, of course, was to be a gradual 
process for as Goebbels put it, “The Catholic Church keeps going because it has been 
repeating the same thing for two thousand years. We National Socialists must do likewise”. 
Ancient German religion, of course, no longer existed as a living tradition. It had to be 
reconstructed with the help of Ancient Greek and Roman religion as well as with 
inspiration from the Hindu tradition as found in the Upanishads and other Scriptures. This 
trend towards a revival of pre-Christian spirituality had a long tradition in German 
Romanticism and Nationalism, in particular that branch thereof known as the Folkish 
Movement (Voelkische Bewegung).      

  



For a better understanding of what was taking place, we only need to recall that, in the 3rd 
century CE, the Christian St Hippolytus of Rome had written in his book on heresies that 
Hindu Brahmins believed that God was Light, “not like the light one sees, nor like the Sun or 
fire, but like the Light of Knowledge whereby the secret mysteries of Nature are perceived by the 
Wise" (Philosophumena XXI - The Brahmans).  The above belief had been current not only 
among Hindus but also among Persians, Ancient Egyptians, Classical Greeks and other 
European Pagans including Germans themselves. For its own unfathomable reasons (did 
Christianity believe in Darkness instead of Light?), the early Christian Church looked upon 
this belief as “heresy” and hence a crime. And yet, thousand years after Hippolytus’ 
condemnation of the concept of God as Light there emerged a series of German (and other 
European) mystics – from Jacob Boehme (1575-1624) to Professor Jung himself (1875-
1961) – who believed in that very “heresy”. In a further rejection of Christian (Abrahamic) 
dogma, God was regarded not only as Light (the light of Spirit, of Intelligence, of 
Consciousness) but also as present in Nature and, above all, in man himself. 

  

In other words, although the masses remained officially Christian, their interpretation of 
Christianity was becoming more and more Pagan (non-Christian) under the influence of a 
series of mystic thinkers who promoted a more direct, intimate and authentic way of 
experiencing God than the one offered by the Church. In their teachings, these mystics 
often used Christian terminology as that was the prevalent, accepted language of the time, 
yet their teachings distanced themselves more and more from those of the Church, 
becoming almost indistinguishable from those of pre-Christian traditions. Thus, the gradual 
erosion of Christian dogma and its replacement with a more Pagan and more authentic 
spirituality had been set in motion in the early Middle Ages – just a few centuries after the 
conversion of the German tribes to Christianity. 

  

The impulse which drove European spirituality in this new direction had two sources, one 
internal, the other external. The internal source, as correctly identified by Jung, was man’s 
natural, inner longing for Truth. The external source was the rediscovery of Classical Greek 
and other forms of pre-Christian spirituality which broke the Church monopoly on Western 
thought once and for all. (Today, the Christian Church in Europe has become almost 
irrelevant, providing an opportunity for Hindu spirituality to step in and take a leading role 
before others – like Islam – fill in the gap and take over, driving the world to its 
destruction.) One of the earliest associations of God with the Sun is found in the teachings 
of Goethe (1749-1832) who, as indicated above, had been inspired by Classical Greek and 
Persian spirituality: “If I am asked whether it accords with my nature to worship the Sun, 
then I say once again, ‘Completely!’ For it is a revelation of the most high, and in fact the 
mightiest which has ever been granted us mortals to perceive. I worship it in the light and 
creative power of God, whereby alone we live and move and have our being, and all plants 
and animals together with us (Gespraeche, Vol. IV: 441-42). 

  



On his part, Jung regarded himself as the reincarnation of Goethe, Meister Eckhardt and 
other German luminaries and regarded Jewish-Christian dogma as the very enemy of life. 
He taught that Abrahamic religion had created a deep spiritual and psychological pathology 
in Western man which could only be cured by a return to pre-Christian, Pagan spirituality. 
To quote R. F. C. Hull, the translator of Jung’s Collected Works into English, who knew 
Jung well, “everything vital and creative came to him out of the depths of his Pagan 
subconscious”. In particular, Jung believed that by honouring God as the Sun or Fire, man 
honoured his own vital force which was originally of the same substance as God Himself. 
Conversely, by honouring his own inner self, man honoured the Divine Spirit within 
himself. As God was the ground of all life on the spiritual plane, so the Sun was the source 
of all life on the physical plane. Hence both the outer Sun and the inner Soul of man were 
manifestations of the Light of God. In consequence, Jung taught that “whoever had in 
himself God, the Sun, was immortal, like the Sun”. 

  

Whereas Christianity had completely ignored Nature, in the Folkish (Romantic-Nationalist 
or Paganist) tradition, God was to be found manifested in Nature – as He had been in 
Ancient European Paganism. Thus a return to the Pagan traditions of pre-Christian Europe 
was the way forward in the process of healing the diseased and traumatised soul of Western 
man which had been wounded by the Mosaic distinction or Abrahamic divide. In particular, 
God was to be found within man himself. Professor Friedrich Ernst Schleiermacher (1768-
1834) despite his position as a prominent figure of the Protestant Church, had been strongly 
influenced by the teachings of the Greek philosopher Plato, the German Nationalist Fichte 
and the Romantic tradition, and was one of the advocates of direct spiritual experience as 
opposed to the established doctrine of finding God “through Church and Christ”. In one of 
his works, Schleiermacher writes: “As often as I turn my gaze inward upon my inmost self, 
I am at once within the domain of eternity. I behold the spirit’s action which no one can 
change and no time can destroy but which itself creates both world and time” (Monologen). 
Evidently, if this new, non-Christian (and in a sense anti-Christian) approach to spirituality 
had penetrated the highest hierarchy of the German Church, we can easily imagine that it 
had penetrated the lay masses even more, who had retained many elements of Pagan 
religion in their beliefs and customs. 

  

Accordingly, rejection of Jewish-Christian belief systems in favour of direct experience of 
Ancient Aryan Mysteries; belief in reincarnation and the immortality of the soul; Nature-
worship, Sun-worship, sunbathing, hiking, practising sports in the open air; elevation of 
action over words (compare Karma-Yoga); worship of Ancestral Guardian Spirits; 
cultivation of the ideal of the Ancient Aryan Warrior, etc., were some of the key practices 
of this new Folkish/Nationalist Movement. Although of Hindu origin, the Swastika or 
Hakenkreuz (hooked cross) had been popular in Classical Greece and subsequently among 
German tribes. In the Middle Ages and later times it was found as a symbol among stone 
masons and other guilds. To the Folkish-Nationalists, the Swastika was a symbol of the 
Sun, Sun-God or Divine Light. It may be observed in this context that contrary to prevalent 
currents of disinformation, the National Socialist Swastika ran clockwise (or sunwise) and 



not the other way around. In any event, the choice of the Swastika – as opposed to the 
Cross – as a symbol of the new German spirituality clearly demonstrated the determination 
to break with the hated Judaeo-Christian tradition. 

  

The Folkish Movement was a unique and extraordinary development in the history of 
Christian Europe which aimed at the complete transformation of society from a passive, 
church-going one to a dynamic and independent one which enjoyed outdoor activities, 
traditional folk music and dancing, love of nature, love of ancient traditions and, above all, 
love of freedom, self-determination, cultural and spiritual identity and national unity. The 
strong ethnic, cultural and geographical identity with one’s country of birth was the essence 
of the Folkish Blut und Boden (blood and country) concept. Not surprisingly, the Folkish 
Movement inspired many nationalist currents worldwide from England to India to the 
Jewish Zionist Movement itself (which concerned itself with the reestablishment of the 
Jewish nation in Israel/Palestine). 

  

In 1907 one of the leading British admirers of German and Italian Nationalism, Lt. General 
Robert Baden-Powell, founded the famous Boy Scouts. The various German National 
Socialist youth organisations like the Hitlerjungen (Hitler Youth) were also rooted in the 
same Folkish Movement. The translated writings of the Italian Nationalist Giuseppe 
Mazzini, who had been influenced by German Nationalists like Johann Gottlieb Fichte, 
were highly popular in British-occupied India in the latter half of the 19th century, inspiring 
Indian Nationalists like Veer Savarkar and Bal Gangadhar (Lokmanya) Tilak. Together 
with the teachings of the German scholar J. C. Bluentschli, the Folkish concept of the Folk-
nation as the true expression of the nation became established among leading figures of the 
Indian Nationalist resistance movement.   

  

However, we must not lose sight of the fact that Nationalism was primarily a political 
movement and this applied, above all, to German National Socialism. Indeed, Hitler and his 
associates were not religious men but politicians. In consequence, it cannot be surprising 
that the National Socialists did not specifically stress the importance of religion, be it Pagan 
or otherwise. After all, the most immediate concern of the German nation was to fight 
poverty and unemployment, defeat Communism and Capitalism and regain national self-
determination and unity (“bread and freedom” had been one of the main slogans of the 
movement). For the same political reasons, the National Socialist leadership did not wish to 
unnecessarily antagonise the Church. As a new political power, the German National 
Socialist Party needed the assistance of established, powerful institutions like the Church. 
An additional motive for collaborating with the Protestant Church, in particular, must be 
seen in Hitler’s hopes of forming an alliance with Anglican Britain. Indeed, as evident from 
his writings, Hitler’s declared enemies were Communist Russia and America. Britain and 
the Scandinavian countries were Aryan nations which Hitler would have liked to join him 
in his new, Aryan Europe.  



  

It becomes evident in the light of these considerations that National Socialism had no 
interest in an immediate break with Christianity, in general, and with Protestantism, in 
particular. At the same time, however, it must be beyond doubt that the final and logical 
solution to the Christian problem was the substitution of Christianity with Paganism in 
accordance with basic Nationalist principles which regarded Christianity as a non-Aryan 
(non-Germanic), foreign and corrupting element – as indeed, it was – to be completely 
removed from German culture and religion sooner or later. It is true that, as observed by 
Professor Richard Steigmann-Gall in his book, The Holy Reich, leading National Socialist 
figures like Heinrich Himmler and Alfred Rosenberg openly subscribed to a form of 
Germanic neo-Paganism. Others preferred a kind of Paganised Christianity while still 
others were quite comfortable with a form of watered-down Protestant Christianity. 
However, it is equally certain that, as a revolutionary movement, the National Socialists 
had religious as well as political reform in mind. 

  

As a non-German religion, Christianity would not have been tolerated in the long run. The 
first step in this direction was the Germanisation or “Aryanisation” of Christian religion. 
Rosenberg, who was responsible for spiritual and philosophical matters in the National 
Socialist Party, had been appointed by Hitler himself to supervise the elimination of Jewish 
elements from the Bible. The entire Old Testament, that is, the Jewish portion of the Bible 
which the National Socialists regretted that it had not been removed by Martin Luther 
centuries before, was the first to be eliminated. Similarly, from the New Testament 
(Christian part of the Bible) all references to “Jesus’” connections with Judaism were also 
to be excised. Thus it is beyond dispute that, as the Yahwist-Adonist Israelites millennia 
ago had done their best to eliminate Paganism from Jewish tradition, so the National 
Socialists were now to eliminate Judaism and its offshoot Christianity from German 
religion. Considering the historical background of the conflict, this was only fair. 

  

We have seen that Professor Assmann has (correctly) traced the history of anti-Semitism to 
the beginning of the Monotheism-Polytheism conflict. In practice, this can mean only one 
thing, namely, that the history of anti-Semitism is inseparable from the history of the 
psychopathology of anti-Polytheism. Irrespective of later (politically and racially coloured) 
forms of anti-Semitism, its roots are to be found in the legitimate reaction against 
Abrahamic discrimination, in particular, against the latter’s manifestations of militant anti-
Polytheism, idolophobia, iconoclasm and xenophobia. In consequence, the solution to anti-
Semitism is the eradication of Abrahamic discrimination (the “Mosaic distinction”) and its 
malignant manifestations.   

  

It is extraordinary that modern Western scholars seem incapable of recognising even the 
remotest possibility of conscious or unconscious resentment among Abrahamic-subjugated 



nations caused by the loss of their spiritual and cultural identity at the hands of alien 
Abrahamic ideologies. Thus, in his anti-Jungian write-up or, as he calls it, “narrative 
history”, The Aryan Christ: The Secret Life of Carl Gustav Jung (1997), Richard Noll 
critically notes that “Jung regarded Christianity as a Jewish religion that was cruelly 
imposed on the pagan peoples of Europe …. Jung referred to Christianity – a Semitic 
religion – as a ‘foreign growth’ that was cruelly grafted onto the ‘Germanic tribes’ of old. 
In his letter [to his pupil Oskar Schmitz, May 26, 1923], Jung counted himself as a member 
of those tribes. ‘Like Wotan’s [the Ancient Germanic God’s] oaks,’ he lamented, ‘the Gods 
were felled and a wholly incongruous Christianity, born of monotheism … was grafted onto 
the stumps. The Germanic man is still suffering from this mutilation.’” (pp. 143, 264). 
What Noll fails to observe is that this is precisely what Christianity is – an artificial 
substitute for the amputated spirituality of pre-Christian man – and that, therefore, 
Europeans and other nationalities converted to that religion either by force or deception are 
perfectly entitled to feel that way, indeed, cannot avoid feeling that way once they have 
woken up to the reality of what has taken place. 

  

Noll asserts that “Through years of reflection on Jung’s considerable impact on the culture 
and spiritual landscape of the twentieth century, I have come to the conclusion that, as an 
individual, he ranks with the Roman emperor Julian the Apostate (fourth century C.E.) as 
one who significantly undermined orthodox Christianity and restored the polytheism of the 
Hellenistic world in Western civilization …. Jung was openly hostile to Judeo-Christian 
orthodoxies, particularly Judaism and Roman Catholicism” (xv). Again, Noll fails to see 
the broader issues. Although writing as a psychologist and historian, he does not reflect on 
the fact that revolutionary personalities like Emperor Julian, Professor Jung and for that 
matter, Adolf Hitler himself, could only come into existence in a situation of Judaeo-
Christian colonisation, occupation and repression from which the colonised, occupied and 
repressed nations felt the natural and legitimate need to liberate themselves. 

  

This disturbing, institutionalised and, we may say pathological, insensivity is only 
paralleled by the British Victorian belief that Indians and other subjugated nations could 
only be grateful for the “privilege” of being turned into the servants of the British Empire. 
But both logic and history show that just as not all Indians (or for that matter, Israelis) were 
happy to be reduced to a condition of servitude to the British, not all Europeans were happy 
to be made into the slaves of the God of Abraham and Moses. 

  

The deplorable failure to recognise this essential fact amounts to blatant racism, being 
based on the (unspoken) racist assumption that Europeans have no right to a religious and 
cultural identity of their own. And if Europeans have no such right, then the “undeveloped” 
races of the world, such as Africans, Asians, Australian Aboriginals and Native Americans 
have even less. Thus, the myth of the supremacy of Abrahamic culture over all others has 
become the obligatory ideological position of the “New World Order” and even the 



slightest deviation from this is immediately stamped out by means of repressive measures 
while the official position is enforced by the legal, economic, educational and other systems 
of the international Abrahamic power structure. Indeed, it must be beyond dispute that the 
religious, political and academic establishments of the Abrahamic world have made it their 
mission to suppress the truth about their systematic colonisation, domination and 
subjugation of mankind. 

  

At any rate, what becomes evident is that only by the application of a proper framework of 
analysis and under objective consideration of all available historical evidence can we hope 
to begin to make sense of regional and global events of the past which continue to 
determine the present and influence the future of the human race. 

  

The Second World War 

  

While Germany was struggling to recover from the crippling reparation payments imposed 
upon it at Versailles and the devastating effects of the British-engineered Great Depression, 
its economy was in growing need of raw materials. As Germany had been stripped of its 
African colonies (while the other European powers had retained theirs) the German 
leadership developed a solution plan based on eastward expansion, that is, in the direction 
of resources such as oil. This eastward expansion was what Hitler called “Lebensraum” 
(living space) or sphere of influence which established European powers all had but 
selfishly denied to Germany. This expansion needed not be carried out by military means. 
Germany was already obtaining raw materials such as nickel and steel from neighbours like 
Finland and similar arrangements could have been reached not only with East Central and 
East European countries like Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria, but also with Middle Eastern 
countries.   

  

In a normal and civilised world, such arrangements are part of everyday international 
relations and hardly represent a problem. However, 20th century Europe was neither normal 
nor civilised. Europe was a continent brutalised by the inhuman conditions of life created 
and imposed upon its people by centuries of Christianity and Capitalism. There was only a 
thin veneer of humanity underneath which lurked some of the most base impulses known to 
man. In these conditions of half-civilised barbarity, established European powers would not 
allow Germany to establish the sphere of influence it needed. In consequence, Europe 
found itself in the same situation as before the First World War. Primarily, there was 
Germany on one side and its traditional enemies, Britain, France and Russia on the other. 

  



Germany was not alone in its struggle for survival. There were many other nations which 
had been left out by the main capitalist powers and resented the ever-growing influence of 
Britain, France, America and Russia. These nations stood in various degrees of friendship 
to Germany. In the East, Japan was in a similar position to Germany. Its markets and 
supplies were increasingly threatened by Communist Russia as well as the Western-
dominated Asia-Pacific region. The growing involvement of American Capitalism in the 
region put further pressure on Japan. Thus Japan came to form an alliance with Germany 
and Italy against both British-led Capitalism and Russian-led Communism. This alliance is 
known as the Axis Powers. The Axis Powers were soon joined by European nations 
(Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria) which were threatened by the expansionist ambitions of 
Communist Russia.  
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In the opposite camp, of the Allied Powers,  France still had its colonies in North Africa 
and Indo-China, while Britain continued to hold on to its own colonies in Africa, India and 
other parts of the world. In addition, Britain was expanding its own sphere of influence in 
the Middle East, the Mediterranean and South-East Europe and was not prepared to make 
any concessions to Germany or anyone else. Meanwhile, Russia had its own imperialistic 
plans. In the World War of 1914-1918, it had suffered one defeat after another at the hands 
of Germany and had been forced to draft peasants into the armed forces, leaving the fields 
unattended and allowing the nation to fall prey to poverty and famine. As a reaction to this, 
the Revolution of 1917 had started as a largely bourgeois enterprise in which the 
bourgeoisie together with elements of the proletariat, the peasantry and the military sought 
to restrict the powers of the Monarchy but may have come to a compromise with the latter. 
However, Lenin who had been living in exile in Switzerland, returned to Russia a few 
months after the beginning of the Revolution and succeeded to seize power, becoming 
President of the Soviet of People’s Commissars. He pulled Russia out of the war (which 
Russia was losing) and devoted himself to establishing “Socialism” in the former Russian 
Empire. 

  

Between 1917 and 1919, fearing the rise of Communist Imperialism, the Capitalist world 
led by Britain, France, Japan, America and other powers sponsored a Civil War in Russia 
against the new Communist regime. Unfortunately, the Communists won and a long reign 
of brutal oppression and terror fell upon the Soviet Union (Union of Soviet Socialist 
Republics or USSR). If the Communists under Lenin were brutal enough to murder the 
Tsar and his family as well as other members of the Russian aristocracy and many other 
citizens, things were to get worse when Joseph Vissarionovich Dzhugashvili alias “Stalin” 



(the “Steel Man”) came to power following Lenin’s death in 1924. According to Trotsky, 
Lenin had been poisoned by Stalin. From what we know about Stalin, this would have been 
perfectly consistent with his character. As Professor Norman Davies has put it, “’Stalin’ is 
the clearest example in history of a pathological criminal who rose to supreme power 
through the exercise of his criminal talents. In The Guiness Book of Records he holds the 
top place under ‘mass murder’” (Europe, p. 959).   

  

It must be said from the outset that revolutionaries like Marx and Lenin were no angels. 
They were quite prepared to shed blood to advance their own interests. However, mad and 
out of touch with reality though they were, they at least claimed to seek to improve the lot 
of the masses. In contrast, Stalin was not even a revolutionary but a plain criminal who had 
made his name in the Bolshevik (later Communist) Party in 1908 by ambushing and 
robbing a mail-coach carrying a large amount of gold. Indeed, Stalin was a brutal, power-
obsessed criminal disliked even by hardened revolutionaries with blood on their own hands, 
like Lenin and Trotsky. Trotsky called Stalin the “gravedigger of the Party”. Lenin 
regarded him as “too rude, intolerant, disloyal and inconsiderate”, advising the Communist 
Party to appoint someone else as a leader who would “only” differ from Stalin in 
possessing all the opposite qualities. Lenin’s “will”, however, came too late. He himself 
had appointed Stalin to the Central Committee of the Party even before the Revolution (in 
1912). 

  

After the Revolution, Lenin had appointed Stalin as Commissar for Nationalities, putting 
the latter in charge of Russia’s ethnic minorities – Russia’s own colonies – which amounted 
to half of the total population. In 1919, Stalin was appointed to the Political Bureau and the 
Organisational Bureau, which were the highest bodies of the Communist Party. In 1922, 
two years prior to Lenin’s death, Stalin was appointed to the new office of Secretary-
General of the Central Committee. This gave him free hand to take control of the Party. 
Thus by the time Lenin, Trotsky and other Communist leaders began to see Stalin’s true 
colours, it was too late. All attempts from inside the Party to unseat him failed and Stalin 
who had the Cheka (the precursor of the KGB) in his hands, systematically proceeded to 
eliminate all his opponents – which was his main talent. One by one, he liquidated 
Zinoviev, Bukharin, Trotsky and many others. During 1936-1938 Stalin brutally 
slaughtered many of his own political and military leaders, becoming absolute dictator of 
the entire Soviet Union. 

  

While Lenin had advocated a gradual transition to Socialism, Stalin brutally imposed a total 
programme of central planning, nationalisation of industry and enforced collectivisation of 
agriculture. However, his main concern was military production. For, having achieved total 
control over his Soviet Empire, the power-obsessed Stalin naturally dreamed of 
imperialistic expansion abroad. Among the prime targets of Soviet imperialist ambitions 
were the Baltic countries (Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia), the Scandinavian countries 



especially Finland, as well as Poland and Germany itself. Already in 1927, that is six years 
before Hitler’s election to power, a resolution of the Central Committee of the Communist 
Party stated that: “It is necessary to work out the Five-Year Plan in such a way as to give 
maximum attention to those branches of the national economy in general, and of industry in 
particular, that will play the main part in assuring the defence and economic stability of the 
country in time of war” (John G. Guerley, p. 104). 

  

Now, the building and testing of weapons as well as military training had been forbidden to 
Germany as per the 1919 Treaty of Versailles. The German military, therefore, was forced 
to look for alternative locations where it could engage in such “illegal” activities. One such 
location was Spain.  The other was Communist Russia itself. Due to its complete isolation 
in the world, and also fearing that Germany might join Capitalist Britain and France against 
Russia, the Soviet leaders devised a policy of secret military co-operation with Germany. 
Thus in the 1920s and early 30s, in violation of the Treaty of Versailles, Germans were 
invited to train their officers and troops in the Soviet Union and even build and test 
weapons. In return, the Germans who were far more advanced in technology as well an in 
military science, would assist the Russians with technical developments, the creation of a 
Red Army General Staff and other areas which were of interest to the Russians for the 
purpose of building their Communist Empire. The Russians had an entire secret military 
industry, complete with factories, personnel and its own budged all of which was kept 
secret even from the Russian population itself. 

  

Indeed, Stalin’s ambition was to make Russia into a leading military power within a 
decade. As soon as he came to power following Lenin’s death, he proceeded with brutal 
determination to make his dream come true. All other sectors of Soviet economy, including 
agriculture, had to suffer to make the fulfillment of his ambition possible. In consequence, 
two things become apparent: (1) that there can be absolutely no doubt about Stalin’s 
militaristic ambitions, and (2) that these ambitions were well known to the German military 
– and to secret services around the globe. 

  

Russian military ambitions were not only consistent with Stalin’s well-documented 
criminal history. They were also consistent with Communist ideology. Indeed, what is 
conveniently forgotten by apologists of Communism and other confused or dishonest 
elements is that according to established Marxist-Leninist doctrine advocated by all 
Communists – from Marx and Engels to present-day Indian and Nepali Maoists – a 
Communist state cannot survive in isolation but needs the political and economic support of 
friendly Communist neighbours. If these neighbours do not of their own accord embrace 
Communism and unreserved friendship with the first Communist State (in this case, Soviet 
Russia), then they must be made to comply with Marxist-Leninist revolutionary theory by 
force. There were no known neighbouring nations which would have been prepared to 
voluntarily embrace either Communism or friendship with Russia. Nor can we blame them, 



for they all had seen with their own eyes the horrors which were taking place under 
Stalinist rule just across the border. In consequence, in accordance with Marxist-Leninist 
theory, the Communist Revolution had to advance from its national (i.e. Russian) phase to 
its international (i.e. West European) phase. This could be done in only two ways: (1) by 
instigating revolution within the neighbouring country or countries in question, or (2) by 
military invasion and occupation. This was exactly what happened. 

  

Following Hitler’s own rise to power, Stalin was already squabbling with Germany over 
Finland. In 1939 he began to establish military bases in Estonia, Latvia and Lithuania, 
managing through electoral manipulations to incorporate them into his Empire as Soviet 
republics in the following year. He next proceeded to occupy Bessarabia (a Romanian 
province). Seeing how easy it had been to acquire new territories, Stalin’s appetite for 
expansion naturally grew even more. Poland would have been a nice starter. Thus Stalin 
was already getting close to Germany and its strategic interests in the region while 
constantly expanding his own military industry and armed forces at home. It must be noted 
that most historians accept that Stalin had made preparations for a war with Germany, 
indeed, in the face of the evidence it hardly can be denied. What is disputed is the exact 
point in time for which this war had been planned. In his scholarly analysis of the Second 
World War, Der Wortbruch (The Betrayal, 2007), Professor Werner Maser has 
demonstrated on the basis of German and Russian archives that Stalin had prepared a war 
against Germany and that Hitler was faster than Stalin in invading the Soviet Union by only 
two weeks. Had Hitler waited any longer, Stalin would have invaded Germany with 
British-French approval – and likely collaboration. Equally instructive are the revelations of 
Viktor Suvorov, former member of the Soviet military intelligence GRU (Main Intelligence 
Directorate), in his Stalins Verhinderter Erstschlag (Stalin’s Frustrated First Strike, 2000).  

  

On their part, Britain and France had their own plans of containing Germany for which 
purpose they reached various agreements with Russia, Poland and other countries. 
Although Britain was not yet advocating open military conflict against Germany – which 
would have been an expensive enterprise – yet it was prepared to wage economic war 
against Germany as a less expensive option. Economic warfare may be conducted in 
various ways. For example, by imposing trade restrictions (see Iraq, Iran, North Korea in 
more recent times). Or, through acts of sabotage against a country’s supplies, etc. Such 
sabotage operations were already being considered by British secret services as early as 
1938 and even before. Indeed, German interests had been at loggerheads with British 
interests long before the Second World War. As we showed earlier, English Imperialism 
had been linked with Jewish finance in the days of William (“the Conqueror”) of 
Normandy. After the readmission of Jews to England, Jews continued to finance the wars 
of English rulers like Charles II and William III. It is entirely consistent with this tradition 
that Britain’s war efforts in World War I and World War II enjoyed the assistance of Jewish 
financiers. 

  



In funding British wars, Jewish financiers also defended their own business interests. The 
global influence of the Rothschild clan’s financial empire has been extensively documented 
by historians (see Prof. Niall Ferguson, The House of Rothschild, 2002). Suffice it to say 
here that the Rothschild family and its London-based NM Rothschild & Sons (NMR) bank 
had funded Britain’s wars in the Napoleonic Wars. The Rothschilds were a powerful 
banking family which was supplying the Bank of England with gold bullion. By the time 
Alfred de Rothschild became a director of the Bank of England (1869-89), they had 
practically taken control of the latter.   

  

The Rothschilds were also involved in the US Federal Reserve System through their New 
York associates Benjamin Strong of JP Morgan, Paul Warburg of Kuhn, Loeb & Co and 
others. Another influential Jewish banker involved in the US Federal Reserve System was 
the American Bernard Baruch, personal friend of Winston Churchill and adviser to US 
President Roosevelt. Both the Rothschilds and Baruch had been involved in the 1919 
Treaty of Versailles. Apart from gold, the Rothschilds also had interests in Royal Dutch 
Petroleum, Shell Trading and other international businesses. The Rothschilds had funded 
the establishment of the World Zionist Organisation (which inspired The Protocols of the 
Learned Elders of Zion) and had railway interests in Palestine. Their involvement in oil, 
mining, railways and other business interests in Africa, the Middle East and elsewhere 
evidently clashed with those of Germany. Indeed, British monopoly on international 
markets and resources was so far reaching that Germany could not make a single move 
without stepping on British toes. In consequence, German interests clashed not only with 
those of Britain’s political elites but also with those of Jewish business behind them. 

  

British business and politics had already been collaborating against Germany in the early 
1900s and before when Britain employed businessmen as spies in Germany. When 
Germany established its own spy rings in Britain, the British orchestrated a nationwide spy 
scare fuelled by official state propaganda and a torrent of spy novels like Erskine Childers’ 
The Riddle of the Sands (1903), one of Churchill’s favourites. This tradition went back to 
the late 1800s. As pointed out by historian Dr Michael Paris, “in the popular novels of G. 
A. Henty, Captain F. S. Brereton, Herbert Strang, Percy F. Westerman and Robert 
Leighton, and in the pages of The Boy’s Own Paper, Pluck, The Boy’s Friend and countless 
other story papers, young men were captivated by thrilling tales of the little wars of empire 
…. Other stories related the exciting events of imaginary future wars as the legions of the 
Kaiser [the German Emperor] invaded Britain and were only defeated at the last possible 
moment by English pluck. Indeed, so many of these tales appeared in the two decades 
before 1914, that many young readers were convinced that a great European war was 
virtually inevitable” (Boys’ Books and the Great War, History Today, Vol. 50, November 
2000, p. 44. London: Prestel). Professor Ferguson similarly concedes that “the premise was 
that the Germans had a malevolent plan to invade England or otherwise overthrow the 
British Empire. The fear spread down even as far as the readership of the Boy’s Own Paper. 
In 1909 the Aldeburgh Lodge school magazine rather wittily imagined how children would 



be taught in 1930, assuming that England by then would have become merely ‘a small 
island off the western coast of Teutonia [Germany]’” (Empire, p. 292). 

  

English literature (with corresponding illustrations) routinely depicted Germans as 
overweight, stupid, cowardly, weak and ugly, beer-drinking barbarians. How such an 
enemy could have attacked, let alone invaded, England, was a question that did not appear 
to cross anybody’s mind or upset their fantasies. What is particularly disturbing is that this 
systematic, institutionalised anti-German racism was directed at young readers who were 
not only the most vulnerable to such propaganda, but who represented the future 
generations who would provide willing troops for the British Empire’s new wars of world 
domination. As a result of this massive anti-German propaganda campaign, the whole of 
Britain was gripped by anti-German mass hysteria. Before long, the entire population was 
hallucinating German spies and German invasions everywhere. Rationally speaking, an 
invasion of Britain would have been nearly impossible as any German forces attempting to 
land in Britain would have been pulverised by the British navy (the number one sea force in 
the world) before coming anywhere close to British shores. (Even Napoleon had abandoned 
the dream of invading Britain by sea and tried to dig a tunnel under the English Channel 
instead.) As Professor Ferguson has pointed out, Churchill himself who, as First Lord of the 
Admiralty was the best-informed person on these matters, admitted as late as 1914 that “it 
was certain that [Britain] could not be overtaken [in naval power]” (Empire, p. 298). Thus 
the “German invasion” was obviously a product of British mass hysteria deliberately 
created by the British state to advance its own imperialistic plans. For, what better excuse 
for preparing for war on Germany than an “inevitable and imminent German invasion”?  

  

Fear of German invasion was, of course, the preoccupation of a particular section of British 
society. As we saw earlier, anti-German sentiments had been sown in the days of German-
born Prince Albert (1819-1861), Queen Victoria’s husband and his son Edward II (1841-
1910) whose presence on the British throne had given rise to fears of a German take-over 
among British industrialists and financiers many of whom were Jews. Hence the tradition 
of employing British/Jewish businessmen as spies on Germany and as financiers of British 
wars on Germany (the Rothschilds, in particular, had their own international network of 
spies which helped them run their financial empire). Thus the state-sponsored anti-German 
propaganda – spy-and-invasion novels and all – was established practice of psychological 
preparation for the war against Germany which Britain (not Germany) was to declare in 
1914. This repeated itself in the Second World War. The Political Warfare Executive 
(PWE) and other psychological warfare divisions of the Foreign Office were working full 
time to promote a war on Germany which Britain itself had declared. 

  

Parallels to this may be found in the non-existent “Weapons of Mass Destruction” (WMDs) 
which Saddam Hussein was supposed to have been able to unleash on Britain “within 45 
minutes” in 2003. As former MI6 boss Richard Dearlove – who was responsible for 



supplying the bogus “intelligence” to the British Government and public – admitted, “The 
intelligence that was released [by himself!] was believed to be correct when it was 
released”. What he forgot to add was that both the release (or fabrication) of the 
“intelligence” and the Government’s belief in the same had been purely political. At any 
rate, thanks to investigative journalism we now know that the policy of fabricating 
“evidence” as an excuse for war has an established and well-documented place in the 
history of British Imperialism.      

  

British business was involved in this at all levels. Apart from the Rothschild family, another 
prominent Jewish banker and financier of British wars was Marcus Samuel, 1st Viscount 
Bearsted, founder of the famous M Samuel merchant bank and the Shell oil company. 
Marcus had been created 1st Baron Bearsted of Maidstone in recognition of Shell’s 
contribution to the British war efforts against Germany in the First World War. The Second 
World War was not any different. As we shall see later, Marcus Samuel’s son, Walter 
Horace Samuel, the 2nd Viscount Bearsted and heir to the Samuel-Shell empire and other 
British businessmen, were directly involved in anti-German operations in the Second World 
War. 

  

In consequence, in the eve of the Second World War, the situation was exactly the same as 
that before the First World War: the established European powers spearheaded by the 
British Empire were not prepared to grant Germany the same rights to the living space (or 
sphere of influence) they were claiming for themselves. Just as they had not allowed 
Germany a share in the global struggle for markets and resources in the First World War, 
they were not prepared to allow it a share in 1939 either. Moreover, from a British 
capitalist-imperialistic viewpoint, a military defeat of Germany would open all the markets 
previously supplied by Germany to British industrial products. In other words, this was 
British business conducted by military means. Thus Germany’s fate was sealed one way or 
another, irrespective of whether Germany was Capitalist, National Socialist, Communist or 
whatever. However, under Hitler’s National Socialism, Germany at least had a chance to 
stand up for itself. And this it did exceptionally well. There are few examples in history of a 
relatively small nation like Germany taking on the combined military might of four world 
empires like France, Britain, Russia, America and their satellites. 

  

It may be argued that Germany could have renounced its colonialist ambitions for the sake 
of peace. The answer to this is that Germany’s economy needed resources such as nickel, 
iron and oil just like other European powers which all had their own colonies to provide 
them with essential supplies. After all, even Communist Russia had its colonies in the 
Caucasus, Central Asia and other “Soviet republics” which though in theory “independent” 
were in practice nothing but ruthlessly exploited colonial possessions. Hence it is 
unreasonable to deny some external sources of supplies to Germany. It was precisely these 
sources which Britain, France and Russia sought to deny to Germany. In other words, true 



to their imperialistic nature, the established powers, both Capitalist and Communist, strove 
to monopolise the world’s resources for their own benefit. 

  

Even from a moral, ethical and religious perspective, it is right for any nation to wage war 
on predatory imperialistic powers like Britain, France and Russia. In addition, although the 
military conflict had officially ended in 1918, the Allied Powers which had a long history 
of imperialistic aggression against Germany and other nations, continued to remain hostile 
to German interests. Thus the problem was not so much Germany as it was the intolerant 
and imperialistic nature of the Capitalist and Communist systems. In the final analysis, the 
wider picture is that due to the inherent evils of both Capitalism and Communism, Europe 
was a war zone. And in times of war it is necessary to seize the strategic initiative before 
one is driven into a defensive position by the enemy. Indeed, Germany had already been 
forced into such a position by the Entente Powers. And it is an established fact that one can 
only extricate oneself from a defensive position by regaining the lost initiative. Therefore, 
although Germany seized the strategic initiative by starting an offensive campaign, its 
action was in reality part of a larger defensive war imposed upon it by the Allied Powers. In 
conclusion, it is evident that the conflict can only be properly understood within the wider 
context of the interaction between the dominant global powers of the time and cannot be 
reasonably attributed to “German Imperialism”. 

  

The objective consideration of these historical events enables us to correctly understand the 
ways in which Western pathological systems like Capitalism and Communism operate, 
contaminating and threatening the world with their inherent malignity. For this purpose, it 
is essential to regard Nationalism as a generally benign force arising in response to the 
malignity of Capitalism and Communism. 
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The Great Game (or Gamble) started with the 23 August 1939 German-Soviet non-
aggression pact between Stalin and the German foreign minister, Joachim von Ribbentrop. 
As both Stalin and Hitler knew that war was inevitable, the pact was an obvious time-
buying exercise on both sides. Poland, which was situated between Germany and Russia, 
had a long history of occupation by its powerful neighbours. The Stalin-Ribbentrop pact 
merely reinforced this tradition by practically allowing Germany and Russia to divide 
Poland between themselves. Although Hitler had vowed to destroy Communism, he had no 
immediate plans to attack the Soviet Union. However, given the growing Soviet meddling 



in Scandinavia, the Baltic and East Europe, the German invasion of Poland provided 
Germany with a good base from where to start an attack on the Soviet Union, should this 
have proved necessary. In addition, Poland provided a gate through which Germany could 
reach East Central and East European countries allied with it, like Hungary, Romania and 
Bulgaria. Nor must we forget that Poland had reached a military agreement with the British 
Empire, the true object of which was to encircle and isolate Germany. Therefore, taking full 
advantage of the German-Soviet agreement, Germany invaded Poland on 1 September 
1939, followed by Russia on 17 September. Under joint German-Soviet onslaught, Poland 
surrendered on 28 September and on the following day its partition between Germany and 
Russia was officially declared with the signing of a treaty by the two powers. 

  

The Poland campaign was Germany’s first chance to test its new warfare technique. 
Traditionally, two opposed armies would confront each other and fight for every inch of 
territory, which often involved protracted trench warfare. The Germans introduced a new 
form of fighting in which apart from initiative and surprise (Germany invaded Poland 
without a formal declaration of war), speed and mobility were crucial factors. Preceded by 
swarms of Ju 87 Stuka bombers with screaming sirens, the fast-moving German armour and 
mechanised formations would swiftly penetrate Polish defences and drive straight towards 
their objectives without worrying about flank security. Consolidation was left to the slower 
infantry following on foot. Thus maximum success was assured in the shortest possible 
time. In short, this was Germany’s famous “Blitzkrieg” (lightning war) technique which 
enabled the German forces to achieve one victory after the other in the first three years of 
the War. The German campaign in Poland was recorded on film by Goebbels’ propaganda 
teams and shown in cinemas around the world, to the horror of Germany’s enemies. 

  

Meanwhile, the British-French reaction to the invasion of Poland was to immediately 
declare war on Germany (on 3 September 1939), providing the latter with the next 
opportunity to test its Blitzkrieg warfare techniques. To a large extent, what followed was a 
repetition of World War I. The German Blitzkrieg strategy was rooted in the fact that 
Germany’s geographical position between powers bigger than itself (traditionally, the 
French and Russian Empires) often forced it to defend itself against many enemies 
simultaneously. Thus in the First World War, Germany had been threatened by Russia to 
the east and France to the west. The only option had been for Germany to quickly attack 
and defeat France in the west and then rush its forces back to the eastern front to attack 
Russia. Germany (or Prussia as it was then known) had already defeated France in the days 
of Napoleon’s invasion of Europe. Hence it should not have been impossible to repeat the 
same feat. Indeed, the German forces in 1914 had been advancing fairly rapidly towards 
Paris but were stopped by the French and became bogged down in protracted trench 
warfare before they could take Paris. 

  



The 1939 British-French declaration of war on Germany meant that Germany was now at 
war. As attack is often the best defence, following the conquest of Poland, Hitler turned his 
attention to the Western Front.  However, he did not wish to repeat the mistake Germany 
had made in the First World War. In addition, Hitler had fought in the battle of Ypres and 
knowing the terrain well, was aware of the difficulties any invasion army would face. 
Hence he devised a plan of invading France further south, through Belgium’s Ardenne 
Mountains. The plan was a military masterpiece, brilliantly conceived by Hitler and 
expertly executed by his generals. Thus, on 10 May 1940, German forces invaded the 
Netherlands and Belgium, leading the French and British Allies to believe that a German 
attack from the North (where World War I had been fought) was imminent. In fact, this was 
only a feint designed to draw the Allies northwards. The real attack came two days later 
through the Ardennes, which the French had thought impossible. 

  

While the French and the British were concentrating on the same spot where World War I 
had been fought, German tank formations punched through the Ardennes and crossed the 
river Meuse (which the French had thought would take at least six days to accomplish) in 
only 24 hours. As usual, preceded by air attacks from Stuka dive-bombers which were 
themselves supported by other aircraft, the German tanks advanced rapidly, rolling over the 
French hills and through the woods as if on a sightseeing tour, their young and confident 
occupants waving at fleeing civilians, soldiers and gendarmes as they sped past in the 
direction of Paris and beyond. Within a week France was under German control and the 
German flag was triumphantly flying over Paris. 

  

It may be observed here that the German Blitzkrieg concept was applied by the US-British 
Coalition in the 2003 Iraq War. Although the original plan had been for the Coalition forces 
to invade Iraq from the North (through Turkey), they invaded from the South. It was 
claimed at the time that Turkey had refused passage to the Coalition forces. Be that as it 
may, the invasion from the South was the surprise element, drawing the Iraqi forces 
northwards and leaving the South Front exposed. In addition, US tank formations bypassed 
Iraqi defences and raced across the desert straight towards Baghdad, preceded by massive 
air strikes. Thus this was a wholesale emulation of the German Blitzkrieg concept. 
However, what the Coalition forces did not know or – knowing US Defence Secretary 
Donald Rumsfeld, did not want to know – was that long before the invasion, Saddam 
Hussein in collaboration with Syria, Iran and North Korea had already planned for a 
sophisticated guerrilla war of resistance which the Coalition is still struggling to suppress 
four years on. 

  

Germany’s situation in France was quite different. Although some spontaneous resistance 
did occur, most of the French opposition was actually instigated by the British through their 
Special Operations Executive (SOE) and other anti-German organisations. It will be 
necessary at this point to say a few words on SOE so that we get a clearer picture of the 



British Imperialist modus operandi. This will enable us to later understand Britain’s 
strategy and tactics vis-a-vis India’s own struggle for independence from British rule. SOE 
was formed in July 1940 from branches of the SIS (Secret Intelligence Service) involved in 
intelligence and sabotage; the propaganda organisation “Electra House”; and Military 
Intelligence Research or MI(R) which was involved in the development of secret weapons. 
The British Foreign Office, Ministry of Information, War Office, BBC and other 
institutions of the British Empire were all involved in the formation and operation of SOE. 

  

Archival evidence shows that Britain was already considering sabotage operations against 
German targets from electricity and telephone networks to food supplies, ships and 
agriculture, as early as May 1938, that is, long before Germany even invaded Poland. 
However, in the context of the present discussion, SOE’s importance lies in the fact that it 
was not concerned with Germany alone. It was involved in fomenting subversion across the 
world – from France to India and the Far East – in an effort to keep the British Empire from 
falling apart under the joint onslaught of Germany and Japan as well as uprisings in Ireland, 
India and other corners of the Empire. While feigning to take an interest in various national 
resistance movements, SOE ruthlessly exploited the former to advance British imperialist 
interests – one of which was to destroy Nationalism everywhere including, as we shall see, 
Indian (Hindu) Nationalism. 

  

Following the fall of Singapore to Japan on 15 February 1941, British military confidence 
all over the globe sunk to unprecedented levels. Indeed, the British were expecting Japan to 
invade and occupy India any time. Therefore, the Indian branch of SOE began to train 
members of the proscribed Indian Communist Party (which had switched sides from the 
Nationalists to the British in 1941) for post-occupational operations. Even before the 
expected Japanese invasion (which never materialised), SOE’s Communist agents were 
sent to sabotage Italian and German ships which had taken refuge in neutral Goa. The 
British-instigated operation was then publicised by British propaganda as a “Communist-
inspired mutiny”! 

  

The above example gives us a clearer picture of the true nature of “spontaneous” anti-
German resistance in France and elsewhere. Apart from a few SIS officers, most SOE 
recruits were initially drawn from the business world. Among the better-known names was 
Walter Horace Samuel, 2nd Viscount Bearsted, son of Marcus Samuel, we discussed earlier. 
As heir to the (Samuel) Bearsted empire, Walter had worldwide interests in finance and oil. 
Other prominent SOE recruits were Samuel Courtauld, the textile tycoon, and the New-
York born Chester Beatty, the mining magnate. Beatty’s company, the Selection Trust 
Group, owned huge holdings in South-East Europe. Thus apart from Britain’s interest in 
preventing South-East European (Yugoslav) mineral ore from being sold to Germany, 
Beatty had a very obvious personal interest in protecting his mining investments in the 
Balkans. 



  

As Germany itself needed supplies of metals and oil from Scandinavia, the Balkans and the 
Middle East, it becomes evident that the strategic interests of the British Empire 
conveniently coincided with the financial interests of London-based international business 
families. So, once again, we see an incontrovertible convergence of British strategic goals 
and international business interests. As British agents like (Samuel) Bearsted had already 
been involved in anti-German activities during the First World War, it is clear that the 
British war effort was not “anti-Nazi” but anti-German, predating as it did the rise of 
National Socialism. True to its expansionist Capitalist nature, the ultimate aim of the 
British war effort was to achieve absolute monopoly on global resources and markets. (As 
we saw earlier, the British-engineered Great Depression during the late 1920s and early 30s 
was a by-product of the same global British strategy.) 

  

To achieve its aims of economic supremacy, Capitalist Britain needed to eliminate its 
German competition. It is as simple as that. It is not surprising, therefore, that apart from 
British businessmen, SOE was specifically recruiting Communists and Jews (Germany’s 
traditional enemies since the times of Karl Marx, Ferdinand Lassalle and Rosa Luxemburg) 
for sabotage and assassination operations against Germany. Indeed, one group of 
collaborators with Britain during the Second World War was the “German” Socialist 
Democratic Party founded by Karl Marx’s fellow-revolutionary, Ferdinand (Loslauer) 
Lassalle. Apart from Jewish funding of Britain’s war efforts against Germany, as the 
military historian Nigel West has pointed out, a significant number of British agents during 
the Second World War “were Jewish and looked it”. These unfortunate agents were easily 
recognised as Jews by the French and promptly reported to the German authorities 
throughout the early 1940s (Secret War: the Story of SOE, Britain’s Wartime Sabotage 
Organisation, p. 234).  

  

Evidently, Britain’s Jewish agents were unaware of what they were involving themselves 
in. Thus according to one agent, “to send us Bloch was yet another example of London’s 
incredible ignorance of the realities of life in occupied France. Less than a month after he 
arrived he was denounced as a Jew by one of his neighbours. When the Germans came to 
his house to arrest him they howled with delight to find his transmitter. Expecting merely to 
arrest a Jew, they had found themselves a radio operator!” (Secret War, p. 234). What is 
essential to understand is that thousands of anti-German elements including British agents 
were voluntarily denounced to the German authorities by French citizens precisely because, 
after the initial shock of occupation, there was a high degree of co-operation between the 
local population and the Germans. Indeed, it was not until towards the end of the war, that 
is, four years after the German conquest of France that the British-instigated French 
resistance movement began to grow to significant proportions, with the assistance of the 
SOE and other irregular British forces like the SAS and others. Following the British 
example, the Special Operations Branch (SO) of the US Office of Strategic Services (OSS) 
was similarly involved in the manufacture of anti-German resistance in Europe.   



  

Needless to say, in Germany and Austria, Jewish-British fortunes were not much better. 
The German-Austrian population – which according to British war propaganda was 
supposedly “enslaved” by Hitler – was in fact so hostile to British agents that SOE hardly 
bothered to send any. According to declassified OSS data the few teams which were sent 
into Germany were mostly captured or killed and those who survived accomplished very 
little. In spite of all “special operations” of the British, Germans and Austrians continued 
their heroic struggle against Capitalism and Communism till the very end. Under these 
circumstances, the British contented themselves with secret propaganda radio stations like 
“Das Wahre Deutschland” (“The True Germany”). Thus, just as Jews like Karl Marx, 
Ferdinand Loslauer and Rosa Luxemburg had started “German” revolutionary 
organisations aiming to overthrow the legitimate German government and impose 
Communist rule in Germany, so now British-American-Jewish business interests with the 
assistance of German-speaking Jews appointed themselves as the voice of “Free Germany”! 
Nor was SOE the only anti-German British outfit. There was also MI14 and various other 
divisions of the British Secret Services which were involved in intelligence gathering, 
sabotage, assassination, propaganda and other subversive operations. 

  

In any case it must be beyond dispute that Jews made substantial contributions to the 
British war effort in terms of: (1) finance, by providing funds; (2) human resources, by 
supplying or procuring recruits; (3) logistics, by providing and establishing connections to 
anti-German political and business circles abroad; and (4) propaganda, communications 
and intelligence, by providing anti-German ideology, knowledge of German and other 
languages, etc. More importantly, they provided the economic, psychological and military 
motive behind the British war effort: Jewish business interests in Europe and elsewhere 
clashed with German interests. However, British-Jewish interests were not shared by large 
numbers of Europeans. Many European nations were actively pro-German and others 
would have come to terms with German rule. It is clear that large sections of the population 
in German-occupied countries were not entirely opposed to the German authorities. In 
particular, the female population of France and Norway was not averse to forming amorous 
liaisons with German servicemen. Rumsfeld’s Coalition forces certainly did not get this 
kind of treatment in Iraq. It follows that anti-German resistance in Europe was largely a 
British-inspired trend which required a long time – and a lot of British help, financial and 
otherwise – to develop into full-blown insurgency.           

  

At any rate, for the time being, France in 1940 was utterly defeated. Over two million 
French troops (including North African Arabs) were in German captivity. “La Grande 
Nation” was getting a taste of its own medicine and Germany demonstrated to the world – 
and to the French – its superior military skills for the third time since Prussia’s defeat of 
Napoleon. Moreover, never before had a country been conquered in such a short time. 
Hitler’s revenge on France was complete. However, while the French sued for peace and a 
German-friendly French government was installed in France, perhaps under pressure from 



his Jewish and other business friends (there are business interests behind all capitalist 
politicians), Churchill pressed on with his own war effort against Germany. 

  

Just as in World War I, although the Germans could easily have taken Britain in a land 
campaign, they lacked the necessary naval and air power for a seaborne invasion of Britain. 
Indeed, had Germany had a navy to match Britain’s own, it could have seriously disrupted 
Britain’s supplies and put it out of the game even without invasion. Since Germany did not 
have the required naval power, Hitler contented himself with air raids on British ships and 
strategic targets within Britain itself. With their typical overstatement of British military 
achievements, the British still call the German air strikes “the Blitz”. In reality this was not 
the feared German Blitzkrieg as we saw in Poland and France or any “Krieg” (“War”) at all 
but mere harassment designed to give the British Empire a taste of its own medicine. After 
centuries of leading the reign of Imperialist terror against the world, Britain was finally 
being punished for its heinous crimes. Nevertheless, Hitler was still hoping that the British 
would eventually change sides and join his new Aryan Europe. Hence he kept more 
devastating attacks on Britain for later.  

  

It must be said at this point that contrary to post-war British propaganda the fact remains 
that British behaviour during the war was not exactly gallant. It will be recalled that 
Germany had been almost completely disarmed after the 1919 Versailles treaty. In 
consequence, the German military under National Socialism only had a few years at its 
disposal to assemble a makeshift sea and air force which obviously was no match for its 
British counterpart. Yet despite its declaration of war on Germany, and its superior sea and 
air power, at no point during the war did the “Great” British Empire dare confront Germany 
directly. In fact, none of the Allies did except Russia which had much larger land forces 
than Germany and even that only towards the end of the war when German forces had run 
out of fuel and were retreating. The British themselves had already fled the battlefield when 
Germany invaded France in 1940. At that time Hitler generously allowed Britain to 
evacuate its troops out of France. 

  

British war propaganda spearheaded by the BBC typically described this humiliating 
escape as a “tactical withdrawal”. In reality, of course, Hitler himself had ordered his 
advancing tank formations to stop and allow the Allied (French-British) forces to retreat. 
The Allies had been retreating from advancing German tanks and were trapped on the 
beaches without air cover or any other form of support from their main forces. It is also 
worthwhile noting that most of the British troops were criminals released from prison in 
exchange for their military services. At any rate, Hitler’s orders halted the German advance 
so that about 340,000 British and French troops could be evacuated to Britain during the 
“Operation Dynamo” at Dunkirk. Yet to the brainwashed minds of the British masses this 
escape of “heroic” British troops from the German “Huns” was a “miracle” - and a 
“victory” too! 



  

Now, while Germany’s low intensity bombardment of Britain continued, the Russian 
Communist threat was growing. Therefore Hitler next turned his attention to the other 
Empire of Evil, Stalin’s Soviet Union. Stalin had already invaded Finland in 1939 and 
annexed the Baltic countries in 1940, thereby threatening Germany’s northern flanks. It is 
worthwhile noting that the Allies who had declared war on Germany for invading Poland 
did nothing about Russia’s own invasion of both Poland and Finland. Even worse, after the 
war they gave Poland to Stalin who did not delay in subjecting it to decades of brutal 
reprisals and enslavement. Which demonstrates the typical hypocrisy and lack of moral 
principles of the Capitalist and Communist systems. Fortunately, despite their numerically 
diminutive population, the Finns nevertheless put up a stiff fight, inflicting heavy casualties 
on the Soviet giant (Soviet losses are estimated to at least ten times higher than those of the 
Finns). However, as Stalin was willing and able to take any number of casualties and 
Russian troops had to choose between being shot by Stalin or by the Finns, he eventually 
won. 

  

Russia’s poor, even shameful, performance against Finland convinced many military 
observers, including Hitler himself, that Russia’s Red Army was more myth than reality. 
Indeed, the Russians tended to rely on their huge numbers, “attacking” even minefields 
with wave after wave of unfortunate infantry units (often consisting of prisoners) driven 
from behind by pistol-wielding officers and generals who were themselves goaded on by 
Stalin himself and by the fear of being tortured and executed upon failure. Thus, in 
principle, Russian forces could easily have been outmanoeuvered by smaller forces with 
superior military skills and technology like the German. And so, on 22 June 1941, Germany 
launched the largest invasion in military history, stretching from the Baltic coast in the 
North to the Romanian border in the South. The campaign began as usual with (1) massive 
air strikes, (2) followed by motorised attacks, (3) followed by infantry. The surprise was so 
complete that within a few days the entire Russian air force was wiped out. As in Poland 
and France, the German technique was for the infantry to mop up after the fast-moving 
tanks. However, Russia was not France. Nor were Hitler and his generals familiar with its 
terrain. Russia was a huge territory with often difficult terrain where the infantry could not 
always keep up. As a result, huge gaps began to appear between front and rear formations 
as well as between the various divisions of the advancing forces. 
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It is well at this point to briefly survey the economic aspect of the war. German economy 
and especially the German armed forces depended heavily on oil. The Allied Powers 
(Britain, France, Russia) denied the Axis Powers (Germany, Japan, Italy) access to oil. 
Germany was being supplied with oil by Romania but this was insufficient to keep 
Germany going on two fronts (against Britain in the West and Russia in the East). The Axis 
plan, therefore, was for Germany to seize the oilfields in the Caucasus and Iran. In 
consequence, while Hitler led a two-pronged assault on Russia aiming for Moscow in the 
North and the Caucasus in the South, his brilliant commander, Major-General (later Field 
Marshall) Erwin Rommel at the head of a small German-Italian force (the Afrika Korps) 
led an attack on British North Africa and Middle East (Libya, Egypt, Palestine, Iraq). On 
account of British imperialism in the region, the whole of the Middle East was anti-British 
and favoured Germany. However, a pro-German uprising in Iraq in 1941 was successfully 
suppressed by Britain. As Reza Shah of Iran was similarly friendly towards Germany, in 
1941, Britain and Russia invaded Iran and installed the Shah’s son, Reza Pahlavi as new 
ruler, thus securing the Iranian oil industry which was controlled by the Anglo-Iranian Oil 
Company (AIOC) – established in 1908 as the Anglo-Persian Oil Company (APOC) and 
later called British Petroleum or BP.  

  

Japan’s Struggle against the West 

  

In the East, Germany’s ally, Japan was also struggling against Western imperialism. As in 
India, China and other Eastern nations, Capitalism was unknown in Japan. Indeed, a 
capitalist class like the European bourgeoisie never developed there because the merchant 
class was never allowed to rule society, being kept in its proper place – which was to 
engage in trade and commerce and not to rule – by the ruling military class. Capitalism, 
therefore, which is the domination of society by money interests, was a Judaeo-Christian 
aberration which was contrary to the nature of Japanese society – as it was contrary to the 
nature of Indian, Chinese and Eastern society in general. 

  

In addition, from the very beginning, Japan’s experience of Western rapaciousness had 
been as negative and painful as India’s and China’s. As a result of this experience Japan 
had wisely banned all Westerners (mostly Portuguese and Spanish missionaries and spies) 
from its territory. The only exception were a few Dutch merchants (possibly of Marrano 
extraction) who were restricted to a small island off Nagasaki as a precautionary measure. 
Christianity and most Western books had also been outlawed. In 1825 the eminent scholar 
Aisawa Seishisai published his work Shinron (“New Theses”) in which he correctly 
identified Christianity as evil and Western invaders as barbarians who must be 
exterminated the moment they set foot on Japanese soil.   

  



Unfortunately, in 1853, heavily armed US gunboats (the infamous “black ships of evil”) 
forced Japan to open its ports to American ships and, subsequently, to American and other 
Western imperialist trade interests. As stated in the Encyclopaedia Judaica, Jews began to 
settle in Japan as soon as the country was forced by the US Navy to open up to 
International Capitalism, notably one Raphael Schoyer, an American businessman who got 
himself appointed president of the municipal council of the foreign settlement in Yokohama 
(Vol. 9, p. 1280). In China, Jews similarly settled from the 1840s with the British take-over 
of Hong-Kong, Shanghai and other cities” (Vol. 5, p.470). Once again, it becomes evident 
from the actions of Western powers that Abrahamic culture in general and Capitalism in 
particular, is a malign, disruptive and destructive system which forces peaceful, stable and 
prosperous nations (including those that prefer to remain isolated, such as China and Japan) 
to become involved in international relations which can have only one outcome, namely, 
the subordination of such nations to Abrahamic-Capitalist interests.  

  

Since it had been pressurised by Western powers into “modernising” that is, industrialising 
for capitalist production, Japan’s economy soon became dependent on foreign resources 
and markets – a dependence which had been part of the diabolical plan of Western world 
domination. This inevitably brought Japan into conflict with the predatory and expansionist 
empires of the West. By the turn of the century (1900) a rapacious horde of Western 
imperialist powers (Britain, France, Germany, Russia and the United States) was rapidly 
expanding like a plague in China, Manchuria, Korea and the Pacific, bringing Christianity 
and Capitalism everywhere it went. To defend its own interests and counteract Western 
expansionism, Japan went to war with China over Korea in 1895 and with Russia over 
Manchuria in 1902. In 1910 it annexed Korea and in 1937 it invaded China.        

  

Thus, Japan was in a similar situation to that of Germany. Poor in natural resources, it was 
clashing with Britain and America over resources in the Asia-Pacific region, which it 
needed to sustain its growing capitalist economy imposed upon it by the West. Japan’s 
military efforts in China had rendered its economy particularly dependent on imported oil 
and other materials. The US was the main oil supplier to Japan and intended to use this as a 
tool for imposing its own interests on the latter. To force a Japanese withdrawal from China 
(which the West irrationally regarded as its own backyard), the US stopped selling aviation 
fuel and scrap metal to Japan. This forced Japan to choose between giving in to US 
imperialist pressure and withdrawing from China, or staying in China and moving into 
South East Asia for the raw materials its economy badly needed. In July 1941, Japan 
occupied southern Indochina. As this move conflicted with the imperialist interests of USA, 
Britain and the Netherlands, the Western powers led by the USA enforced an embargo 
(authorised by President Roosevelt) on all shipping to Japan, including oil tankers. Japan 
protested but was ignored. As the US embargo would have meant the collapse of the entire 
Japanese economy, Japan bombed the US embargo ships at Pearl Harbour, declaring war 
on the US and heading for South-East Asia – where Royal Dutch Shell’s oil holdings were 
located. 



  

President Roosevelt’s Dutch ancestry may have been a contributive factor in the US 
decision to protect Dutch imperialist interests in the region. In any event, America’s anti-
Japanese stance was the continuation of a long-standing policy which was not only 
imperialist but also racist. Theodore Roosevelt’s description of Native Americans and other 
non-European people as “barbarians” and “savages” is well documented and matches 
Churchill’ description of Indians as “beastly people with a beastly religion” (For a detailed 
analysis of British-American racism as a motive behind Western opposition to Japan see 
Professor Gerald Horne’s Race War! White Supremacy and the Japanese Attack on the 
British Empire, 2003.) Had Japan invaded Europe or America, it would have been a 
different matter. As it was, however, Japan was simply defending its own legitimate 
interests in a region where Westerners had no business being present in the first place, let 
alone dictating local powers what to do. The behaviour of America and Britain towards 
Japan was particularly dishonorable in view of the fact that Japan had been on their side in 
the First World War and had made a significant economic contribution to the Allied war 
effort. 

  

In the light of these facts, historians like Professor Niall Ferguson date the beginning of the 
Second World War not to the German invasion of Poland in 1939 but to July 1937 when 
Japan invaded China due to British-American suppression of Japanese interests in the Asia-
Pacific region. So whichever way we look at it, the causes of the war must be admitted to 
have been the Western (British-American) Capitalist tendency towards the monopolisation 
of global resources and markets. It is extraordinary and totally unacceptable that this truth 
is still being suppressed by British-American Imperialism and its international agents. It 
now becomes clear what the War was about in economic terms, why both Britain and 
America were so concerned about German and Japanese military advances in Asia, and 
why Capitalist Britain and America suddenly supported their mortal enemy, Communist 
Russia, instead of attacking it as they had done in 1917-1919. For Britain and America it 
was a fight for global monopoly on resources. For Germany and Japan, it was a desperate 
fight for survival. 

  

However, Japan’s decision to declare war on the United States was an unwelcome 
distraction from the war on Russia. Instead of attacking Russia from the East, Japan was 
now concentrating on driving the British out of South-East Asia. This gave the Russians 
(who had been expecting a Japanese attack on their eastern Front) free hand to throw all 
their troops into the battle against Germany. This in turn put additional pressure on German 
forces. Faced with the immense tracts of Russian territory, the German forces became 
dangerously overstretched, problems with supplies worsened, German tanks broke down 
and “General Winter” as the icy Russian weather was known, entered the war on the side of 
the Russians. German troops in their summer uniforms were decimated by frostbite, 
hypothermia and disease. Nevertheless, Germany was not going to give up without a fight. 
Being already engaged in Europe, North Africa, the Middle East and the Soviet Union, 



Hitler in December 1941 declared war on America. Germany was now ranged against the 
four world empires of Britain, France, Russia and America. Thus the conflict became a 
truly worldwide conflagration. Hitler dismissed all his generals, assumed personal 
command of the German forces and fought on against all odds. 

  

The Italian Contribution 

  

Meanwhile, Italy’s dictator Mussolini could no longer sit idly while Germany was fighting 
on all fronts. He had already begun to create his own miniature Roman Empire by invading 
minor countries like Libya, Abyssinia and Albania. In October 1940, jealous of Hitler’s 
outstanding victories, Mussolini decided to invade Greece without consulting Hitler. Apart 
from Greece’s notoriously difficult terrain, the Greeks proved tough opponents, with a long 
tradition of fighting against Turkey and among themselves. They easily beat Mussolini off, 
driving him back into Albania and beyond. Germany had been massing its troops in 
Hungary and Romania to secure its southern flank in the planned invasion of Russia. It now 
was obliged to come to the rescue of the Italians, losing precious time and resources. It was 
only towards the end of April 1941 that the Germans succeeded to take control of Greece 
and expel whatever Allied elements were active there. Thus Italy proved to be more a 
liability than a help. Indeed, as Italy eventually changed sides, declaring war on Germany, 
its behaviour must be admitted to have been less than honourable – not only in military 
terms. Japan with its established martial tradition and code of honour was a better ally, 
although better co-ordination between Japan and Germany in their common struggle 
against Soviet Russia might have produced better results. 

  

Many more battles including major ones like those of Stalingrad, Leningrad, Normandy and 
the Rhine still remained to be fought by the Germans. However, America’s entrance into 
the war on the Allied side turned the balance decisively against the Axis Powers. Although 
the German forces in Russia briefly recovered in 1942, they were unable to take the 
Caucasus oil fields, and without oil the war no longer could be won. When the US air force 
started bombing Romanian oil fields in 1943, the German economy and military ran out of 
the last oil reserves and that was the beginning of the end. The US bombing of Germany’s 
synthetic fuel plants in autumn 1944 meant that Germany could fight for only a few more 
months. In the final years of the war, the Germans made some important military 
developments such as long-range missiles primarily designed as retaliation on Britain. 
German scientists were also world leaders in atomic research. However, due to Russian and 
American involvement, Germany remained on the defensive and despite the outstanding 
performance of its forces it finally capitulated in 1945 to save its civilian population from 
complete destruction. As the German leadership had not prepared for a guerrilla war of 
resistance against foreign occupation, Germany found itself once more enslaved by foreign 



powers. The whole of Europe was once again at the mercy of Capitalist Britain, its 
American ally and Communist Russia.  

  

Regarding the behaviour of German forces during the war, it must be said that, considering 
Britain’s inhuman treatment of the Indians, Irish, Native Americans, Australian Aboriginals 
and Africans, we cannot expect the Germans to have behaved any better. Executions were 
no doubt carried out by special forces like the Waffen SS as they dealt with recalcitrant and 
hostile elements like British-sponsored “resistance fighters” – or SIS/SOE agents. In 
general, however, as there was little resistance to German rule, few such actions were 
necessary. At any rate, the German Army (Wehrmacht) treated civilian populations well 
especially in countries like France and Norway as indicated above. Even on the Eastern 
Front, although German leaders had initially promised to replace Poles with Germans, in 
practice Slav (Polish, Ukrainian, Russian) civilians were left unharmed. Indeed, many 
ethnic Slavs were issued with German names and certificates of “Aryanisation” which 
suited them well as this made them German citizens and thus no longer subjects of Stalinist 
Russia. 

  

Poland was heavily bombarded in 1939 simply because the Polish forces (perhaps at the 
instigation of Britain) refused to surrender thus prolonging and intensifying German attacks 
and unnecessarily increasing the suffering of the civilian population. But the fact is that as 
declared by Himmler in 1944, “all Roman nations and Slav nations” were to be included in 
the European family of nations which were to unite against the “danger of the yellow race” 
(i.e. the Japanese and, possibly, Chinese Maoists). At any rate, the virulent racist rhetoric of 
early National Socialism was soon tuned down, amounting to hardly more than political 
propaganda. Evidently, the German leadership was fully aware of the fact that it needed the 
co-operation of other races to defeat British and Communist Imperialism. This German 
pragmatism was more than reciprocated by Germany’s neighbours to the east and north. 

  

It is beyond dispute that in the Baltic the German forces were welcomed as liberators from 
Soviet rule. Indeed, Finland was firmly on the German side and so were Estonia, Latvia and 
Lithuania as well as Hungary, Romania and Bulgaria. In other words, all the nations on 
Russia’s western border from the Arctic Ocean down to the southwestern shores of the 
Black Sea were on Germany’s side and many of them remained loyal to the Axis to the 
very end. Even in Soviet republics like Belorussia, Ukraine and Russia, the rural population 
which had suffered immensely under Stalin greeted the Germans as liberators. Under 
German rule, local elections were permitted as well as small-scale private business 
(workshops, cafes, etc.). Churches were also allowed to open again. Large numbers of Red 
Army soldiers deserted to the German side and there was a high degree of co-operation 
between the locals and the German authorities. 

  



The German leadership could have better used this situation to its advantage. 
Unfortunately, die-hard Communist elements who knew what expected them under German 
rule, began to use villages as bases for guerrilla operations against German forces. As the 
Germans lacked both the manpower and the time to deal with such developments in a less 
confrontational manner, some villages were subjected to indiscriminate reprisals. These 
incidents eventually turned the population against the Germans and ultimately contributed 
to some extent to the failure of the German campaign. However, among the non-Slav 
nations of the USSR, support for Germany was even higher and anti-Soviet legions of 
Armenian, Georgian, Azerbaijani, Turkestani, Tatar and North Caucasian volunteers were 
formed everywhere. Thus the tale of “heroic resistance to the German invaders” must be 
admitted to have more to do with Stalinist propaganda than with fact.  

  

The Aryan Question 

  

It may be noted here that National Socialism looked upon Aryan races as the creators of 
culture and civilisation on earth. As Hitler himself put it: “All the human culture, all the 
results of art, science, and technology that we see before us today, are almost exclusively 
the creative products of the Aryan. If we were to divide mankind into three groups, the 
founders of culture, the bearers of culture, the destroyers of culture, only the Aryan could 
be considered as the representative of the first group. From him originate the foundation 
and walls of all human creation. He provides the mightiest building stones and plans for all 
human progress” (Mein Kampf). Evidently, according to this scheme, Jews belonged to the 
third group, of destroyers of culture. This was not entirely incorrect, as Jews and other 
Semitic groups (like the Akkadians and subsequently Yahwist-Adonist Israelites and 
Christian Jews as well as Muslim Arabs) had indeed been instrumental in the destruction of 
various ancient cultures. In consequence, Jews belonged to the non-Aryan destroyers of 
culture and had to be regarded as enemy from an European (non-Abrahamic) point of view. 

  

It may be objected to this that Christian Europeans also destroyed other civilisations hence 
they ought to be classified as destroyers of culture. In other words, even an “Aryan” race 
can become a destroyer of culture, not on account of its racial characteristics but on account 
of its cultural indoctrination. However, Christian culture still originated with a non-Aryan, 
Semitic race. This was acknowledged by German National Socialists themselves who 
rejected Christianity as an alien culture imposed on the European nations. Linguistically 
speaking, the Sanskrit word “Arya” is related to German “Ehre” (Honour) as well as the 
Greek-derived “Aristocrat” (from “Arety”, Excellence). The Sanskrit “Arya” itself is 
derived from the root “Arg”, “to burn”, “be bright”, “shine”, “excel”. It originally 
designated an object or being which stood out through its superior qualities. Thus it could 
mean outstanding, noble, honourable, exalted, etc. While it is debatable whether it ever was 
used in a racial context in Ancient India, terms like “Arya Varta” logically imply that the 



inhabitants thereof were Aryans as opposed to non-Aryans living outside Arya Varta. This 
is confirmed by scriptural references such as the following: “All those tribes in the world, 
which are excluded from those born from the mouth, the arms, the thighs, and the feet (of 
Brahman) [i.e. from the Four Varnas], are called Dasyus, whether they speak the language 
of the Mlecchas or that of the Aryans” (Manu Smriti 10.45). 

In the above passage Aryans appear to be distinguished from the Mlecchas as speaking a 
distinct language, hence they presumably represent a distinct people belonging either to a 
different race or to a distinct group within a larger demographic entity. In any case, the fact 
is that the word “Aryan” was not originally German. It was borrowed by Europeans and 
Americans from Sanskrit and given a race-related meaning. Indeed, the concept of 
“Aryans” (or white people in general) as a superior race was already in vogue in Europe 
and America long before Hitler. The culture of both Europe and America was 
fundamentally racist, being based on the racist assumptions, (a) that the white (European) 
race was superior to all other races and (b) that Abrahamic culture was superior to all other 
cultures. As these assumptions contradicted each other (Abrahamic culture being Semitic 
and not European) the culture based on them was also fundamentally schizophrenic. 

Not surprisingly, there was some confusion regarding which ethnic groups qualified as 
Aryan and on what grounds. Thus during the Russian campaign, the German forces in late 
1942 overran parts of the Caucasus where they encountered various ethnic groups including 
the so-called Mountain Jews. The Mountain Jews are considered to have originated in the 
Jews of Persia – many of which migrated to Spain during the Muslim occupation in the 
Middle Ages. German officers in 1942 visited their homes in the Caucasus and did some 
research which included attending wedding ceremonies. Among the factors considered 
were their non-Jewish appearance and the practice of polygamy. On this basis, it was 
concluded that they were not Jewish.   

European Gypsies or Roma were less fortunate as it was decided by the German authorities 
that they were non-Aryan. It must be said in this context that discrimination against 
Gypsies was not exclusively German. Gypsies were persecuted and expelled in Medieval 
England and other countries. In Eastern Europe they were often enslaved and used as 
labourers. Although the Germans killed about one hundred thousand of them, they were far 
from exterminated. Today, several million Gypsies live in the West, especially in Eastern 
Europe. In general (apart from Jews, Communists and British agents) the German forces 
treated the local populations as fairly as they could in a war situation. Prisoners of war were 
dealt with in accordance with international laws, again, with such exceptions as British 
agents who were often shot out of hand by the SS. Indian troops who had been fighting on 
the British side in North Africa and were captured by German and Italian forces were 
treated well. Thousands of Indians were incorporated in the German SS divisions – after 
swearing allegiance to Hitler – and distinguished themselves during operations in France 
and elsewhere. 

  

In the East, the situation was not any different. While SOE command and other British 
leaders were worrying about the possibility of a Japanese invasion of India, India’s 



Nationalists were not in the least alarmed at such a prospect. On the contrary, after the 
battle of Singapore (January 1942) and the British surrender to Japan, thousands of British 
Indian troops (about 50,000 in total) together with their officers joined Subhas Chandra 
Bose’s Indian National Army (INA). Others joined the Japanese. As British Military 
Intelligence itself admitted, there was substantial support in India for Bose’s INA and the 
Axis Powers. When, after the war (in 1946) some of the senior Indian officers were put on 
trial by the British colonial authorities, there was widespread mutiny in the British Indian 
Army in Bombay, Madras, Karachi, Poona, Allahabad, Jabalpur and Delhi (Narendra Singh 
Sarila, The Shadow of the Great Game, pp. 172-73). 

  

The level of sympathy with the Axis cause was much higher in India than generally 
recognised by historians and, in particular, pro-British politicians. Axis-Nationalist military 
collaboration during the war convinced the British that they no longer could rely on the 
Indian forces to keep them in power. Indeed, it was not Gandhi’s love of peace (“Ahimsa”) 
which caused the British to leave. It was British fear of mutiny in the Indian armed forces 
and growing anti-British opposition in sections of Indian society such as Nationalist 
movements. Also, as the British Empire was establishing itself in the Middle East – where 
there was more oil and fewer “black buggers” and “coolie bastards” (as the British liked to 
call Indians) to keep under control – India began to lose its importance to British 
Imperialism. So the British were finally ready to withdraw. Suffice it to note for now that 
Britain (and the West in general) is an Evil Empire which only responds to the threat of 
violence. This is a lesson Muslims are learning well. Hindus must now learn this too if they 
are not to be left behind and relegated to the backyard of humanity. 

  

Curiously, Professor Ferguson asserts that “in the twentieth century too [the British 
Empire] more than justified its own existence, for the alternatives to British rule 
represented by the German and Japanese empires were clearly far worse” (Empire, p. 366). 
Ferguson here applies the familiar selective amnesia and biased thinking of established 
Abrahamic discourse. To begin with, he conveniently forgets his own observations (on 
page 56) to the effect that it had been British policy, for example, in Ireland to exterminate 
the indigenous populations in the colonised territories. In contrast, Japan never had a policy 
of extermination or ethnic cleansing. Ferguson also forgets that Japan had been forced to 
become an imperialist power as a counter-measure to Western expansionism in the East. 

  

He further forgets that China was unable to defend itself against Japanese aggression 
because it had been weakened by Western Colonialism. Above all, Professor Ferguson 
forgets that the Japanese were only doing what the British had for centuries done to the 
Irish, the Native Americans, the Africans, Indians and Australians. He forgets the 1900 
invasion of China by the major powers of the day (Britain, Germany, France, Russia, the 
USA, Italy and Austria-Hungary) followed by the sacking of Beijing and resultant savage 
plunder and destruction by the Western hordes. Finally, unforgivably for a true historian, 



Professor Ferguson forgets the Hebrew Bible (Deuteronomy, Joshua, etc.), the primary 
source for the Western (Abrahamic) ideology of territorial conquest and cultural and 
physical extermination of conquered races. Thus, the Abrahamic hypocrisy – based on the 
racist premise that crimes committed by Westerners are in the service of a “noble cause” 
and hence acceptable, whereas crimes committed by Easterners are condemnable – raises 
its ugly head once again.   

  

At any rate, the special merit of Germany’s National Socialist Revolution must be admitted 
to have been the transformation of Romantic, cultural forms of Nationalism of earlier times 
into an awesome political and military power – without which Nationalism is ultimately 
doomed to remain a fanciful and idle thought. This Nationalist-inspired political and 
military force was then used with lethal effect against the imperialist designs of British 
Capitalism and Russian Communism. Nor could Germany’s remarkable achievements in 
literature, poetry, music, philosophy or science have been possible without Nationalism.  

  

Being denied the chance of becoming a colonial power itself, Nationalist Germany 
demonstrated to the world that the puffed-up British Empire had reached its limits and 
could easily be brought down with a bit of courage and determination. If a relatively small 
nation like Germany (with a population of only 60 millions) could do it – as demonstrated 
in the two World Wars – the logical implication was that India could even more. It must be 
admitted therefore that German Nationalism contributed in no small measure to the fall of 
the predatory and expansionist British Empire and the liberation of numerous British-
occupied nations. However, Germany itself was now defeated. If the Allied punishment 
meted out to Germany after the First World War had been medieval and barbaric, the 
punishment (or revenge) on Germany after its capitulation in 1945 was far worse. Apart 
from physical extermination of large numbers of Germans, the actions of the Allies were 
deliberately calculated to terrorise the civilian population into complete submission to 
Allied (Abrahamic-Communist) rule. 
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The New World Order 

  



Allied fire-bombing of German cities (designed to inflict maximum material and human 
damage) had already killed a high number of civilians and left over seven million 
permanently homeless. As the Commander-in-Chief of the RAF Bomber Command, Arthur 
(“Bomber” or “Butcher”) Harris put it: “It should be emphasised that the destruction of 
houses, public utilities, transport and lives; the creation of a refugee problem on an 
unprecedented scale are accepted and intended aims of our bombing policy” (Arthur Harris, 
October 25, 1943). It may be observed here that the Allied fire-bombing of German cities 
and the atomic bombing of Hiroshima and Nagasaki in 1945 – in which unarmed civilians 
were deliberately targeted – were, and still are, claimed to have been necessary in order to 
“bring the War to an end”. However, if we follow this logic to its natural conclusion then 
the killing of civilians by German and Japanese forces would also have been justified. For, 
the Axis Powers too wished to bring the War to an end. If the end justifies the means in the 
case of Allied action then it must do likewise in the case of Axis action. Otherwise we 
merely indulge in blatant hypocrisy.  

  

Moreover, Allied atrocities did not end with Germany’s surrender. Apart from civilian 
casualties, German losses amounted to over five million troops. Most of Germany’s cities 
and towns were in ruins. The population was hardly in a position to put up any resistance. 
What followed exposed the true colours of the Allied forces. Led by the Soviet Red Army 
and spurred on by the Soviet propaganda leader Ilya Ehrenburg of the Jewish Anti-Fascist 
Committee, the Allied hordes fell upon Germany like wild animals. In a deliberate effort to 
humiliate, demoralise and terrorise the civilian population, between 1945 and 1948, 
millions of German women and girls were brutally and systematically gang-raped, many 
being murdered afterwards, dying from injuries or committing suicide. Systematic beating, 
torture, mutilation and murder of civilians and prisoners of war were also widespread. For 
several years after the war, tens of thousands of German prisoners were held and tortured 
by the Allies (Britain had a top secret camp in London for this purpose – “Revealed: UK 
wartime torture camp”, Guardian, Nov. 12, 2005). About 15 million ethnic German 
inhabitants of Poland and other East European countries were expelled from their homes 
and forced to flee to Germany. German cities were looted, industrial factories and scientific 
laboratories were dismantled and shipped to Russia, Britain and America. Thousands of 
scientists and technicians were taken to Allied countries and forced to work for their new 
masters. Apart from a few who committed suicide, including Hitler, many German leaders 
were put on show trials by the Allies and executed according to fabricated laws applied 
retroactively. Germany was divided into East and West, the Eastern half being given to 
Russia and the Western half to Britain, America and France. The city of Berlin was divided 
into British, French, American and Soviet zones, and the capital moved to Bonn. 

  

If the Germans were treated unjustly, other European nations were even more so. At the 
1945 Conference of Yalta (between Churchill, Roosevelt and Stalin), the whole of East 
Europe was given to Russia with the exception of Greece which remained under British 
control. Particularly revolting was the fact that Poland, the invasion of which had caused 
Britain to declare war on Germany, was also given to Russia (resulting in the execution of 



thousands of Polish officers, systematic rape of Polish women and girls by the Red Army, 
and decades of enslavement, oppression and mass murder). Thus half of Europe found itself 
under brutal Communist occupation. Millions who opposed the new Communist regime 
were imprisoned, tortured and executed. Others were sentenced to years of forced labour 
and died of exhaustion, hunger, cold, disease and abuse. 

  

One of the greatest crimes of British Imperialism after the War was the betrayal of the 
European Cossacks. Originally from Southern Russia, the Cossacks were a nation with a 
long tradition of military service under the Russian Tsars. During the Communist take-over 
of the Russian Empire (1917-1919), the Cossacks had fought bravely against the savage 
Communist forces. When Germany invaded Russia in 1940, the Cossacks naturally joined 
the Germans who were regarded as liberators from Communist rule. After the War, 
between 50,000 and 100,000 Cossacks and their families were rounded up by British forces 
in Germany and Austria and delivered to the Soviet Red Army, with the result that they 
were raped, tortured and murdered and sent to forced-labour camps from where only a few 
returned. So this was the Capitalist-Communist New World Order for which millions had 
fought and died. 

Another outcome of the war, whether intended by Britain or not, was that once Germany 
was out of the way, the Russian Communist Empire which was initially actively sponsored 
and pampered by both Britain and America, began to grow out of all proportions. Eastern 
Europe, including half of Germany, was already under Russian occupation, with Anglo-
American blessings. Without a German army to stop them, the Russian forces could have 
reached British shores in a matter of days. In consequence, the entire European Continent 
found itself in need of American and British “protection” against Soviet Communist 
Russia. This was a dream-come-true for the Arms Industry and the Secret Service 
Community who cashed in on hundreds of billions of dollars for their weapons production 
and secret operations during the so-called "Cold War". So, apart from British and American 
Banks, we may identify the Arms Industry and the Secret Services as the major players 
behind the war. It may be observed in this context that the British Secret Services have a 
bigger Palace than the Queen. We only need to look at the Headquarters they have built for 
themselves on the Thames (not to mention their enormous underground installations which 
are carefully hidden from public view). 

The fact is that, when the real war came to an end in 1945, its architects designed a new 
kind of conflict, called "Cold War". Fear of the (Russian-led) Communist Bloc was 
cunningly used by the leaders of the (British-American-led) Capitalist Bloc to constantly 
increase their weapons production, and vice-versa. Thus the Coalition of Arms Industries, 
Military, Secret Services, Politicians and Banks of both the Capitalist and Communist 
Empires, were the unchallenged winners of the Great "Cold-War" Lottery, filling their 
pockets with hundreds after hundreds of billions of pounds and dollars! Mutual mistrust 
and fear were also used by both camps to keep the masses under control. This new kind of 
conflict that lasted for half a century and consisted in arming oneself like crazy without 
actual military conflict, was in reality a Gigantic Scam to rob the people. It was a 
convenient conspiracy of the leaders against the masses. 



For fifty long years, an unimaginably large amount of money, skills, material and human 
resources was put into the Arms Industry, the Military and the Secret Services, instead of 
being used to help the poor. Even worse, as new military technology was constantly 
replacing older equipment, a sea of surplus arms was exported to the poor, "Third World" 
countries, generating more and more wars, poverty, famine and death. Foreign-engineered 
conflicts and disasters in the Third World, provided a convenient excuse for military 
intervention by both the Capitalist and Communist Empires (the so-called "First" and 
"Second" Worlds), which thereby reinforced their control over the poorest nations of the 
Earth. This is how the Capitalist-Communist Conspiracy has brought the world to the brink 
of destruction.  

So, was Germany now a free country after having been “liberated” from National 
Socialism? The fact is that, after the war, East Germany fell under the control of one of the 
world’s most brutal and repressive regimes, dictated by Soviet Russia and imposed by 
Markus Wolf, the Jewish head of the East German Secret Intelligence Service 
(Hauptverwaltung fuer Aufklaerung or HVA). An admirer of Stalin, Wolf had received 
training in intelligence work at the Russian Comintern (Communist International) Academy 
and was then appointed chief of the East German Intelligence Service. Apart from keeping 
East Germany under a rule of terror, he flooded West Germany (including its counter-
intelligence services) with over 30,000 secret agents over a period of 40 years, penetrating 
the highest levels of West German leadership and reaching as far as Brussels, London and 
Washington. West Germany was not faring much better under Allied rule. After 
systematically starving the population in 1945, the Allies started a brutal programme of 
“denazification” during which tens of thousands were put in concentration camps and 
millions were not allowed to take up any work except manual labour, in an effort to “re-
educate” the German masses and make them comply with the new British-American 
Abrahamic-Capitalist ideology. 

  

From the very beginning of the post-war era West Germany was ruled by anti-Nationalist 
agents of the Allied Powers like Conrad Adenauer and Willy Brandt. Willy Brandt (a.k.a. 
Karl Fram) was one of the founders of the left-wing International Bureau of Revolutionary 
Youth Organisations, and leader of the same “German” Socialist Democratic Party which 
Ferdinand (Loslauer) Lassalle, Karl Marx’s friend and fellow-Jew had founded, and which 
collaborated with the British SOE during the war. Although SOE was officially dissolved in 
1945, in reality it was absorbed back into the British Secret Services while SIS, MI6, MI14 
and other outfits continued to carry on their subversive activities as before, with the support 
of other British and American units operating under German-based US Special Operations 
Command and others. Over 15,000 British troops and many more Americans as well as 
thousands of “advisers” and other agents remain stationed in Germany to this day. 

  

Japan did not fare much better. After centuries of heroic resistance, it had finally fallen prey 
to Western Imperialism. As if two nuclear bombs (on Hiroshima and Nagasaki) had not 
been enough, the country was put under US military control. As in Germany, military 



leaders were put on show trials and executed according to invented laws applied 
retroactively; the new “constitution” was drafted largely on the Soviet Russian model; 
Socialists, Communists and other subversive and anti-national elements were freed from 
prisons and put in charge of government, complete with Socialist prime minister; Marxist 
academics were given the task of drawing plans for a Soviet-style planned economy; land 
was confiscated at gunpoint and given to the lackeys of US Imperialism; women and girls 
were raped or forced into prostitution; Western dress was enforced as a mark of 
“modernisation” and allegiance to the West; inflation, unemployment, corruption and 
poverty were soon raging throughout the country and the population was forced to embrace 
American culture on the familiar Western Abrahamic assumption that Asians are incapable 
of creating their own culture and civilisation and that, therefore, they must be tutored and 
supervised by Westerners. This was the beginning of the American Raj in Japan – cynically 
called the “New Deal”. 

  

However, Germany has continued to be singled out for “special treatment” to this day, in 
particular, by the British-American combine. As President George W. Bush has put it: “The 
point is how do we work together to achieve important goals. And one such goal is a 
democracy in Germany” (May 2006). Whatever he was trying to say, the fact is that 
Germany remains a central part in the Capitalist world’s designs of global domination. The 
Allied neurotic obsession with its “Central Front” in Europe continues unabated. While 
assassinations and sabotage are no longer carried out as in the 1940s, this does not mean 
that anti-German operations have ceased completely. The main instrument for “keeping the 
Germans down” is, of course, propaganda. Thus, in 1996-7, hundreds of anti-German 
stories sponsored by the British Security Co-Ordination (BSC) – an MI6 station – through 
LatAmer Ltd. and in collaboration with the World Jewish Congress appeared in the 
international media, alleging that the Germans were planning the revival of a “Fourth 
Reich” in Argentina. No evidence was ever adduced in support of these stories, but the 
negative publicity was enough to damage German business in Latin America and elsewhere 
– which was precisely what the propaganda campaign had intended (Stephen Dorril, MI6: 
Fifty Years of Special Operations). 

   

In another example, in 1995 the Israeli Aaron Lebowitsch (also known as “Ron Sommer”) 
was mysteriously appointed chief executive of Deutsche Telekom (DT), Europe’s largest 
telecommunications company. In 2002 Lebowitsch was forced to resign after causing heavy 
losses to DT which was never adequately explained. The losses amounting to $62.3 billion 
hurt not only the German government who owned a large part of DT but also hundreds of 
thousands German shareholders. In the same year, Juergen Moellemann, a leading German 
politician who had been criticised by German Jews for his business interests in Arab 
countries, was killed in what is said to have been a parachuting accident. Another 
interesting case is that of Deutsche Bank Chairman Alfred Herrhausen who was 
assassinated in a mysterious road-side bomb attack in 1989. Although the initial suspicions 
fell on left-wing terror groups, no culprits were ever found. On the other hand, the fact is 
that the Deutsche Bank had recently bought the London-based investment bank Morgan 



Grenfell, providing the Deutsche (Germany’s largest bank) with a bridgehead into (Jewish-
controlled) British finance. As an outspoken advocate of debt reduction in “Third World” 
countries, Herrhausen’s actions also went against American-Jewish business interests. (In a 
parallel development, the leader of Austria’s main nationalist party, Joerg Haider, died in a 
mysterious car accident in October 2008, following criticism from Jewish groups and the 
Israeli authorities.)       

  

Thus, a clear pattern may be established that demonstrates (a) that wartime-style 
“incidents” still happen and (b) that, once again, Jewish influence in Germany is on the rise. 
This rise in influence takes place not least through immigration from the former Soviet 
Union as well as from Israel and other countries. Business, the media, publishing houses, 
education and politics are among the areas often influenced by Jewish interests. Why does 
the rise in Jewish influence in Germany matter? Because, as historical evidence including 
the above “incidents” shows, Jewish interests do not always coincide with the interests of 
the German people. Another reminder of Jewish-German conflict of interests was the 
strong Jewish opposition to Germany’s reunification of 1990. Leftist-Jewish 
demonstrations against reunification took place in Berlin and Frankfurt while the speaker of 
the Israeli Knesset (the Israeli parliament), Dov Shilansky, infamously declared the day of 
German reunification a “day of mourning”. (Predictably, Britain and France were also 
opposed to the Reunification.) In 2004, Israel also protested at the fact that more Russian 
Jews were immigrating to Germany than to Israel. At the request of Israel, Germany began 
to restrict Jewish immigration to Germany, only to be accused by some of anti-Semitism! 
So, there we go again. 

  

Meanwhile, under pressure from its British-American-Jewish Capitalist masters, Germany 
is being systematically subverted by unrestricted immigration from Turkey and other 
backward and half-civilised countries (cheap labour), resulting in the dilution of the native 
German population and the rise in unemployment, poverty, corruption, violence and crime. 
As a result, Germany has one of the highest unemployment rates in Europe. Since 
supporting Nationalism in Germany is punishable by imprisonment, there is no political 
power capable of stemming the disintegration of the German nation and advancing the true 
interests of the country such as economic, cultural and spiritual independence and self-
determination. Thus Germany remains under Judaeo-Christian-Capitalist occupation while 
at the same time increasingly falling under the lethal influence of Islam – as demonstrated 
by the September 5 2007 Turkish-German Islamist terror plot foiled by the German police 
(Washington Post, September 6, 2007). 

  

As Norman Gary Finkelstein has observed, “If Germany was once the European hotbed of 
anti-Semitism, it has now become the hotbed of philo-Semitism on the one hand, 
“politically correct,” utterly cynical public officials and media ferret out anti-Semites where 
a smattering are to be found, resembling nothing so much as the medieval witch hunts; and 



on the other, Israel’s apologists, holding Germany in thrall, exploit the Nazi horrors to 
strike down any criticism of Jewish leaders or Israel, stifling public discourse and stoking 
private resentment” (Beyond Chutzpah: On the Misuse of Anti-Semitism and the Abuse of 
History, 2008, p. 36).  

  

One may, of course, be tempted to believe that the suppression of German Nationalism is a 
good thing. However, there are various problems with this view. One of them is that it 
implies acceptance of British Imperialist propaganda designed to cover up Britain’s own 
crimes against India and other nations. (Anti-German propaganda is similarly used by the 
USA to cover up its extermination and dispossession of Native Americans.) Considering 
that the British Empire is a predatory and parasitical entity which has literally lived off the 
blood of other nations for centuries, the only logical conclusion is that Britain cannot ever 
be trusted. Even in those rare instances when British propaganda is telling the truth it is 
only doing so to advance its own devious designs. Therefore, believing British propaganda 
is not an option. As Bose put it in his speech of 19 February 1941: “For other nations, 
British Imperialism may be the enemy of today, but for India, it is the eternal foe. Between 
these two there can be neither peace nor compromise. And the enemies of British 
Imperialism are today the natural allies of India – just as the allies of British Imperialism 
are today our natural enemies” (Sisir K Bose and Sugata Bose, 2002, p. 63). 

  

The other problem is that anti-Nationalism abolishes a nation’s right to exist as a distinct 
and independent ethnic, cultural and religious entity. For example, the German nation is not 
allowed by International Abrahamism to shake off the Abrahamic yoke and return to its 
authentic religion. Last but not least, this anti-Nationalist (and anti-national) stance is not 
limited to Germany. It is being applied to other nations including Britain and India. In 
Britain, too, there appears to be a close connection between (1) anti-Nationalism, (2) the 
rise of Jewish influence and (3) the rise of Islamic extremism. The influence exerted on the 
British royal family by Saudi Arabia and other Islamic fundamentalist states is well known. 
The 2007 acquisition by Islamic Gulf states of a near-50 per cent stake in the London Stock 
Exchange (LSE) indicates the consolidation of Islamic influence on Britain’s economy. The 
opening of the “Islamic Bank of Britain” in 2004 and the Islamic products increasingly 
offered by mainstream banks is another step in the same direction. 

  

However, media, banks, law firms, property, businesses, department stores, supermarket 
chains, education, science and the entertainment industry remain to a large extent in Jewish 
hands. Political parties are also influenced either directly through the involvement of 
Jewish politicians like Evan Harris (Liberal Democrat Party), Michael Howard (former 
leader of the Conservative Party), Oliver Letwin (Shadow Chancellor of the Exchequer and 
banker with N M Rothschild Corporate Finance), David Cameron (current leader of the 
Conservative Party)  or indirectly through financial donors like Lord (Michael Abraham 
“Cashpoint”) Levy – fund-raiser for the Labour Party who was involved in the 2006 “Cash-



for-Honours” scandal over large secret loans made to the Labour Party before the 2005 
general elections. While the “Cash-for-Honours” scandal may have been an isolated 
incident, a certain pattern begins to emerge if we consider that Lord Levy was replaced by 
his fellow-Jew and good friend Jon Mendelsohn (former chairman of the pressure group 
Labour Friends of Israel) who, just weeks after his appointment, found himself at the centre 
of a new scandal involving secret donations made by Jewish property developer David 
Abrahams. 

  

As reported in The Jewish Chronicle, concerns were raised at the time that “people are 
looking for links to Jewish interests” and it was hoped that “people do not link historical 
relations between Jews and financial affairs” (“A second ‘Jewish scandal’”, The Jewish 
Chronicle, November 30, 2007). However, it is difficult to see how Jews can be both secret 
donors to British political parties and personal fund-raisers to British Prime Ministers, 
without being linked with financial interests. 

  

Another prominent controversial figure in British politics is Peter Benjamin Mandelson, 
former Secretary of State for Trade and Industry and one of the architects of “New 
Labour”, who despite being involved in two corruption scandals, was appointed European 
Union Trade Commissioner in 2004. By June 2009, Mandelson whom the media have 
described as “Machiavellian” and “Prince of Darkness”, was inexplicably able to amass an 
unprecedented amount of political power. As Melanie Phillips put it in her Daily Mail 
column: “… the Prime Minister [Gordon Brown] has been captured, imprisoned and forced 
to mouth the lines now being written for him by the man who is now effectively running 
the Government. Step forward the real Prime Minister, Baron Mandelson of Foy and 
Hartlepool, Business Secretary and now First Secretary of State and Lord President of the 
Council …. Here is the man previously regarded by Gordon Brown as his mortal enemy, 
forced twice to resign in disgrace from the Government – and yet now the one person 
keeping Brown in Downing Street” [“Sleek, purring (brazen and unelected) Mandy saved 
his old foe – and made himself Britain’s most powerful man”, Daily Mail, June 8, 2009].  

  

Similarly, The Economist pointed out that “[Mandelson] oversees a new superdepartment, 
boasts almost as many titles as the monarch and has huge sway over [government] strategy. 
Observers have often attributed vast, hidden influence to him. Sometimes they have 
exaggerated. Not any more” (“Peter’s pet”, June 13, 2009, p. 37). It bears noting that The 
Jewish Chronicle in its issue of 12 June 2009, while making a big issue of the alleged rise 
of the British National Party, chose to remain silent on the key roles played in British 
politics by shadowy figures of Jewish extraction at least from the time of Harold Laski and 
Herbert Morrison (Labour Party Chairman and Deputy Prime Minister respectively, under 
Prime Minister Attlee). Nor does The Jewish Chronicle feel it necessary to investigate how 
in a supposedly democratic society another unelected character like Peter Mandelson 



(grandson of Herbert Morrison) came to occupy the position of Britain’s most powerful 
man. 

  

Be that as it may, Jewish influence on British politics cannot be denied. And, as in the case 
of Germany, there are conflicting views as to the extent to which Jewish influence is 
beneficial to the host population. Jewish influence on British economy is equally strong and 
not without controversy. Thus, in September 2007, British supermarket chains most of 
which are largely Jewish owned or controlled, were accused by farmers (and by the Office 
of Fair Trading) of having colluded in fixing retail prices for dairy products like milk, 
cheese and butter, pushing up prices and thus effectively stealing from both consumers and 
producers – quite apart from breaking competition laws. 

  

It is noteworthy in this context that one of the perversities of the Capitalist system is that 
supermarket chains are able to form cartels in order to control food prices. According to a 
report submitted to the Competition Commission, large supermarket chains in Britain 
known as the “big four” have such a monopoly over the food chain that they are able to 
squeeze farmers indirectly by squeezing the middlemen. As a consequence, many farmers 
are producing below cost, meaning that their businesses are unsustainable. As the report 
concludes, “Consumers do not appear to be aware of the full extent of the supermarkets’ 
monopoly and power” (The Times, November 6, 2007). If consumers are unaware of the 
supermarkets’ monopoly and power, they are even more unaware of the full repercussions 
of the supermarkets’ policies. The low prices imposed on farmers by supermarket cartels 
force governments to subsidise food crops in developed Capitalist economies. This results 
in grain and other items of food being dumped on undeveloped (agriculture-based) 
economies in the “Third World”, putting local farmers out of business and forcing the 
affected countries to import food or become dependent on foreign donations to feed their 
populations.       

  

Apart from politics and economy, public opinion is another area where Jewish influence is 
even more evident. As in other traditionally anti-German states, Jewish-sponsored anti-
German propaganda in Britain continues as before. Apart from the obligatory “Holocaust 
Studies” and “Holocaust Museums”, thousands of anti-German books, films, shows, 
television and radio programmes and “news” are being fed to the indoctrinated masses on a 
daily basis.  The anti-German film, “Churchill at War”, produced by the BBC, Britain’s 
traditional instrument of anti-German propaganda in collaboration with HBO Films and 
released in 2008, is only one example in a long series of such films. As Professor Assmann 
has pointed out, “As soon as the term ‘Holocaust’ was adopted, the genocide of the Jews … 
assumed mythical status in America and Israel …. The historical study of the events should 
be carefully distinguished from the study of their commemoration, tradition and 
transformation in the collective memory of the people concerned” (Moses the Egyptian, p. 
14). The distinction between history and its interpretation by vested interests is precisely 



what is completely ignored. “History” in the 21st century is what is produced by 
Hollywood. Promoting knowledge of history is one thing. Selectively and 
disproportionately emphasising certain episodes in European history and interpreting them 
exclusively from a Jewish-Capitalist perspective is another. Europeans are hardly ever 
taught the history of their pre-Christian past and when they are, it is mostly in negative 
terms. 

  

The Capitalist-Islamist Alliance 

  

By contrast, Islam is being taught with the utmost respect and with the obligatory 
politically-correct cautionary note to the effect that looking upon Islam in anything than a 
favourable light amounts to the heinous crime of “racism” which is punishable by 
imprisonment (up to eight years, under British law). As indicated earlier, the massive, state-
sponsored anti-German propaganda programme renders the indoctrinated masses 
psychologically incapable of registering and assimilating the threat of Islam. Having been 
conditioned from an early age to believe that Nationalism is the worst thing on earth, the 
masses have come to look upon Islam as a force for good. True, there is a “War on Terror”. 
But the terrorists are “only” a minority. The majority of Muslims, we are being reminded 
ad nauseam, are peace-loving people who only wish to share with us (ignorant and bigoted 
non-Muslims) the enlightening and highly beneficial teachings of Islam. Or, as Mohammad 
Zakaria, a leader of the Islamist Deobandi sect which is in the process of taking over British 
mosques put it, Muslims want to “light a candle in a dark land”. In reality, this Islamic 
“candle” is the wick of infiltration, the grenade of subversion, the petrol bomb of Islamic 
take-over and the nuclear warhead of the wholesale subjugation of the human race. The 
Capitalist authorities know that Capitalism needs cheap labour to survive. Therefore they 
must let millions of immigrants into the country to satisfy the capitalist demand for cheap 
labour. As a growing number of these immigrants are Muslims this inevitably leads to the 
Islamisation of the Capitalist world.  

  

How do the leaders of the Capitalist world react to this fact? First, by denying it. Second, 
by blaming all problems on a “radical minority”. To take an example from Britain. In 2007, 
the Office for National Statistics, whose figures are used as a basis for central government 
policy, recorded 300 immigrants in a particular area over a period of 18 months. However, 
the authorities have issued in the same period and the same area 8,850 new national 
insurance numbers to immigrants. The inescapable conclusion is that official figures do not 
match the reality on the ground which is that there are many more immigrants than the 
authorities admit. As pointed out by the Daily Mail, “The figures show clearly that this 
Labour Government has sanctioned and promoted a vast increase in migration … without 
the most tenuous mandate for its policy from the nation” (“Immigration and this insidious 
conspiracy of silence”, June 13, 2009, p. 14). 



  

A judge at the Liverpool Crown Court who remarked that current immigration rules are a 
drain on the country and contribute to the rising national debt and that hundreds of 
thousands of illegal immigrants are abusing the benefit system, was threatened with an 
official investigation for making remarks that are “too political” (“Judge investigated for 
immigration speech”, The Times, Aug. 5, 2009, p.18). Political organisations such as the 
British National Party raising the issue of uncontrolled mass immigration are summarily 
dismissed as “xenophobic” and “anti-Islamic” and taken to court for “incitement to racial 
hatred”. 

  

Meanwhile, journalists like David Aaronovitch are suggesting that “what is really needed is 
an argument in which the pro-immigrant side is put with vigour, passion, facts and good 
humour” (“Violence will egg them on”, The Times, June 13, 2009, p. 31). Thus, the 
Capitalist classes searching for cheap labour conspire against the nation with the Socialist 
politicians and their media collaborators bent on the internationalisation of society and the 
abolition of the nation-state. In India, which under Congress Party rule is fast becoming a 
Capitalist state while retaining some core elements of Socialist ideology, the situation is the 
same only worse: millions of Pakistanis and Bangladeshis are allowed to simply cross the 
border and melt into India’s growing Muslim community without any action on the part of 
the authorities. Thus denial of the problem is the first fallacious and suicidal official 
strategy. 

  

Equally fallacious and suicidal is the second strategy of blaming Islamic extremism on a 
“minority” while the wider Muslim population is deemed to hold “moderate” and hence 
acceptable views. The perverse logic following from this assumption is that by promoting 
“moderate” Islam pressure will be put on its more radical versions which will thus be kept 
down and eventually disappear of their own accord. The question which naturally arises is, 
why do not governments promote petty crime as a means of reducing serious crime? The 
obvious answer is that the promotion of petty crime will necessarily lead to the 
criminalisation of the entire society and the inevitable rise of serious crime. The same 
applies to “moderate” Islam. The promotion of “moderate” Islam will lead to the 
Islamisation of society and as the Muslim population grows so will the radical percentage 
thereof. 
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A poll conducted in 2004 by the British newspaper, The Guardian, demonstrated that 88 
per cent of British Muslims want schools and workplaces to incorporate Muslim prayer 
times, while 61 per cent want the introduction of Islamic law courts. This is the “moderate”, 
mainstream Muslim majority British governments are promoting to combat Islamic 
extremism! Where can the promotion of “moderate” Islam as described above possibly 
lead, if not to the complete Islamisation and Jihadisation of the entire British population? 
Why do not British governments promote Hinduism (or, for that matter, Buddhism) as an 
alternative to radical Islam? Because the Muslims are a larger minority in Britain than 
Hindus; because Muslims are a violence-prone group which knows how to blackmail 
governments into submission by the threat of violence; because of British strategic interests 
in Islamic Middle East and Pakistan; because of the British assumption of Abrahamic 
superiority over Eastern (Indian) religion; and finally, because the British leadership has 
already accepted the reality of Islamic supremacy in Britain and is left with only two 
choices: to surrender to radical or to “moderate” Islam. Hence its shameless co-operation 
with the latter. The Labour Government’s appointment of Shahid Malik as Justice Minister 
represents an ominous step in this direction.   

  

Thus Capitalism directly or indirectly supports Islam. And because Jews hold a significant 
share in British Capitalism, Jewish interests are inevitably also involved. Jewish capitalists, 
of course, ought not to support Islam. Yet they are doing just that. As Melanie Phillips, the 
Daily Mail journalist has put it in her column in the Jewish Chronicle: “They [Muslims] are 
like us in so many ways. We see in them our own grandparents and great-grandparents, 
facing dislocation and prejudice as immigrants”. And because as per their own admission 
British Jews see Muslims as their “own grandparents and great-grandparents”, there is 
significant Jewish support for Islam. Never mind Syria and Iran plotting to wipe out Israel. 
As demonstrated by the 2007 National Imams and Rabbis Conference in Manchester, 
Jewish-Muslim relations are flourishing regardless. Jewish-Muslim – or perhaps more 
correctly, Muslim-Jewish seeing that this is the accepted pecking order – organisations are 
thriving as never before: the Muslim Jewish Forum, the Manor House Group, the 
Daughters of Abraham, the Dream Dialogues, the Maimonides Foundation, etc., etc. 

  

The name of the latter is particularly poignant, Maimonides (or Moshe ben Maimon) being 
a prominent Spanish Jew in the days of the Muslim occupation of Spain. Perhaps this 
newly-discovered love of Islam is due to Jewish nostalgia for the golden age which Jews 
enjoyed under the Muslim Caliphs of Medieval Spain. Perhaps the calculation is that Jews 
will fare better under Islam than under Christianity. Do we need to remind the Jewish 
friends of Islam that Maimonides himself was eventually given the choice of “Islam or 
death” by the Almohad rulers? Did he not flee for his life to the more “moderate” Morocco 
and Egypt? Did not the Jewish golden age in Spain come to an end? What if next time 
around, when the world has been converted to Islam with British-Jewish help, there will be 
no “moderate” Islamic states to flee to? Seeing that Jews and Muslims all are the 
grandchildren of Abraham, perhaps it does not matter to Jews if the world is conquered by 
Islam. But it does matter to non-Abrahamic nations. 



  

It is important to understand at this point that criticism of certain aspects of Jewish 
behaviour does not constitute anti-Semitism. Hinduism has no history of hostility to Jews. 
Unlike Islamic extremists, Hindus do not want to wipe Israel off the map or push the Jews 
into the sea. They merely want to ensure that the balance of power does not turn to their 
disadvantage as it has done since the Muslim and British invasion and occupation of India. 
And they cannot hope to influence the balance of power to their advantage without a clear 
and thorough understanding of the complex processes behind it. Historical evidence shows 
that from the time of Ancient Egypt, Jews traditionally strive to occupy key positions in 
society, inevitably colonising the upper reaches of the non-Jewish host population. For 
example, in Britain, a Jewish minority of between three and five hundred thousand wields a 
disproportionately high level of influence in a total population of some 60 million Britons. 
In principle, there is nothing wrong with this disproportionate Jewish take-over of key 
positions, provided that the host population is aware of this and agrees to this kind of 
arrangement. 

  

For, the host population is naturally entitled to object to its upper reaches being infiltrated 
and colonised by an alien and potentially hostile population. As we have seen from the 
British colonisation of India, the economic and strategic interests of colonists are not 
always in harmony with those of the colonised. Moreover, colonists have a proven record 
of devising sophisticated and effective methods of breaking the host’s resistance to 
colonisation, such as systematic anti-Nationalist, pro-Colonist propaganda and 
indoctrination. “Holocaust studies”, anti-German, anti-Japanese and other anti-national 
films and publications, collaboration with Islam, promotion of “moderate” Islam, state-
imposed “Multiculturalism” and “Religious Tolerance” in favour of Islam, etc., are all part 
of this process.  

  

It must be noted in this connection that prominent politicians of Jewish extraction on both 
sides of the Atlantic, from British Foreign Secretaries such as Malcolm Rifkind, Jack Straw 
and David Miliband to US Secretary of State Henry (Heinz) Kissinger have persistently 
chosen to adopt a pro-Pakistani (and anti-Indian) stance. For instance, Malcolm Rifkind has 
made the bizarre suggestion that official Pakistani backing of the Taleban (and, by 
implication, of other Islamic terrorist outfits) was India’s fault: “The issue is, however, 
even more complicated, linked as it is to the dispute between Pakistan and India over 
Kashmir, and to wider India-Pakistan relations …. India should be encouraged to reduce its 
presence in Afghanistan. It has opened two consulates in Kandahar and Jalalabad. The 
Pakistanis fear that these are being used as bases from which to foment mischief” 
(“Malcolm Rifkind: If we ignore Pakistan, we won’t solve Afghanistan”, The Independent, 
11 June 2007). 

Mr Rifkind chooses to ignore the important historical fact that Afghanistan formed an 
integral part of India’s sphere of cultural and economic influence long before the British 



began to interfere in the region and created Pakistan. Consequently, if any party ought to 
reduce its presence in Afghanistan, it is Britain itself and Pakistan, Britain’s proxy in the 
crusade against India. Similarly, Henry Kissinger, National Security Advisor to US 
President Richard Nixon – who remains an influential figure in US politics – infamously 
said that “Indians are bastards anyway. They are starting a war there. They are the most 
aggressive goddamn people there” (Foreign Relations of the United States, Nixon-Ford 
Administrations 1969-1976, Vol. XI, South Asia Crisis, 1971, 180 ). To add insult to 
injury, Kissinger also suggested a Pakistan-China joint operation against India in December 
1971. Since these are not isolated episodes but form part of an established pattern going 
back to the days of the East India Company and the British Raj, they are very serious 
matters that cannot be taken lightly. 

Indeed, America, the capitalist scourge of “al-Qaeda” is not any less guilty of conspiring 
with “moderate” Islam against India and the world. As the British-instigated two World 
Wars had left Britain bankrupt and without an Empire, the clear winner of the Capitalist 
world was the United States which was now lending money to the Old World, including 
Britain and Germany, to recover from the wars. Thus America came to replace Britain as 
the world’s number one capitalist power. In this context, we only need to analyse the 
circumstances in which key American institutions such as the US Federal Reserve came 
into being in 1913 and who has occupied the post of Chairman of its Board of Governors 
for the past few decades (Alan Greenspan and Ben Shalom Bernanke), to understand which 
ethnic and religious minority commands a significant (some would say decisive) degree of 
control over the financial sector, the economy at large and, by extension, over the political 
field in the USA. 

In his analysis of Jewish influence on American politics, Gerard Baker admits that the 
American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) is “undoubtedly one of the most 
effective lobbying organisations in Washington”. Yet he interprets the fact that US 
presidential contenders attend AIPAC’s annual meetings seeking to gain its approval, not as 
an indication of Jewish power but “because they know that being seen as pro-Israel is 
central to their foreign policy credentials”. Apparently, Americans express overwhelming 
support for Israel because they see it “in kindred terms – a thriving democracy forged in an 
inhospitable climate” (“Why Jewish lobby punches above its weight”, The Times, June 3, 
2008). The problem with this interpretation is that India, too, is such a democracy. Yet in 
spite of this, for over half a century, Americans have chosen to follow in the footsteps of 
the British Empire and support Pakistan, which is a notorious dictatorship and sponsor of 
international terrorism. It is evident, therefore, that America only supports those nations 
that help it further its own agenda irrespective of their being democracies or dictatorships. 
And since the Jewish lobby is admittedly “one of the most effective”, it is reasonable to 
assume that US support for Israel cannot be entirely unconnected with Jewish power and 
influence. 

More importantly, Baker’s analysis fails to address the issue of disproportionately high 
Jewish participation in the financial, legal, cultural and other areas of American life outside 
the pro-Israel lobby. American sympathy for Israeli democracy cannot account for the fact 
that Jews invariably occupy important positions as presidential speech-writers, government 
policy makers, economic advisers to presidential candidates, bankers, lawyers, etc. Nor is it 



clear whose interests are served by Jewish power and influence in American society. 
Certainly America’s original (and rightful) inhabitants have had little to gain from this. On 
the contrary, inspired by “new historians” like the Israeli Professor Benny Morris, a rising 
number of American Jews appear to be embracing the belief that the extermination of 
Native Americans has served a good cause in promoting “progress” and “Western 
Civilisation”. 

  

On a wider scale, as pointed out by the eminent political scientist Norman Finkelstein, 
“Jews now rank as the wealthiest ethnic group in the United States; with this economic 
power has accrued substantial political power. Their leaders have wielded this power, often 
crudely, to mold U. S. policy regarding Israel [and, judging by the actions of Henry 
Kissinger, regarding other countries such as India and Pakistan] …. Legitimate questions 
can surely be posed regarding when and if Jews are acting as people who happen to be 
Jewish or acting ‘as Jews’, and, on the latter occasions (which plainly do arise), regarding 
the actual breadth and limits of this ‘Jewish power’ …. To foreclose inquiry on this topic as 
anti-Semitic is, intentionally or not, to shield Jews from legitimate scrutiny of their uses and 
abuses of formidable power” (Beyond Chutzpah, pp. 82-3). What must be beyond dispute is 
that Jewish-American favouritism towards countries such as Pakistan cannot but be of 
detriment to the innocent victims of those countries’ belligerence and aggression, such as 
India. 

  

Jewish influence and power in the financial sector is another aspect of the issue. The global 
credit crisis which began in 2006 is a case in point. Crises of this kind do not, of course, 
happen by accident. They are the product of unconscionable practices engaged in by key 
players in the financial world, a large proportion of whom are ethnic Jews. For example, it 
is a well-known fact that a large share of the financial sector is moneylending and a large 
share of the latter is mortgage lending. America’s biggest sub-prime mortgage lenders were 
Ameriquest Mortgage and Argent Mortgage, founded by Roland Edmond Arnall, a French-
born Jew of East European origin. 

  

As reported in The Times (March 19, 2008, p. 84), “Ameriquest’s logo was the Liberty 
Bell, but the business that styled itself the proud sponsor of the American dream was 
increasingly accused of operating ‘boiler rooms’ of agents who persuaded borrowers to take 
out loans that they could ill afford with fees buried in the small print and interest rates 
higher than promised”. In 2006 no fewer than 49 state attorney generals launched class-
action suits charging Ameriquest with the essentially fraudulent practice of “bait and 
switch”, forcing it to pay $325 million and close 229 branches. In 2007 the company was 
sold to Citigroup. Particularly disturbing is the fact that despite his fraudulent practices, 
Arnall was a donour to political parties, a founding co-chairman of the Los Angeles Simon 
Wiesenthal Center (the Jewish human rights organisation) and had himself appointed US 
Ambassador to the Netherlands. 



  

In 2008, Arnall apparently died of cancer and, therefore, was unable to enjoy his ill-gained 
fortune, estimated at $3 billion. Unfortunately, however, the mortgage disaster he created 
was to have far-reaching implications. For, from the very beginning, Ameriquest was 
linked with Wall Street businesses which provided the funds and bundled Arnall’s loans 
into mortgage-backed bonds. This reflects the widespread capitalist phenomenon 
euphemistically called “hyper-finance” (but which others would call “usury” or worse), or 
the practice whereby banks borrow money from each other in order to provide loans to 
customers, which creates a long chain of intermediate transactions generating some profits 
to banks, but also increasing the amount of debts banks owe each other. When things go 
wrong, loss of confidence or sudden withdrawals of liquidity leave banks unable to pay 
back their debts, leading to their collapse and affecting all other businesses connected with 
them. 

  

The above is illustrated by the collapse and take-over by the State of the Northern Rock 
bank in Britain; the failure of the Bear Stearns investment bank in the USA, which as The 
Times puts it, was “bought for a song by its rival JP Morgan Chase”; the US Government’s 
seizure of the mortgage banks Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac; the failure of the investment 
bank Lehman Brothers; the take-over of Merrill Lynch by Bank of America, etc. As The 
Times concedes, “The culpable are spread across the whole gamut of America’s political, 
economic and banking infrastructure. They trickle down from Capitol Hill with the policies 
devised at Washington’s Federal Reserve Bank and head up the coast to Manhattan’s Wall 
Street chief executives …. Sitting at the top of the blame tree, many look to Alan 
Greenspan, the former Chairman of the Federal Reserve” (The Times, March 19, 2008, p. 
70). Indeed, the cheap cost of borrowing created by Greenspan’s interest rate cuts in the 
1990s resulted in an inflated housing market and this in turn created the ideal environment 
in which mortgage brokers like Arnall and others could deploy their fraudulent lending 
techniques. 

  

And then, of course, there are the financial speculators – shadowy individuals acting as 
front men for even more shadowy groups – who do their utmost to drive the share prices 
down and put the companies in question out of business. Although not all bankers and 
financial traders are corrupt, it is evident from recurring scandals and the revelations of 
insiders, such as Daniel Reingold (Confessions of a Wall Street Analyst: A True Story of 
Inside Information and Corruption in the Stock Market, 2006) that corrupt and immoral 
practices are widespread in the US financial sector. This pattern of immoral (and criminal) 
behaviour is confirmed by the activities of another prominent member of America’s Jewish 
community, the Wall Street “investment adviser” Bernard Lawrence Madoff, whose multi-
billion dollar swindle has been described by the sentencing judge as “extraordinarily evil” 
and earned him 150 years in prison.   

  



Needless to say, Indian, Chinese and Japanese banks and other businesses are also 
inevitably affected by such practices in Jewish-dominated American finance and so is 
ultimately the entire world economy. But perhaps this is the idea. Disruption of the world 
economy, in particular of Eastern nations, must serve the interests of some Western 
capitalist groups (at the very least it benefits those that control vast reserves of gold and oil) 
and therefore must be part of their plan. In other words, we may safely identify the latest 
developments in the global economy as manifestations of the ongoing Abrahamic Crusade 
against the East.  

  

Hypocritically, senior figures in the Christian Church have attacked world Capitalism as 
unethical, condemning stock market traders as “bank robbers”. John Sentamu, the 
Archbishop of York admitted that “We have all gone to this temple called money. We have 
all worshipped at it. No one is guiltless … we have all become enslaved” (The Times, 
September 25, 2008, p. 3). Indeed, the Church which owns shares in capitalist enterprises 
like Shell and BP, and engages in stock trading (including short-selling) itself, is part and 
parcel of the system. However, while any admission of guilt from Western leaders must be 
welcomed as a positive step, more honest and constructive would have been a confession to 
the fact that Capitalism is a product of Judaeo-Christian culture. For while the merchant 
class in Eastern traditions has always operated in harmony with the other classes, in 
Western, Judaeo-Christian culture it has been allowed to lord it over everyone else  – with 
catastrophic results.       

  

Irrespective of whether or not the 2008 financial crisis will be a repetition of the Great 
Depression of the 1930s, it clearly exposes the malignant nature of Capitalism and 
demonstrates that what Professor Ferguson calls the “Protestant-Deist-Catholic-Jewish mix 
that emanates from modern America” (Empire, p. 373) does not necessarily work for the 
benefit of the human race. In the final analysis, therefore, the claim to Abrahamic 
superiority over all other races and cultures is contradicted by the facts on the ground. This 
is entirely predictable in view of the fact that Abrahamic systems are money-centered 
pathologies engendered by a dysfunctional society which has allowed itself to be taken over 
and enslaved by self-interested groups leading a parasitical life at the expense of others. 
The pathological condition of US society also coincides with the fact that only a quarter of 
the total population lives in rural areas and only a small percentage of that (about one per 
cent of the total US population) is actually involved in farming as an occupation. Thus we 
may identify the suppression and contraction (indeed, virtual disappearance) of the farming 
class as an accurate indicator of pathological imbalance in human society. A society that 
has cut itself off from Nature, living in artificial and unnatural developments like modern 
cities – complete with slums and shanty towns – also cuts itself off from God, from 
authentic spirituality and from sound moral and ethical principles and values. This in turn 
generates, or otherwise encourages, further pathological developments and complications.  

  



US Capitalism and Islam 

  

In addition to predatory and fraudulent banking practices, America is following the familiar 
late-Capitalist pattern of procuring labour through immigration. As immigration in North 
America is largely from Latin America, the Islamisation process is somewhat slower than 
in Europe. But it is happening nonetheless. With regard to the problem of Islam, there is not 
much the US can do about it as some of its key business partners are Muslim. While US 
troops are neutralising a few Islamic extremists in Iraq and Afghanistan, nothing is being 
done to eradicate Islam on American soil. As President Bush has said, “Islam is not an 
issue”. And that is that. But while Islam is “not an issue” in the US, enormous pressure is 
being put by US administrations on the European Union to admit Islamic Turkey as a 
member. The fanciful official US position is that by allowing Turkey into Europe this will 
help to water down Islamic extremism in Turkey and in the region. What is conveniently 
ignored by the American leadership is that all Capitalist attempts to “water down” or 
otherwise manipulate Islam have spectacularly failed and backfired. This is because even 
“moderate” Islam as supposedly practised in Turkey is radical by comparison to other 
religious or political systems, including Capitalism itself. For, while Capitalists, Christians, 
Hindus and others define themselves as human beings first, and second as members of a 
particular religious or political denomination, Muslims define themselves as Muslim first 
and foremost. 

  

Thus Islamic religious identity forms the very core of Muslim psychology, resulting in an 
inherent ideological attitude which proves to be much more resilient and stronger than 
anything Capitalism has to offer. Capitalism may try to bribe Muslims into becoming more 
moderate and accepting “democratic” patterns of behaviour which are acceptable and 
convenient to Capitalism. The Muslims will, indeed, take the capitalists’ bribes in the form 
of cash or military hardware. But they will not change their habits. On the contrary, they 
will use whatever Capitalism gives them against the capitalist “unbelievers”. In conclusion, 
bribing Muslims is not only a waste of time and resources but it is positively counter-
productive and self-defeating. It is like the proverbial casting pearls before the swine and 
like feeding a baby crocodile in the vain hope that it will not eat you one day when it has 
grown up. Turkey’s entry to the European Union may provide cheap labour and new 
markets for Capitalism. It may even bring the latter closer to Middle Eastern oil, which is 
the ultimate capitalist dream. However, apart from contributing to an undesirable rise in 
Europe’s Muslim population, Turkey has extremely porous borders, providing millions of 
Muslims, including extremists, with an ideal opportunity to enter Europe from Syria, Iraq, 
Iran, Pakistan and other Islamic states, thereby substantially accelerating the Islamisation of 
the Western world. This cannot be in the interest of either Europe or the international 
community. 

  



It must be said in this context that German National Socialism was also friendly to some 
extent towards Islam as, indeed, were some Indian Nationalist movements. However, 
German and Indian Nationalist co-operation with Islam was a purely tactical alignment in 
the struggle against the British Empire. In contrast, International Capitalism has made Islam 
its business partner for no other reason than capitalist greed for resources, markets and 
cheap labour. As Islam is ideologically stronger than money-centred Capitalism, the defeat 
of European and Indian Nationalism has allowed Islam to fill the power vacuum after the 
collapse of the British Empire. Meanwhile, German Nationalism is still being used as a 
scapegoat and a bogeyman to deflect Western attention from the true dangers of the modern 
world, namely, Christianity, Capitalism, Communism and, above all, Islam. Thus, the 
weekly Time magazine (September 19, 2008) laments the fact that, in Austria, “The repulse 
of the Ottoman Empire’s army from Vienna [Austria’s capital city] in 1683, when Muslim 
hordes were feared to be on the verge of overrunning Europe, is still widely 
commemorated” and describes as “unsettling” nationalist chants of “Austria First!” and 
“Our Homeland! Our people! Our culture! Our language! Is what I stand for” etc.     

  

It is evident that in this regard the US media follow the example of the British propaganda 
machine which is the world leader in anti-Nationalist agitation. The Times, for example, 
reports with great alarm that “the growth of extremist tendencies in Austria have caused 
concern” (September, 26, 2008, p. 50). The questions that must be asked are, firstly, what 
exactly are these “extremist tendencies” and, secondly, to whom are they causing concern? 
As the same article reports, these “extremist tendencies” are articulated through such 
nationalist slogans as “We are the owners of Austria and we will determine who gets in”, 
“Homeland instead of Islam” and “Vienna must not become Istanbul [Turkey’s main city]”. 
Any journalist or newspaper editor possessed of a degree of objectivity and common sense 
ought to appreciate the fact that a small European nation like Austria – with a population of 
less than 10 million – cannot survive the influx of millions of Muslim foreigners. On closer 
examination, therefore, Austrian “extremism” turns out to be nothing but legitimate self-
defence. Would American, British or Israeli citizens wish their capital city to become like 
Istanbul or Baghdad? Would they like to see their country overrun by millions of Muslims? 
It is doubtful that they would. 

  

As for the identity of those who are concerned over Austrian “extremism”, The Times 
helpfully informs us that “The Jewish and Islamic community [sic] have protested against 
the extreme agendas of the far-right politicians”. The conclusion that must be drawn from 
the above assertions is that the parties concerned about Austrian “extremism” are not the 
Austrian people, but “the Jewish and Islamic community” and its collaborators in the 
European Union bureaucracy and elsewhere. (Note the use of the word “community” in the 
singular, betraying a subconscious classification of Jews and Muslims into one 
community.) It is in the interest of such groups to link the legitimate interests of the 
Austrian people to “extremism” as part of a negative, anti-Nationalist propaganda 
campaign. Evidently, immigrants in Capitalism are given priority over the native 
population because they accept lower wages, providing cheap labour for the Capitalist 



system. Besides, Capitalist media never have anything positive to report on Germany, 
Austria, India, Japan or any other nation they regard as the enemy of Western capitalist 
interests. The fact is that Capitalism does not only control capital and means of production. 
It also controls information by controlling the media and other opinion forming instruments 
which it owns. Thus, while it suppresses the true interests of the people, Capitalism 
promotes anti-national trends to the detriment of the nations concerned. This brings us once 
again to the prevalent cultural and spiritual degeneracy of the Western world as a symptom 
of the Capitalist pathology.  

  

A key aberration of Capitalism – which was correctly identified by German, Indian, 
Japanese and other 20th century Nationalist movements – was the promotion of aberrant 
cultural trends as observed, for example, in the fashion and music industries as well as in 
literature and in other fine arts. Today, the pathological, anti-national and anti-spiritual 
nature of Capitalism is clearly demonstrated by the systematic promotion of highly 
materialistic, ego-centric, narcissistic, immoral and unspiritual thought and behaviour as 
illustrated by the idealisation of popular cult figures like Michael Jackson, Puff Diddy, 
Snoop Dogg, Gary Glitter, Britney Spears, Amy Winehouse and others. A self-appointed, 
culture-manufacturing mafia, controlling fashion businesses, recording studios and “reality 
TV” shows not only imposes its own interpretation of “culture” upon the world, but enables 
a host of dubious and dysfunctional characters to lead an unproductive and parasitical life 
on the back of the masses whom they are exploiting and corrupting at the same time. These 
developments also demonstrate that the “opium of the people” in Capitalism is not religion, 
but the toxic mix of pseudo-culture designed to intellectually and culturally stultify and 
anaesthetise the masses for the purpose of rendering them unconscious of their condition of 
cultural degeneracy and subjugation to the money-centred Capitalist order. 

  

Needless to say, such cultural trends which are ignoring and systematically suppressing 
man’s spiritual and moral needs inevitably work in favour of Islam. For while Islam despite 
all its aberrations still has elements that can be interpreted as religious beliefs, family 
values, etc. with which the masses can identify, modern Capitalist culture has none – its 
only “values” are Ego and Mammon. Faced with a choice of anarchic, Afro-American 
drugs-and-guns culture (which is a grotesque distortion of authentic African tradition) on 
one hand and the discipline and moral values (however twisted) of Islam on the other, many 
a confused and disorientated Westerner will often opt for the latter. In the absence of proper 
role models, the burka-clad Muslim neighbour begins to appear as more worthy of 
emulation than her half-clad, alcohol-guzzling, promiscuous Christian counterpart who 
invariably gets left to look after a handful of children by as many different fathers. 

  

As a money-centred, ego-indulging, self-destructive system, Capitalism will not last 
forever. Indeed, it has already entered a phase of decline. Yet while it is artificially being 
kept alive by Capitalist business and banks, its many problems remain unresolved. Even 



worse, they are compounded by the rise of Islam to which Capitalism itself has contributed 
in no small measure. Thus, in the final analysis, the victory of Capitalism over Nationalism 
has meant a victory of Islam over the West. The truth of the matter is that even on the 
absurd hypothesis that Britain, America and Israel will one day defeat “al-Qaeda” abroad, 
they can do absolutely nothing about the Islamic enemy at home. It follows from this that 
Nationalism is the answer to the evils of the Western world. Only Nationalism can defeat 
Islam at home. Only an international community of strong, free and sovereign nations can 
resist the onslaught of criminal systems like Capitalism and Islam, and not a soft and mushy 
jumble of nationalities thrown together under the rule of some spineless and immoral anti-
national leadership. 

  

Without Nationalism, Germany will succumb to Islam, just as Britain has. Other nations 
infected by anti-national strands of Capitalism will follow one by one. France and Spain 
already belong to this category. Nor must we imagine that India will be spared from 
meeting the same fate. Capitalist-infected, Congress-Party dominated Indian governments 
have no intention of stemming this new Capitalist-Islamic invasion of India. Indeed, the 
Islamic invasion from Pakistan, Bangladesh, the Gulf States and elsewhere is not even 
being adequately registered and reported for fear of provoking a “Hindu Nationalist 
backlash”. But a Hindu Nationalist backlash is precisely what is needed to resolve the 
problem before it is too late. The only realistic strategy to pursue is to replace the entire 
Western Pathology and its manifestations, Capitalism, Christianity, Communism and Islam 
with Hindu Dharma which alone is capable of healing the terrible disease which is 
afflicting mankind and bring the dislocated and disorientated World back to the Right Path. 
While other forms of Nationalism have failed, Hindu Nationalism is destined on account of 
its unique spiritual and moral qualities to defeat the evils of the West and save India and the 
world from sure destruction. The Clash of Civilisations can only be avoided if non-
Abrahamic nations have a say in the running of the world. This will only happen if Hindu 
India together with China, Japan and other Eastern nations, seize the initiative and 
challenge the rule of the corrupt and malignant Western powers. On its part, the West must 
come to terms with the fact that, whether it likes it or not, it must learn to share the world 
with the East.  

  

  

__________________________ 
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COMMUNISM OR THE NEW 
IMPERIALISM 

  

  

It was shown in the foregoing chapters that the Western Pathology which had 
begun in the second millennium BCE with what Professor Jan Assmann has 
called the “Mosaic distinction” (or Abrahamic Subversion of the established 
World Order), gradually developed into Christianity and Islam and the various 
forms of Imperialism connected with these. Capitalism itself was a product of 
Abrahamic (Judaeo-Christian) culture in which Europe’s dysfunctional society 
had come to be dominated by degenerate and corrupt elements of the merchant 
classes. These elements, represented by the various European East India 
Companies (such as the infamous English East India Company), among others, 
soon came to dominate not only the West (Europe, Africa and America) but also 
the East (India, China and Japan).       

  

Thus, just as Biblical religion had brought oppression, suffering and death to 
Canaan (Ancient Israel), so its offshoots Christianity and Islam brought 
oppression, suffering and death to millions in Europe, Asia and elsewhere – and 
so did Capitalism. The latest manifestation of this pathology, Communism or 
Marxism-Leninism which arose in the 19th century, followed the same 
Abrahamic pattern of destruction. Its prophet, Karl Marx, was of course an 
atheist. This, however, did not prevent him from seeking to establish a new cult 



with himself as prophet, leader and “God” not only of the West but of the entire 
human race. As Western scholars have observed, “Marx was the Prophet; the 
Proletariat was the Chosen People; the socialist movement was the Church; the 
Revolution was the Second Coming; Communism was the Promised Land” 
(Isaiah Berlin, Karl Marx: His Life and Environment, 4th edn., 1978; Angus 
Walker, Marx: His Theory and Its Context, 2nd edn., 1989 in Europe: A History, 
1996, p. 837).      

  

Indeed, the malignant character of Marxism cannot be properly understood 
without an understanding of the personality of its founder. Historical evidence 
shows that Karl Marx was a disingenuous man who lived off his friend and 
admirer Friedrich (Frederick) Engels and his own aristocratic wife Jenny Marx 
(formerly von Westphalen) whose father was a senior official in the Royal 
Prussian Provincial Government. In later years Marx did not find it beneath 
himself to pawn his wife’s family silver and live on money borrowed from 
whoever took pity on him, including his baker and butcher. Marx’s fellow-
revolutionary Engels who, like Marx, wanted to abolish the aristocracy, also 
liked the good life especially fox-hunting – the traditional pastime of the British 
aristocracy. As owner of a textile business, Engels at least could afford his 
lifestyle. In contrast, Marx could not. 

  

During his thirty-four years of leisure in London, Marx received at least 150 
pounds sterling per year from Engels and other supporters. This would have 
been sufficient to keep a lower-middle-class family going and more than enough 
to support a large working-class family. Yet despite all this financial support, as 
Francis Wheen has put it in his excellent study, Karl Marx, “The Marxes lived 
in a state of siege: grubby police spies from Prussia lurked all too conspicuously 
outside, keeping note of the comings and goings, while irate butchers and bakers 
and bailiffs hammered on the door”. Unwilling to give up his easy life, Marx felt 
that he needed a personal secretary and a servant – with whom he had an 
illegitimate child. Half of the articles he wrote for various newspapers like the 
New York Tribune, were actually written by Engels, while Marx spent year after 
year doing nothing but reading books at the British Museum library and plotting 
a worldwide Communist take-over. 

  

When pressed to produce some work he had promised to deliver he would 
conveniently fall ill and spend weeks or months in bed. When he did write 
anything, his wife had to transcribe his illegible scribbling into proper writing 
before anyone could read it. According to handwriting analysts or graphologists, 
illegible handwriting indicates personality disorders such as a desire to hide 



one’s true thoughts and hence a tendency to dishonesty. This is entirely 
consistent with what is known about Marx. Historical evidence also shows that 
Marx suffered from hidradenitis, a painful skin disease causing boils and 
suppurating sores or “furuncles, boils and carbuncles” as he called it, which 
according to modern scientists has severe physical and psychological effects like 
inability to work, self-loathing, alienation and aggression – all of which results 
in an unbalanced state of mind reflected in his writings (Prof. Sam Shuster, 
British Journal of Dermatology, quoted in The Times, October 31 2007). 

  

However, obsession with personal power, perhaps as a compensation for his 
physical disability, must be admitted to have been one of Karl Marx’s main 
characteristics. Gustav Techow – a Prussian officer and chief of the general staff 
of the Palatinate (South-West German) Revolutionary Army – describes his 
remarkably accurate impression of Marx during a London meeting of the 
Communist League in 1850: “First we drank port, then claret [red wine], then 
champagne. After the red wine he [Marx] was completely drunk. That was 
exactly what I wanted, because he would be more openhearted than he would 
probably otherwise have been …. In view of our aims [German Republicans of 
the 1948 Uprising shared some of the pro-democracy aims of the Communists], 
I regret to say that this man, with his fine intellect, is lacking in nobility of soul. 
I am convinced that the most dangerous personal ambition has eaten away at all 
the good in him. The only people he respects are the aristocrats …. In order to 
drive them from government, he needs a source of strength which he can find 
only in the proletariat. Accordingly, he has tailored his system to them …. I took 
away with me the impression that the acquisition of personal power was the aim 
of all his endeavours” (quoted by Francis Wheen, p. 240).   

  

Indeed, it is evident even from a cursory overview of his private and public life 
that Marx was a clever, power-obsessed charlatan who knew how to use his 
knowledge of history, philosophy and economics as well as his debating skills 
(acquired from his lawyer father) to cynically manipulate and exploit others to 
his own advantage. At the same time as he was using his clever rhetoric to 
mobilise the proletariat, Marx was living off the aristocracy and the bourgeoisie 
while he himself was doing nothing. In other words, he was living the same 
parasitic life of the non-productive capitalist classes which he wanted to see 
eliminated by a proletarian revolution. As one of the most unproductive 
individuals in the history of mankind, Marx would have been one of the first to 
be liquidated by a proletarian revolution on authentic Communist lines. 

  

The personality of its founder is in itself sufficient to discredit the entire edifice 



of Marxism. However, given that Marx’s theories continue to be fashionable 
among certain political and cultural circles, it is necessary to debunk some of the 
main Marxian teachings so that the rotten and putrid tree of Communism is 
felled once and for all and it can no longer cast its evil shadow upon the world. 
We have seen that Capitalism in Britain (the classical example of Capitalist 
society) had started with the dispossession of the peasantry for the purpose of 
making land available to sheep farming to supply the textile industry with wool 
– which subsequently expanded, assuming a leading position with the 
introduction of Indian cotton (to replace wool). The textile industry or industry 
in general was not, of course, the only basis of the Capitalist system. Commerce 
and finance had already begun to develop along capitalist patterns in 
Renaissance Italy. However, whether industrial, commercial, financial or 
otherwise, Capitalism was an inherently malign system based on the 
dispossession of the masses both at home and abroad – as demonstrated by the 
emergence of Capitalist Colonialism and Imperialism. 

  

The dispossessed and exploited masses both in the European heart of emerging 
Capitalist empires (Britain, France, etc.) and in their colonies were beginning to 
react strongly to the Capitalist pathology. This reaction had immense 
revolutionary potential which was hijacked by the capitalist bourgeoisie for its 
own ends. The communists in their turn hijacked the revolutionary trend from 
the bourgeoisie for their own purposes. In this context, it is interesting to note 
that, as European Jews had been involved in the rise of Capitalism, Colonialism 
and Imperialism, they were now also involved in the rise of Communism. 
Indeed, as a growing percentage of the European bourgeoisie consisted of ethnic 
Jews, Jewish involvement in revolutionary movements was perhaps inevitable. 
As observed by the Encyclopaedia Judaica, “In some countries Jews became the 
leading element in the legal and illegal Communist parties” (Vol. 5, p. 794) and 
“During the [Russian] Revolution  Jews played a prominent part in the party 
organs” (p. 797). Indeed, Jews were not only involved in Communist 
revolutionary movements but also in bourgeois-democratic ones and others. The 
financier Haym Salomon had been one of the main sponsors of the American 
Revolution against the British Empire. The French government which supported 
the American Revolution was similarly assisted by Jewish financiers in France. 
Jews were also found among the leadership of Russia’s Socialist-Revolutionary 
Party. 

  

Thus the historical evidence shows that the same ethnic and cultural group 
which was responsible for the rise of Abrahamic religion and played a 
prominent part in the rise of Capitalism, also assumed a leading role in the rise 
of Communism. Unfortunately, scholars have failed to properly investigate this 
curious fact, let alone find a satisfactory explanation for it. In the absence of an 



official explanation, apart from the biblical belief in the children of Israel as 
“God’s Chosen People”, the Jewish tendency to initiate revolutionary trends of a 
subversive character may be linked with the historical tensions between the 
nomadic ancestors of the Jews and their non-nomadic neighbours. Indeed, 
European Jews were a deracinated and alien group whose relationship with the 
host population was often fraught with difficulties. Although by the beginning of 
the Capitalist era Jews were no longer nomadic as such, some being farmers, 
their nomadic instincts must have been largely preserved through their 
migrations from the Middle East to North Africa and Europe as well as through 
their international movements as traders. 

  

At any rate, the fact is that Jewish communities generally existed as nations 
within nations, following their own laws and customs. As one might reasonably 
expect, the interests of the Jewish communities were not always identical with 
those of the host populations. It is equally reasonable to expect that in this 
conflict of interests, the Jewish communities sought to influence the host 
populations to their own advantage, giving rise to further tension and conflict. 
This contradiction was acknowledged, for example, by the French authorities 
under Napoleon Bonaparte who in 1806 summoned all European Jews to attend 
a Grand Sanhedrin (Jewish Assembly) for the purpose of settling certain 
important issues such as that Jews ought to be governed by the laws of the 
nation state and not by their own laws; that Jews owed allegiance to the host 
country; that Jews ought to regard non-Jews as brothers rather than strangers, 
etc. In other words, a conscious effort was made by the French authorities to 
make it clear to Jews that it was their responsibility to become French or 
European and integrate into the host population. 

  

The Ashkenazi (German) banking dynasty of the Rothschilds which was 
established in Frankfurt, Vienna, Naples, Paris and London and had financed 
various European royal houses (Louis XVIII, Charles X, Louis-Philippe, etc.), 
was just one example of the many powerful Jewish families of the time apart 
from the Lazards, the Sterns, the Speyers and the Seligmans. Other important 
names were Furtado, Eichtal, Rodrigues, Laurent-Meyer, Dupont and many 
others. Apart from the Rothschilds’ well-known influence on the Bank of 
England, Jewish financiers were involved in the establishment of European 
banks like the German Deutsche Reichsbank, the Dresdner Bank and many 
others. Being active as financiers, merchants, insurers or plain moneylenders, 
powerful Jews naturally were in a position to influence the populations of the 
countries they inhabited. Nor was Jewish influence exerted by economic means 
alone. During the early Middle Ages, in Europe Jewish (Abrahamic) thought 
had been influential through the spread of Christianity and in Asia through the 
spread of Islam. In later centuries, Jewish thought became influential through 



Jewish philosophers, scientists and political and economic theorists, including 
Communists. 

  

This influence, of course, was not exerted by the Jewish masses as a whole, but 
by a powerful and influential minority among the Jewish leadership. Thus, just 
as the Rothschilds in London, Paris and Vienna and the Warburgs in Hamburg 
and Berlin were the “leaders of international financial Capitalism” (Ferguson, p. 
293) and, as such, presumably led Capitalism in a direction convenient to 
themselves, so a few influential members of the Jewish community – Ferdinand 
Loslauer, Karl Marx et al. – harnessed the revolutionary potential of the 
European masses for their own purposes. It is in this wider context of Jewish 
influence over, and manipulation of, non-Jews (or “Goyim”) that the activities of 
Karl Marx must be examined. 

  

Having lost their true cultural identity as a result of centuries of Christianity and 
Capitalism, the European masses were particularly easy to influence and 
manipulate. To be sure, the concept of an egalitarian society was not the creation 
of Marx or even a Jewish creation. It had developed as a natural reaction to the 
chronic inequalities of European Capitalism and formed the basis of a number of 
revolutionary movements aiming to overthrow Capitalist rule. Among these 
revolutionary movements, the Communists ostensibly sought to establish the 
rule of the exploited masses – the peasantry and the industrial proletariat. These 
revolutionary trends were subsequently sponsored and exploited by various 
interests including Jewish ones. 

  

Being involved in commerce and finance it is not surprising that sections of the 
Jewish community supported Capitalism. But why did they support 
Communism? To answer this important question, it must be recalled that most 
ethnic Jews, like Marx’s own family, were no longer practising their religion, 
subscribing instead to various shades of secularist trends ranging from mild 
religiosity to staunch Atheism. Hence Atheism was not regarded as a problem 
by most Jews. Indeed, it was hoped that by removing religion as a cause of 
division and conflict between Jews and non-Jews, greater harmony could be 
achieved between the two groups. Since religion in 19th century Europe meant 
Christianity and Judaism, it is evident that the atheist movement was a protest 
movement against Abrahamic religion. European Atheism, therefore, must be 
understood as an attempt to reverse or cancel the Mosaic distinction (or 
Abrahamic Divide) created by Abrahamic religion and the resulting inter-
religious and inter-ethnic tensions. 



  

There were also obvious social tensions created by Capitalism which itself was a 
specific product of Judaeo-Christian culture. Indeed, in view of the widespread 
discontent among the masses, Capitalism could no longer be supported in its 
established forms. At the same time, Christian and neo-Pagan Nationalism was 
at loggerheads with Jewish Nationalism (Zionism). Thus Communism at the 
time seemed to provide the best answers both to the problem of Capitalism and 
to anti-Jewish Nationalism. As observed by the Encyclopaedia Judaica, as a 
reaction to the 1880s persecutions in Russia “a segment of the Jewish 
intelligentsia turned to revolution” (Vol. 16, p. 1042). However, Jewish 
revolutionaries like Aaron Samuel Liebermann (1844-1880) were active even 
before the 1880s. Nor was this phenomenon limited to Russia. In Germany, 
which was an important hotbed of Communist revolutionism, in addition to Karl 
Marx himself there were other prominent ethnic Jews such as Ferdinand 
Lassalle a.k.a. Loslauer (1825-1864), founder of the General German Workers’ 
Association (later known as the Socialist Democratic Party of Germany) which, 
incidentally, continues to play a key role in German politics even today. And, of 
course, in later years we encounter leading figures like Polish-born Rosa 
Luxemburg (1869-1919), founder of the “German” Communist Party and the 
Hungarian Bela Kun who was a leading Comintern member. What becomes 
evident is that European Jews were not mere supporters of Communism, but 
formed the very vanguard of the Communist movement. It is indisputable, 
therefore, that both Capitalism and Communism, which is a reaction against the 
former, are the unique and specific product of the European pathology 
engendered by Judaeo-Christian civilisation. 

  

It was on the background of this general pathology and the revolutionary 
ferment it had generated that Karl Marx succeeded in making his name as a 
revolutionary leader mainly by financing revolutionary organisations with 
money inherited from his family, but also by providing a theoretical basis on 
which communist revolutionaries could legitimise their struggle against 
Capitalism. As we shall presently demonstrate, this theoretical basis was itself 
based on bogus utopian theories and unexamined assumptions which do not 
stand well to logical investigation. It must be noted in this context that Marx was 
not an original thinker. As observed by Professor Norman Davies, Marx “took 
the subject of materialist history from Feuerbach, the class struggle from Saint-
Simon, the dictatorship of the proletariat from Babeuf, the labour theory of value 
from Adam Smith, the theory of surplus value from Bray and Thompson, the 
principle of dialectical progress from Hegel. All these components were put 
together in a messianic doctrine whose psychological roots are thought to lie in 
the Judaism which his family had deserted during his childhood” (Europe: A 
History, p. 837). Indeed, although Marx’s grandfather, Meir Halevi (a.k.a. Marx 
Levi) belonged to a line of orthodox rabbis (Jewish religious leaders), his father 



Hirsch Mordechai had converted to Christianity, assuming the name Heinrich 
Marx. Marx himself came under the influence of atheistic philosophers like his 
teacher and friend Bruno Bauer (1809-1882). Perhaps as a compensation 
mechanism for his lost faith, Marx sought to construct his own surrogate 
religion with himself as a central figure. 

  

What this demonstrates is that Marxism was as much a product of Marx’s 
dysfunctional personality as Marx himself was the product of dysfunctional 
European society. As part of this process of self-aggrandizement, Marx spent 
much of his life appropriating the ideas of other thinkers, from Hegel to Darwin, 
re-working them into his own theories which he then publicised as a journalist 
and writer. Thus he systematically established himself as a kind of “political 
scientist” or “prophet” which placed him at the forefront of the Communist 
movement, enabling him to practically hijack it for his own purposes. A better 
understanding of Marx’s predatory modus operandi will be obtained from his 
cynical take-over of the Paris-based League of the Just which had been 
established by German workers in 1836. In 1846, Marx and his comrade Engels 
founded the Brussels-based Communist Correspondence Committee the purpose 
of which was to maintain contact with the League and other like-minded 
associations in West Europe. Needless to say, Marx took the clever 
precautionary measure of populating the Correspondence Committee with his 
friend Engels, his wife Jenny, her brother Edgar von Westphalen and fellow-
Jews like Moritz (Moses) Hess. Marx then proceeded to systematically infiltrate 
the League, flooding it with members of his own Communist Correspondence 
Committee and expelling any members who disagreed with him. Within a year 
he was in complete control of the League which he renamed as the Communist 
League in London, in 1847. All the subsequent Communist Parties were 
descended from Marx’s Communist Correspondence Committee over which he 
ruled like a miniature dictator.   

  

To achieve his fraudulent aims and maintain control over his circle of devotees, 
Marx borrowed the theory of evolution from his fellow-atheist, Charles Darwin 
(1809-1882) – to whom he dedicated his book, Capital (Das Kapital) – and 
adapted it for his own purposes. While Darwin’s evolution theory proceeded 
from ape to man, Marx’s theory revolved on an imaginary progression from man 
to communist proletarian, the latter being styled the culmination of human 
evolution. Marxist theory believed that human evolution happens in five 
successive socio-political stages: Stone Age or the age of “Primitive 
Communism”, Slavery, Feudalism, Capitalism and Communism. Thus for a 
society to attain Communism, it had first to pass through Capitalism. Apart from 
the ludicrous assumption that the proletarian is intrinsically superior to the 
peasant and that being a proletarian represents the apex of human evolution, the 



fallacy of Marxist theory becomes immediately apparent when tested against 
historical fact. The evidence is that “Feudalist” society can perfectly well 
become Communist directly if Communism is imposed on its people with 
sufficient brutality as both the Russian (1917) and Chinese (1949) Revolutions 
have shown. Similarly, Stone Age society can “advance” directly to Capitalism 
without undergoing the phases of Slavery and “Feudalism”. 

  

Obviously, were neo-Communists to take their own Marxist beliefs seriously, 
they ought to introduce Capitalism in India and Nepal and not Communism, 
given that in their opinion, these countries are still largely in the “Feudalist Age” 
and that “Feudalism” is necessarily followed by Capitalism. Indeed, Marx 
himself believed that British Colonialism was good for India because it lifted the 
country out of “Feudalism” into Capitalism. Thus for Marx, the inhuman 
oppression of the Indian people by British Colonialism – which resulted in the 
death of tens of millions of people – was “progress”! The absurdities of 
Communist theory are only too evident. Marx himself must have been aware of 
this as he indefinitely postponed the establishment of Communism, insisting 
that, after Capitalism, society must pass through a stage of “Socialism” before 
Communism could be achieved. As this was a process which required decades 
or centuries to complete, Marx’s Communist Society was in practice an 
imaginary dreamland conveniently situated in the ever distant future – a kind of 
atheistic “Heaven” or “Paradise” evidently designed to replace the Heaven or 
Paradise of religion. In consequence, there was no danger for Marx of being 
exposed as a charlatan as even if a Communist revolution had taken place during 
his life time, he would have had the convenient excuse of having to push society 
through “Socialism” first, long before anyone could demand to see the actual 
results of Communism. As it happened, there was no Communist revolution 
during Marx’s lifetime. He could, therefore, carry on with his life of leisure in 
London without anyone being able to put his theories to the test in real life. 
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Incidentally, the same strategy is employed in other fraudulent systems of Abrahamic 
inspiration such as Capitalism and Islam. As we saw earlier, Capitalism started off as a 
predatory and exploitative system which had been opposed by the masses from the very 
beginning. In order to survive, it was forced to make concessions, or pretend to make 
concessions, to its opponents. Thus, in its colonialist-imperialist phase, Capitalism was 
pretending to bring “civilisation” and “progress” to subjugated nations to cover up its 



crimes against them. In its late-Capitalist phase it was forced to raise wages but then 
proceeded to procure cheap labour by importing it from abroad. Migrant labour was then 
skillfully played against local labour by the Capitalist classes, thus keeping wages low. 
Meanwhile, large-scale immigration contributed to the rise of unemployment, poverty, 
corruption, violence, crime, religious terrorism, etc. Today, the dream of “improving” 
Capitalist society remains as elusive as ever. 

  

Like Communism and “reformed” Capitalism, Islam also fraudulently claims to aim for the 
improvement of human society. However, when faced with the fact that it has failed to 
eradicate ignorance, poverty, corruption, oppression, violence, crime, religious fanaticism 
and other social evils, Muslims pretend that this is due to the fact that no country has yet 
been able to establish “true” Islamic society but that this will definitely happen in the 
future. But logic tells us that if Islam has failed to improve human society in thirteen 
centuries, there are scant chances of it being more successful in the future. Indeed, like 
Christianity before it, Islam has committed sufficient crimes to be classified as a criminal 
ideology. 

  

Marxism was no different. In addition, despite writing thousands of pages on the evils of 
Capitalism, Marx conveniently forgot to work out a practical plan whereby his utopian 
Communist society might be created. All that his theory stated was that the means of 
production had to be held in common by freely-associated individuals working for 
themselves with the means of production owned by themselves. In this hypothetical 
Communist society the ruling principle would no longer be profit making (as it was in 
Capitalism) but the fulfillment of the needs of all citizens as well as the full and free 
development of every individual. Who was to decide what the exact needs of all citizens 
were and how the free and full development of every individual was to be achieved, was 
never settled by Marx. Moreover, since Spirit did not exist in a materialist system like 
Marxism, it goes without saying that there was no mention of man’s spiritual development 
or needs. But as we saw in the case of the Capitalist system, it is precisely the suppression 
and neglect of spiritual needs which have caused the masses in the Capitalist world to turn 
to militant neo-Paganism in the 19th and 20th centuries and, after the defeat of neo-Paganist 
Nationalism, to Islam. As we shall have occasion to see, a similar process was to take place 
under Communism. 

  

Communism and Democracy 

  

In his barely coherent monologue State and Revolution, Lenin writes: “What is to replace 
the shattered [Capitalist] state machine? In 1847, in the Communist Manifesto, Marx 



answered this question still in a purely abstract manner, stating the problems rather than the 
methods of solving them. To replace this machinery by ‘the proletariat organised as the 
ruling class’, by ‘establishing democracy’ – such was the answer of the Communist 
Manifesto. Without resorting to Utopias, Marx waited for the experience of a mass 
movement to produce the answer to the problem as to the exact forms which this 
organisation of the proletariat as the ruling class will assume and as to the exact manner in 
which this organisation will be combined with the most complete, most consistent 
‘establishment of democracy’” (pp. 35-6). 

  

In other words, Marx, the great Communist leader, was campaigning for revolution without 
having any idea as to what was to replace the destroyed order. This was like the US 
Administration under President George W. Bush removing Saddam Hussein from power in 
2003 without having any idea as to what was to replace the old regime – apart from vague 
hints at “democracy”. What precisely George W. Bush meant by “democracy” in Iraq we 
shall never know. For, he never got a chance to fulfil his dream. But we know exactly what 
Marx and Lenin meant by “democracy” as they themselves explained it for us in their own 
words.   

  

In its original and true sense, Democracy means “people’s power” (from Greek “demos”, 
people and “kratia”, power). As a political system, Democracy was something the ancient 
Greeks briefly experimented with and was later resuscitated by Western Europeans who 
learned about it from Latin translations of ancient Greek texts in the 13th century and used 
the idea as a tool against the Monarchy and Aristocracy (and against the Christian Church). 
More recently, Democracy has come to be seen as an ideal and permanent state in which 
society is governed in accordance with the will of the people and in the interests of the 
people. What is very important to understand, however, is that this is not what Democracy 
means in Communism or Marxism-Leninism. In Marxism-Leninism, Democracy is not a 
goal but a means whereby Communist revolutionaries intend to establish the opposite of 
Democracy, namely, a “Dictatorship of the Proletariat”.  

  

Indeed, Marxist-Leninists regarded Democracy as a product of Capitalism. As declared by 
Lenin, “A democratic republic is the best possible political shell for capitalism” (State and 
Revolution, p. 14) …. “Democracy is a form of the state … like every state, it consists in 
organised, systematic application of force against human beings” (p. 82) …. “Democracy is 
an organisation for the systematic use of violence by one class against the other, by one part 
of the population against another” (p. 68) …. “Democracy is of great importance for the 
working class in its struggle for freedom against the capitalists. But democracy is by no 
means a limit one may not overstep; it is only one of the stages in the course of 
development from feudalism to capitalism, and from capitalism to Communism” (p. 82). 

  



In Marxism-Leninism, in the same way as Democracy is considered an instrument whereby 
the capitalist bourgeoisie commits violence against the working class, it is also considered 
as an instrument whereby the Communist revolutionaries might commit violence against 
the capitalists. In other words, although for decades Communist activists have constantly 
talked about “Democracy”, Democracy in the generally accepted sense has never been the 
goal of Communism. The term “Democracy” has been used purely as a tool by which 
Communists may defeat Capitalism, Feudalism or any other system and establish the 
“Dictatorship of the Proletariat” over other classes. This fraudulent use of Democracy 
cannot be blamed entirely on the Communists. For, historically speaking, Democracy, in 
particular, Parliamentary Democracy has been an invention whereby the capitalist merchant 
classes restricted the powers of the Monarchy, Aristocracy and Church in order to raise 
themselves to a position of dominance in European society. In the same way as Capitalism 
today promotes “Democracy” to advance its own imperialist agenda, so Communism uses 
the slogan of “Democracy” to fool the capitalists and others into accepting Communism.  

  

The truth of the matter is easily established by doing two things: (1) examining the 
Communist text books and (2) observing what Communists have done in those countries 
which they succeeded in bringing under their control. In both cases, the inescapable 
conclusion is that Democracy in Communism means Dictatorship or the means of 
achieving Dictatorship. Communists, of course, do not talk about Dictatorship to non-
Communists, but only about “Democracy”. The goal of Communism as officially 
advertised is to establish a society in which every citizen “gives according to his ability” 
and takes “according to his needs”. In such a society, labour is so productive that all 
citizens voluntarily work according to their ability. There will then be no need for any exact 
calculations by society of the quantity of products to be distributed to each of its members; 
each will take freely according to his needs (State and Revolution).    

  

Admittedly, this would be a wonderful society indeed. Who could possibly object to this? 
The thought of such a society is extremely convincing and tempting. No wonder that 
millions have fallen for it. Unfortunately, this utopian society, this dreamland, this 
“Paradise on Earth” is just a sham. It is the bait whereby the cynical Communist missionary 
attracts his victims before skillfully ensnaring them in his web of lies. Having trapped his 
victims with tales of “Democracy”, “Equality”, etc., he will then shamelessly admit that the 
utopian society he was talking about is really a thing of the future. To get to the desired 
dreamland one has to go through a phase of Dictatorship and unconditional submission to 
the ruling Communist clique. This “Dictatorship of the Proletariat”, therefore, is what needs 
to be established first. Those who go along with this will soon discover that in Communism 
the proletariat will never become the ruling class and the peasantry even less. The masses 
will simply be used to destroy the old order and seize power. And once the Communist 
leadership has seized power, only a counter-revolution can take it back and restore it to the 
people. 

    



The Fraudulence of the Russian Revolution 

  

Before we turn our attention to the central aspect of the Communist pathology and its 
social, political and economic manifestations, it is well to examine the methods by which 
Communism came to power in Russia. Following Marx’s death in 1883, it was left to his 
followers to work out the details of revolutionary theory and practice whereby the elusive 
“Communist Age” was to be brought about. In these circumstances, Russia’s Communist 
Revolution of 1917 was the easy part. Establishing Communism was much more difficult. 
Indeed, it eventually proved impossible. However, this was no reason for Marx’s faithful 
disciples not to carry on regardless. Just as Marx had spent decades in British libraries, 
Lenin spent a similar amount of time in Swiss libraries. He was therefore not a worker but a 
full-time intellectual. Despite his trademark workman’s cap, Lenin exhibited as little desire 
as Marx of becoming a proletarian or worker and thus attaining the highest stage of human 
evolution. Instead, he modestly contented himself with wanting only to lead the Russian 
Empire – and possibly the world. If Marxism had been a demonstrable fraud, Leninism 
which was based on it, could not have been anything else. 

  

Briefly stated, the Communists seized power by fraudulently gaining the support of 
sections of the working classes. Even before the Revolution, in his work, What is to be 
done? (1902) Vladimir (Ilyich Ulyanov) Lenin declared that the task of the Communist 
intellectuals was “to combat spontaneity, to divert the working-class movement from this 
spontaneous trade-unionist striving to come under the wing of the bourgeoisie, and to bring 
it under the wing of revolutionary Social-Democracy”. This is a clear admission of 
Communist intention to hijack the worker’s movement for the purposes of Communist 
take-over. In other words, it was not for the workers to decide what they wanted but for 
Communist intellectuals, that is, Utopian Theorists, to tell them what to do. At the same 
time, Lenin claimed that “the fundamental economic interests of the proletariat can be 
satisfied only by a political revolution that will replace the dictatorship of the bourgeoisie 
by the dictatorship of the proletariat”. Thus, as observed earlier, the alleged aim of 
Communism was to establish a dictatorship of the proletariat. 

  

The question which necessarily arises is, how can a dictatorship of the proletariat be 
established when the proletariat itself is being told what to do by the intellectuals (or 
theorists)? Evidently, as long as intellectuals lead the proletariat, the dictatorship cannot 
possibly be of the proletariat but of the intellectual class! Even if the proletariat or working 
class were not lead by (non-working) Communist intellectuals or bureaucrats, direct 
dictatorship or rule of the working class would still be impossible. For, a class that has to 
perform manual work for a living, will hardly find the time, energy, knowledge and 
experience required for governing a country. Moreover, while direct rule by the people may 
be applied in the case of a village, it is impossible in a complex society involving a large 



population and complex problems of governance. A separate class of professional 
politicians is necessary, that is, a ruling class that cannot simultaneously be a working class 
in the Marxist sense. In short, this is the fundamental fallacy of Marxist-Leninist 
Communism which clearly exposes it as a fraudulent and criminal system. For, at no point 
in the entire history of Communism did the proletariat become the ruling class. On the 
contrary, throughout its existence, Communist society has been ruled by a small clique of 
political theorists (or fraudsters) leading a parasitic existence on the backs of the peasantry 
and the proletariat with the collaboration of the administrative bureaucracy, the military and 
the secret police. Even after the Revolution of 1917, Lenin went on urging the proletariat 
not “to think of improving its position but to think of becoming the ruling class.” If he was 
sincere about the proletariat becoming the ruling class, why did he not step down together 
with his fellow-theorists and let the proletariat rule? Evidently, the theorists had no 
intention of letting the proletariat rule. 

This is a very important point to understand. For, in his 1848 Manifesto of the Communist 
Party Marx conceded that the dispossessed workers of Capitalism “seek to restore the 
vanished status of the workman of the Middle Ages”. Similarly, Engels in his note to the 
1888 English edition of the Manifesto acknowledges with approval the existence in the 
villages of the pre-Christian world “from India to Ireland” of what he calls a “primitive 
Communistic society”. Moreover, the same Manifesto states that the proletariat is the 
“product of the capitalist bourgeoisie”; that European towns were the product of the same 
bourgeoisie; that the said bourgeoisie has made the country “dependent on the towns”; and 
that one of the aims of the Communist revolution is the “gradual abolition of the distinction 
between town and country, by a more equable distribution of the population over the 
country”. In other words, what Marxian Communism purported to do was to reverse the 
evils of Capitalism and the Judaeo-Christian culture from which the former had emerged.   

Abolishing the domination of the countryside by the towns and restoring to farmers, 
artisans and workers the freedom they had enjoyed in pre-Capitalist, pre-Christian society, 
would have been the logical course of action. Indeed, since the proletariat was admittedly 
the “product of the capitalist bourgeoisie”, the proletariat itself ought to have been 
abolished by a true Communist movement. In practice, however, the reverse was 
happening. The truth of the matter is that Lenin promoted the “scientific management” of 
production known as Taylorism founded by the American Capitalist Frederick W. Taylor 
(1856-1915). As Professor John G. Gurley has pointed out, what Lenin did not seem to 
realise (or did not care about) was that “the essence of the Taylor system was to complete 
the subjection of labour to capital by stripping the worker of whatever control over the 
work process he might still possess” (Challengers to Capitalism, p. 86). As Lenin himself 
admitted, the strictest labour discipline, indeed “iron rule”, was to be imposed on the 
proletariat by the application of Taylor’s dictatorial “scientific management”. How the 
proletariat could possibly become the ruling class when it was systematically being stripped 
of all freedom and subjected to the dictatorship of Capitalist-inspired Communist 
Bureaucratism is beyond human comprehension. Such was the schizophrenic world of 
Marxism-Leninism. 

What this demonstrates is that the great leaders of the Russian Revolution – who styled 
themselves leaders not only of the Russian people but of the whole world – did not know 



what to do. As Lenin himself admitted, “By what stages, by means of what practical 
measures humanity will proceed to this higher aim [Communism or Socialism] – this we do 
not and cannot know” (State and Revolution, p. 82).  Not only were their theories self-
contradictory, they also contradicted the original ideals of the anti-Capitalist movement 
which the Marxist-Leninists had shamelessly hijacked for their own purposes. In view of 
this incontrovertible fact, the notion of Marxism being a “science” becomes preposterous. 
Above all, the theories of the Marxist-Leninist leadership contradicted the interests of the 
masses which they were supposed to represent and liberate from Capitalist oppression: the 
peasantry and the industrial workers. 

  

The name “Bolshevik” or “Majoritarian” which Lenin’s clique had given itself is a case in 
point. Lenin himself admits that the word “expresses nothing but the purely accidental fact 
that at the Brussels-London Congress of 1903 we had a majority” (State and Revolution, p. 
67). Indeed, at the Second Congress of the Russian Social-Democratic Labour (or 
Workers’) Party, Lenin’s faction had obtained a majority among the delegates on purely 
organisational questions. The name was nevertheless retained as it served the useful 
purpose of associating Lenin’s clique with the word “majority” and thereby wrongfully 
linking it with the majority of the Russian people. In reality, not only were the Bolsheviks a 
small minority which at no point in history represented the majority of the people and its 
interests, but their leader, Lenin, in his characteristically arrogant manner, did not care 
about popular support. All he wanted was to seize power irrespective of whether or not he 
had the support or approval of the masses. On their part, the masses were accustomed to 
being led and followed Lenin in good faith – though by no means all – to their own 
enslavement and destruction. 

  

Thus not only was Lenin a utopian theorist who had no idea what he was talking about. He 
was also a charlatan who concealed both his ignorance and his nefarious activities behind a 
smokescreen of secrecy and lies. As indicated above, Lenin’s intention had been all along 
to use a small, secretive revolutionary clique to “combat the spontaneity of the working-
class movement and divert [or hijack] it to his revolutionary Social-Democracy”. It is 
evident that Lenin’s strategy could not be justified on authentic Social-Democratic 
principles which were, by definition, democratic. Hence, as pointed out by Professor 
Norman Davies, “Lenin was condemned from the outset to cloak [his strategy] in fantasy. 
‘Mendacity is the soul of Bolshevism’. Put another way, Leninism was cargo-cult 
Socialism – a weird and distant imitation of the original model … It has taken the best part 
of a century for this fact to be generally recognised” (Europe: a History, pp. 839-840). 

  

Equally important to understand at this point is that the Russian Revolution of 1917 itself 
had nothing to do with Lenin. It was entirely due to the social and economic situation in the 
Russian Empire. Russia’s ill-considered war on Germany on the side of Britain and France 
during the First World War (1914-17) only made the situation unbearable. After a few 



outstanding German military victories over Russia in the first two years of the War, the 
latter was severely weakened, having suffered two million casualties. The Germans overran 
Poland early in the conflict, thereby depriving the Russian Empire of much of its industrial 
output and farming land. Russian backwardness and incompetence caused millions of 
farmers to be pressed into military service. Further millions were taken off their fields and 
made to work in the war industries. Thus, depletion of labour in the rural sector, destruction 
of cropland during the conflict and sheer official incompetence on Russia’s part resulted in 
widespread hardship and hunger, leading to strikes, riots and open rebellion. In short, the 
War had brought the Russian state to the verge of collapse and all that was needed was a 
push from the masses to bring it down.     

  

As for the rebelling masses, it is difficult to ascertain what they actually wanted apart from 
their obvious need of food and desire to put an end to the war. Major political parties 
advocating revolution such as the Socialist-Revolutionaries certainly intended to introduce 
land reforms. These reforms, however, entailed land-socialisation (distribution of land to 
peasants) and not land-collectivisation (nationalisation of land under state management) 
which was associated with Communism. (It was for this reason that the non-Marxist 
Socialist-Revolutionaries were dismissed by Lenin – together with the Marxist Mensheviks 
– as “petty-bourgeois Socialists”). At any rate, as reluctantly admitted by Trotsky, the 
Revolution was entirely spontaneous, being triggered by bread riots in the Capital (St 
Petersburg) and had nothing to do with the Marxist leadership which was in hiding. In 
consequence, the 1917 February Revolution cannot be regarded as a revolution in the 
Marxist-Leninist sense. Lenin himself at the time was not in Russia but in Zurich, 
Switzerland, where he indulged in his usual conspiracies of world domination. 
Consequently, he did not take active part in the Revolution and was taken by surprise – like 
the rest of the Marxist “leadership”. 

  

As already noted, despite holding only a diminutive amount of support in the Congress of 
Soviets, Lenin called his clique “Majoritarian” (Bolshevik). Although clearly aware of this 
misnomer, he conveniently declared that “The question of the name of the Party is 
incomparably less important than the question of the relation of the revolutionary 
proletariat to the state”. As leader of this imaginary majority, Lenin returned to Russia in 
April and proceeded to conspire to take over the Provisional Government which consisted 
mainly of Socialist-Revolutionaries. Following ongoing confrontations with the authorities, 
Lenin’s own revolution finally took place on 25 October. On that day, while the 
unsuspecting population was going about its daily business, Lenin instructed his Military-
Revolutionary Committee to seize power just a few hours before the meeting of the 
Congress. Lenin’s opponents, the Mensheviks (“Minoritarians”) who, despite their name 
actually formed a majority of delegates together with the Socialist-Revolutionaries and had 
expected to form a general socialist coalition with Lenin’s “Majoritarian” minority, 
protested. When negotiations broke down, the Mensheviks and Socialist-Revolutionaries 
walked out and Lenin’s Bolsheviks proceeded to form their own Communist government. 



  

For a better understanding of what was taking place, we only need consider that the 
Bolsheviks held only 25 per cent of the popular vote, whereas the Socialist-Revolutionaries 
had 75 per cent. Thus, in reality, Lenin’s “revolution” was a coup staged by a small clique 
of armed Marxist intellectuals and their brain-washed followers. Cossack troops loyal to 
Alexander Kerenski’s Provisional Government moved on the capital but were defeated by 
the forces of Lenin’s new Communist Government (known as Council of People’s 
Commissars or “Sovnarkom”). Lenin was appointed Chairman of Sovnarkom. Trotsky 
became People’s Commissar for Foreign affairs and the victory of the “will of the huge 
majority of workers, soldiers and peasants” was declared by the Bolsheviks on behalf of the 
people (yet without the latter’s support).    

  

The truth of the matter is that even in St Petersburg (or Petrograd, later Leningrad) 
Bolshevik power was limited, let alone in the rest of the country. This, however, did not 
prevent Lenin from imposing the rule of his “Majoritarian” clique upon the masses by 
means of his Red Guards and the “Extraordinary Commission” or “Cheka” (the forerunner 
of the NKVD and KGB), formed on 7 December 1917 for the purpose of eliminating all 
opposition to the Communist Revolution. Thus, Lenin’s clique was not only fraudulent and 
criminal but also delusional. As an illustration of how out of touch with reality the 
Communists were, as People’s Commissar for Foreign Affairs, Trotsky imagined that there 
would be no need for international diplomacy as Communist revolutions abroad would 
soon establish world Communist rule everywhere. In fact, the Communists were not even 
ruling the Soviet Union yet, let alone the rest of the world. Resistance to Communist rule 
was rising everywhere. A skirmish with a Cossack contingent in the Don region in January 
1918 led to a Communist victory which Lenin celebrated for months afterwards as “the end 
of the Civil War”. In February, he proceeded to build a Workers’ and Peasants’ Red Army 
intended not only to crush all internal opposition to Soviet Rule but also to assist the 
anticipated Communist Revolution in Europe and elsewhere. Indeed, Lenin believed that all 
the difficulties encountered by the Bolsheviks in the Soviet Union would be resolved 
through an all-Europe revolution which had to spread from Russia to Germany, France and 
Britain, thereby making Socialism (and Lenin himself) victorious everywhere. “Without a 
German revolution”, he declared, “we are doomed”. This once again demonstrates not only 
the Imperialistic character of Communism but also exposes Russia’s ideology-based policy 
of aggression against Germany and other nations.  
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Thus, among the first targets of Russia’s Red Army was Germany where, in 1919, a 
Communist Revolution was to be staged by Polish-born Rosa Luxemburg’s “German” 
Communist Party. As it happened, Luxemburg’s Russian-sponsored “Spartacist Uprising”, 
failed completely and she was captured along with hundreds of other Communist 
conspirators and killed by the outraged masses. Seeing that no Communist revolution could 
be started in Germany, Lenin in 1920 ordered the Red Army to invade Poland and then 
Germany. Fortunately, his Red Army was defeated by the Poles and Lenin’s westward 
military expansion came to an abrupt and disgraceful end. In March 1921, Lenin staged his 
last attempt by sending a Hungarian-born Jewish member of the Comintern, Bela (Kohn) 
Kun, to instigate an insurrection and take over Germany. However, Kun’s “March Action” 
failed as spectacularly as Luxemburg’s “Spartacist Uprising”. Indeed, the cumulative effect 
of these Bolshevik-Jewish conspiracies did not inspire the German masses to join 
Communism but, on the contrary, positively pushed them into the arms of Adolf Hitler’s 
National Socialists who soon came to power in opposition to Communism. Thus, 
Germany’s National Socialist Revolution ultimately saved Western Europe from 
Communist rule. 

  

The German, Polish and other fiascos (of Finland, 1918, Hungary, 1919, etc.) quickly 
evaporated Lenin’s dreams of conquering Europe and he reluctantly turned his predatory 
gaze to the East: India, China, Indonesia, Japan and other countries were next on his list. 
India and China were seen as easy targets and were given priority – in particular, China 
where the monarchy had collapsed in 1911. True, they did not have the same level of 
industrial development as Western Europe but they accounted for the overwhelming 
majority of the world population. According to Lenin’s plans India and China would play a 
decisive role in the struggle for the establishment of world Communism. Thus it was that in 
1920-1921 Communist movements came to be established in India and China, the 
calculation being that once European colonies had been converted to Communism, they 
would take the struggle to their oppressors in Europe and bring down the old Capitalist 
empires. It is interesting to observe that while systematically conspiring to take over nation 
after nation, Lenin’s “Majoritarian” Communism which was a minority in its own country, 
deemed itself representative of the majority not only in Russia but in the world. Also, while 
Lenin indulged in his own imperialistic dreams of world domination, he vehemently 
attacked the Capitalists for their imperialistic habits! The irony of this seemed to 
completely escape him. Evidently, schizoid thinking was already entrenched in Communist 
ideology from the very beginning.    

  

Meanwhile, Europe showed no inclination to become Communist. On the contrary, 
European and other powers were preparing an anti-Communist counter-offensive on 
Russian territory itself, taking advantage of the widespread anti-Communist resistance. At 
the forefront of the resistance were the Cossacks who had traditionally served in the 
Imperial forces in exchange for land. The confiscation of Cossack land by the Communists 
naturally led to rebellion. The Cossacks were joined by many other subjugated nations 
including Russians themselves. The anti-Bolshevik Socialist-Revolutionaries had 



established their own opposition government (“Komuch”) in the Volga region. An anti-
Bolshevik Volunteer Army was being raised in Southern Russia by Generals Alekseev and 
Kornilov. Admiral Kolchak formed a contingent of Imperial officers in Siberia. In the 
North-West, more volunteers were gathering under the banner of General Yudenich. Thus 
contrary to Lenin’s fraudulent claims of “Bolshevik victory”, the clouds of Civil War were 
only just gathering. Lenin’s Red Army was now ranged against the anti-Bolshevik White 
Armies. On the side of the Whites, British, Turkish, Japanese and American forces were 
poised to advance in the direction of Moscow from the Far East, the South and the North-
West.    

  

However, although the White Armies came within striking distance from Moscow, they 
were eventually defeated by the Reds. The main reason for the White’s defeat was their 
chronic disunity and total lack of strategic co-ordination, the Whites fighting for different 
aims against different opponents, frequently changing sides during the conflict. 
Furthermore, White leadership relied almost exclusively on the military aspect of the 
struggle, ignoring the political aspect which was the strength of the Bolsheviks. As a result, 
they failed to win sufficient support from the masses. Part of the White defeat must also be 
ascribed to Trotsky who in a short time managed to transform the Red Army into a well-
trained and disciplined fighting force not least through his dual policy of shooting deserters 
on the spot on one hand and admitting Communist and non-Communist alike to the Red 
ranks, on the other. Equally important, however, was that with the defeat of Germany the 
established Capitalist empires had reached their main objective and, having fought a bloody 
and costly war in Europe, were not very keen on committing their forces to another 
protracted campaign in Russia. Thus, after two years, they abandoned the Whites to their 
fate. 

  

The Great Terror 

  

Following an attempted assassination on Lenin on 30 August 1918 during which he was 
almost fatally shot, an era of Red Terror descended upon the Soviet Union. Lenin himself 
in his booklet, Proletarian Revolution and the Renegade K. Kautsky (1918), openly 
advocated dictatorship and terror. The doctrine of “revolutionary terrorism” introduced by 
Marx and Engels now came to be applied on an unprecedented scale. Some of Lenin’s 
terror initiatives were the public hanging of thousands of farmers, the shooting of hundreds 
of thousands of prisoners and the psychopathic tactic of driving an army of 30,000 workers 
into battle (against General Yudenich’s forces) by shooting cannons behind them. Peasant 
and workers’ uprisings in 1921-1922 in the Volga region, in Ukraine, Siberia, North 
Caucasus and elsewhere were put down as brutally and savagely as possible. The rural 
population barely survived the immense exactions of grain-stocks, conscripts and labour 



power imposed on it by Lenin’s policies, by hiding its cereal and vegetable crops and by 
trying to seal itself off from the towns.  

  

Not satisfied with the millions it had already liquidated, the Soviet leadership contemplated 
murder of unimaginable proportions. The extermination of the entire middle class of the 
Soviet Union was being considered by Martin Latsis, a Cheka (Secret Police) functionary 
and Lenin himself. This would have amounted to tens of millions of people and would have 
represented the biggest act of mass murder in history. Apart from eliminating even the 
slightest opposition to Soviet rule, the clear intention behind such acts of madness was to 
instil the most complete and absolute terror in the entire population. As Lenin put it: “Do it 
so that for hundreds of kilometers around the people might see, might tremble!” 
Fortunately, he did not live long enough to fully implement his policies of terror. For by 
1924, he was dead and embalmed, having been poisoned by Stalin. However, if things were 
bad enough under Lenin, they were to get far worse under Stalin (“Steel Man”) himself. 

  

Immediately after Lenin’s death, Stalin published his work, The Foundations of Leninism, 
thereby establishing himself as the new ideological leader of the Party and supreme 
“expert” on Marxism-Leninism. He then proceeded to impose his own interpretation of 
Marxist-Leninist teachings to forward his own agenda. From 1929, land, houses, equipment 
and animals were confiscated from owners and organised in collectively owned farms or 
collectives operating under the strict supervision of State-appointed “managers”. Apart 
from collectives, small plots of land were given to individual families for private 
production. Although such arrangements may appear fair in principle, the fact is that 
owners were not compensated for confiscated property and farmers had no saying in the 
running of their own farms. In addition, Stalin decided to eliminate relatively well-to-do 
farmers, known as “kulaks”. Their property was expropriated and they were driven into 
exile together with their families, or delivered into the hands of the political police. 

  

Moreover, as indicated earlier, to fulfil his military ambitions Stalin wanted the Soviet 
Union to become an industrial and military power within a decade. This evidently required 
huge investments which were simply not available. Savings had to be taken from 
somebody. The bourgeoisie had already been dispossessed and eliminated, which left the 
proletariat and the peasantry as candidates. As the proletariat was given priority in Marxist-
Leninist ideology – after all, Communism was about the establishment of the dictatorship 
of the proletariat – it was decided that the industrialisation and militarisation programme 
had to be carried out at the expense of the peasantry. Due to the brutal “de-kulakisation” 
programme, seizures of grains and other oppressive measures, the peasantry was once again 
impoverished and enslaved, this time not by the “Feudalists” and Capitalists but by the 
Communists themselves. Village children were seen eating grass and tree-bark while adults 
and farm animals were dying of starvation and disease. In 1932-33 over five million people 
perished as a result of Stalin’s agrarian policies. Uprisings in Kasakhstan, North Caucasus, 



Ukraine and Siberia were brutally put down by the Communist forces who were supposed 
to “protect” the people. What becomes evident from these facts is that, just as the Capitalist 
system had been constructed through the dispossession of the peasantry, so also 
Communism was now being built on the backs of the same long-suffering peasants. Stalin’s 
policies did not only violate the most basic principles of humanity. They also violated the 
very principle of equality Communism had promised before coming to power.      

  

Russia’s Communists were no doubt guilty of many crimes. Among these, the most heinous 
must be admitted to have been the brutal and savage oppression, exploitation and 
systematic murder not only of millions of innocent people but also of the most vulnerable, 
most downtrodden and most destitute among the citizens of the Soviet Union. Most of 
those considered as “wealthy” by the Bolsheviks had never committed any crime. They 
were simply relatively well-off because they had worked hard to achieve something in life. 
Yet the fact that they were materially prosperous automatically attracted the hatred of the 
Bolsheviks. The cold-blooded and systematic murder of millions of “wealthy” Russians 
such as the well-to-do farmers (kulaks) may under certain circumstances be understood and 
even forgiven. But the murder of millions of poor peasants is neither understandable nor 
forgivable under any circumstances whatsoever. This blatant violation of the most 
fundamental principles of justice and humanity on the part of the Soviet leadership is 
especially important for two reasons: (1) it is a brazen disregard of their own teachings, and 
(2) it clearly demonstrates that Communism failed on its own terms from the very 
beginning of its introduction into the former Russian Empire! 

  

Indeed, equality was one of the most fundamental principles of Marxist theory as it had 
been of the First French Republic (1792). Long before Marx was even born, Article 6 of the 
Declaration of the Rights of Man and of the Citizen (1789) stated: “The law must be the 
same for all, whether it protects or punishes. All citizens, being equal in its eyes, shall be 
equally eligible to all high offices, public positions and employments, according to their 
ability, and without other distinction than that of their virtues and talents.” This equality 
was not, nor could it be, absolute. For it allows for differentiation on grounds of ability, 
virtue and talents. A mentally or physically disabled person, for example, cannot be 
“equally eligible to all high offices, etc.” quite in the same way as an able person. Nor can a 
criminal be “equally eligible to all high offices” in the same way as a law-abiding man. 

  

As regards payment, Marx believed that it had to be equal in all respects. Obviously, if you 
want to build a society where all citizens are economically and socially equal, then all 
citizens must receive the same amount of payment. Otherwise, if one man were to earn 
more than another man, then the former would be elevated to a higher position than the 
latter: the better-paid man will have more economic power and will be regarded more 
highly by his fellow-men, thus occupying a socially higher position than the lower-paid. 
This would be against the Communist principle of equality. Therefore, the salaries of all 



citizens, including official functionaries, were to be reduced to “workingmen’s wages”. 
Marx himself had written in his work, The Civil War in France, that “from the members of 
the Commune [the leadership of the 1871 French Revolution] downwards, the public 
service had to be done at workmen’s wages.” In his commentary on Marx, Lenin wrote: “In 
this connection the Commune’s measure emphasised by Marx, particularly worthy of note 
is: the abolition of all representation allowances, and of all money privileges in the case of 
officials, the reduction of the remuneration of all servants of the state to workingmen’s 
wages” (State and Revolution, pp. 37-8). 

  

Why should state officials receive the same payment as factory workers? Because, as Lenin 
believed, modern technology such as mass production of goods, factories, railways, the 
postal service, telephones, etc., had made the work of state officials so simple that it could 
be done for workingmen’s wages. “The great majority of functions of the old ‘state power’ 
have become so simplified and can be reduced to such simple operations of registration, 
filing and checking that they will be quite within the reach of every literate person, and it 
will be possible to perform them for workingmen’s wages, which circumstances can (and 
must) strip those functions of every shadow of privilege, of every appearance of ‘official 
grandeur’” – Lenin declared. “All officials, without exception, elected and subject to recall 
at any time, their salaries reduced to ‘workingmen’s wages’ – these simple and ‘self-
evident’ democratic measures, which, completely uniting the interests of the workers and 
the majority of the peasants, at the same time serve as a bridge leading from capitalism to 
Socialism” (State and Revolution, pp. 38-9).        

  

One fallacy that becomes immediately apparent is that although modern technology may 
indeed bring official functions like registration, filing and checking “within the reach of 
every literate person”, not every literate person will have the ability or, indeed inclination, 
to perform such functions in the most efficient possible way. Since different human beings 
possess different abilities, virtues and talents (as acknowledged by Article 6 of the 
Declaration of Rights), one state official will invariably do the same job better (or worse) 
than another state official. In which case it seems unreasonable for all state officials to 
receive the same payment. Not only will it be unfair to pay a highly capable state official 
the same salary as a less capable one; but a capable state official who might be able of 
doing an outstanding job, seeing that he receives the same payment as one who is doing a 
less-than-outstanding job, will have no incentive to work to the best of his abilities. 

  

This, therefore, was another fallacy of Marxist-Leninist theory. All citizens were in the 
employment of the state and were thus paid by the state. Even if the state had had enough 
money to pay every citizen handsomely, since all received the same payment regardless of 
their abilities and amount of work, there would have been no incentive for working hard. 
And without hard work, there would have been insufficient productivity and insufficient 
money to pay all employees handsomely. As the state had very little money for paying 



wages, there was even less incentive to work hard. Therefore productivity was very low and 
the “Socialist” economy was not at all progressing as desired by the authorities (the 
Communist theorists). According to the official Party line, the masses would be willing to 
work hard for little or no pay, just for the sake of Communism. Unfortunately, the masses 
showed no inclination of doing so. This is not altogether surprising as few people enjoy 
working hard for nothing. Indeed, in the real world, it is entirely predictable. 

  

The Soviet authorities, therefore, took to forcing people to work hard at gunpoint. Not 
working hard was made a criminal offence and the first executions of factory workers and 
managers (the proletariat which was supposed to be the ruling class) began – just to set an 
example. In addition, millions of farmers were taken off their fields and made to work in 
factories in order to fulfil Stalin’s dream of making the Soviet Union an economic and 
military power within a decade. But while factories were producing tanks, guns and planes 
for the leadership, they were not producing any food for the masses. The authorities, 
therefore, also took to robbing the farmers. Animals, grain and vegetables were taken from 
them at gun point. Not surprisingly, many farmers rebelled, preferring to kill their animals 
than giving them over to the state. The state responded by murdering millions of farmers. 
Millions more died of starvation. Shooting workers for not working hard enough and 
hanging peasants for not wanting to part with their animals and grain, was not a policy that 
could have been carried on indefinitely. Making the entire Soviet population equally poor 
had not been a brilliant idea in the first place. Making the entire Soviet population equally 
dead was even less brilliant. 

  

Having murdered millions of innocent people in less than twenty years of Communist rule, 
the great theorists (or madmen) of Marxism-Leninism suddenly came to the realisation that 
equality had limits. Even Stalin had to admit this. After all, ruling over more than 100 
million dead Russians could not help him in his designs of world domination. First, Stalin 
had to stop the killing – at least temporarily. Second, he found some scapegoats among the 
local officials whom he accused of being “overzealous” and “dizzy with success”, blaming 
them for the catastrophic situation in the countryside (a tactic which was to be copied and 
perfected by Mao Zedong). Blaming others and punishing them for his own crimes was one 
of Stalin’s specialities which was to become a state trademark throughout the Communist 
Bloc. This total disregard of the peasantry had a long tradition, going back to the times of 
Marx and Engels who openly despised farmers and believed that the conversion of peasants 
into factory workers “rescued them from the idiocy of rural life”. The situation was not any 
better under Lenin and Stalin. “The party is still too much an urban party, we know the 
country too little” admitted Zinoviev (Apfelbaum), one of the Party leaders. 

  

To cover up the Soviet leadership’s total ignorance of and contempt for the countryside, a 
number of “peasants” with little connection with their roots were cynically appointed to 
symbolic positions in the Soviet hierarchy. Among the most prominent of these was 



Mikhail Kalinin. Although a peasant by birth, Kalinin was a well-dressed, bespectacled 
figure who had been an industrial worker and, above all, political activist in Petrograd for 
most of his life. His appointment as President of the All-Russian Central Executive 
Committee (1919-1946), that is, titular head of state, served no other purpose than to create 
the false impression among the populace that the country was run by the “people” and not 
by a small political clique. “[Kalinin] still keeps up his connections with the country … and 
visits it every year”, explained Lenin. 

  

Thus the Communist authorities who resided in their opulent apartments in the Kremlin 
(formerly housing the government of the Tsars) were totally unaware of the starving 
millions in the countryside. The “fathers of the nation” were completely out of touch with 
the nation – and with reality. News of millions of peasants starving as a result of official 
compulsory requisitioning of agricultural products only reached the authorities by word of 
mouth. By then it was too late. The grain-collection quotas were reduced several times in 
response to reports of mass starvation. However, as grain could only be harvested once a 
year, once it had been taken from the peasants and consumed by the growing urban 
population, the peasants had to starve until the next harvest in the following year. 
Meanwhile, the horrendous suffering of the rural population continued. Agricultural 
production fell by 30 per cent and despite the reduction in compulsory grain collection, by 
the end of the 1930s an estimated 15 million men, women and children died. The 
authorities’ solution was to give peasants books to read. “All farmers must read books so 
that they better understand agriculture” was the official line while the farmers were being 
robbed in daylight of their only possessions.  

  

Having “equalised” millions of people, Stalin next declared that “Marxism is an enemy of 
equalisation”. He lashed out at the “Leftist blockheads” who wished to have workers, 
skilled and unskilled, pool their wages in a common fund and then share equally 
irrespective of each individual’s personal effort. He declared that the equalisation of wages 
and salaries was a “reactionary, petty-bourgeois absurdity worthy of a primitive sect of 
ascetics but not of a Socialist society organised on Marxian lines.” Never mind that the 
equalisation of wages and salaries was exactly in line with Marxist-Leninist teaching and 
the very core of Communist ideology. Stalin completely overruled it, firstly, because it did 
not serve his interests and secondly, because it was of course absurd and plain mad. Thus, 
far from abolishing money and persuading the masses to work hard just for the sake of 
Socialism, monetary rewards became the main incentive in Soviet society just as it had 
been under “Feudalism” and Capitalism. In consequence, the Marxist-Leninist utopia of 
“equality of wages and salaries” was thrown overboard early in the history of Communist 
Russia.         

  

In addition, special privileges were introduced for bureaucrats, scientists, technicians and 
artists. Those who were in favour with the regime had their own shops, hospitals, holiday 



resorts, etc., while those who were at the top of the ruling class had everything including 
villas and servants. In contrast, the rural population remained as destitute, desperate and 
hungry as before. Thus another Marxist-Leninist principle, namely, the abolition of “every 
shadow of privilege and of every appearance of official grandeur”, was discarded even 
before it had a chance to take root on Soviet soil. Inequality was not only ripe between 
different social classes but also between different nationalities. Russians considered 
themselves as “elder brothers” of non-Russian nations which had to submit to Russian rule. 
Although nationalism in general was suppressed, it was invariably non-Russians who 
suffered most, in particular, Ukrainians and Kazakhs but also Georgians (Stalin’s own 
nationality) and others.  

  

Apart from a few prominent Jewish figures like the leading propagandist Ilya Erenburg and 
the head of the NKDV “Administration for Special Tasks”, Yakov Isaakovich (“Yasha”) 
Serebryansky – whom Stalin kept in his entourage for his own purposes – Jews were not 
treated any better than other ethnic minorities. The old Jewish guard of the Revolution 
(Trotsky, Zinoviev, etc.) was liquidated and Jews were invited to establish their own, 
Yiddish speaking Jewish Soviet Socialist Republic (Jewish Autonomous Oblast) in the 
inhospitable swamplands of Russia’s Far East, bordering on North-East China. Most Jews 
chose not to accept the invitation. Although some continued to be influential as writers, 
artists and scientists, they had lost all political power. Thus, it may be observed that, on the 
whole Communism was of no benefit to anyone, not even to those who had initially 
introduced it. 
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The worst thing, however, was the total absence of freedom. Every man, woman and child 
had to do as dictated from above and any sign of dissent was brutally suppressed. Criticism 
of the Communist authorities was punishable by deportation, imprisonment, forced labour 
or execution. One of the few who dared to criticise Stalin was Mikhail Ryutin, a 
Communist who openly called for the removal of Stalin from power. Stalin suggested to the 
Communist leadership that Ryutin be executed. When the leadership protested, the man 
was sentenced to ten years imprisonment. Others were less lucky. Even important figures of 
the Revolution like Trotsky, Zinoviev and Bukharin were assassinated by Stalin’s secret 
police. And of course Lenin himself had been poisoned by Stalin, as related by Trotsky 
before his assassination in Mexico in 1940. 

  



As religion was considered a danger to Communism, militant Atheism was systematically 
promoted by the authorities. No religious denomination was safe. Between 1920 and 1940 
the number of Christian priests fell from 60,000 to 5,000. Thousands of Muslim mullahs 
and Jewish rabbis were also slaughtered. Places of worship were blown up or converted 
into offices, police stations or prisons. Millions of political prisoners were held in a gigantic 
concentration-camp system known as “Gulag” where they were systematically beaten, 
tortured, starved or worked to death in arctic temperatures. As few survived the winter, the 
average life expectancy of the prisoners was one year. Further millions were held in 
psychiatric institutions where they were interned on grounds of “paranoiac schizophrenia”. 
Apart from monstrous brutality, secrecy was another primary ingredient of Soviet society. 
With so many crimes being committed, this was not surprising. The authorities had plenty 
to hide from the people and also from the outside world. Fear, therefore, was all-pervading. 
Stalin’s wife committed suicide in 1932 and Stalin himself could not know when his own 
turn might come. 

  

The missing Millions 

  

One of Stalin’s best-guarded secrets was the disappearance of over 25 million Soviet 
citizens. Had this come to light, even Stalin could not have got away with it. While some of 
the disappeared had without doubt been killed during the 1941 German campaign against 
Russia, it must be equally beyond doubt that many more were killed by Stalin himself 
either directly, by ordering their liquidation, or indirectly, through his irrational economic 
reforms. Indeed, blaming the missing millions on the war with Germany would have 
cleared Stalin of the charge of mass murder. But it would not have cleared him of ultimate 
responsibility. For, just as Stalin had been executing or threatening to execute his generals 
for their failures during the War, he himself could have been held to account for the losses 
in his capacity as supreme commander of the Soviet forces. 

  

Stalin’s Finnish adventure of 1939 had already been something of a disaster. He had 
invaded Finland with a massive force of one million troops against Finland’s forces of only 
300,000 most of whom were reservists. In his customary delusion, Stalin imagined that he 
could occupy Finland in less than a month. The first main clash ended in 27,000 Soviet 
losses against less than 1000 Finnish. The Soviets were forced to regroup and throw 
another half million men into battle. After six months of brilliant guerrilla campaigns 
against the Russians the Finns eventually sued for peace – they had lost 25,000 men and 
with Finland’s tiny population they could ill afford to lose any more. In contrast, the 
Russians lost over ten times that number (250,000) and in the end desisted from occupying 
Finland. 

  



The Finnish fiasco had been due to serious Soviet incompetence. To say that the Soviets 
had lost 25 million people in the Second World War would have amounted to an admission 
of unbelievable incompetence. In terms of the Second World War, Stalin’s first blunder had 
been his execution in 1937-8 of the entire high command of the Red Army, practically 
leaving the Soviet Armed Forces leaderless and hardly in a position to withstand a German 
attack on Russia.  His second blunder was the failure to prepare for a German offensive. 
Since he believed that he could “crush the enemy on his territory”, he evidently felt that 
defence preparations were superfluous. However, the true reason for Stalin’s failure to 
prepare for a German attack despite clear signs from across the border – including massing 
of troops and reconnaissance flights over Soviet territory – was that he himself was 
preparing an attack on Germany, as demonstrated by Russian archives (Werner Maser, 
2007).    

  

However, Stalin could not publicly admit this as it would have demolished the official myth 
of Soviet heroism in the face of German aggression and would have exposed the Soviet 
Union as the true aggressor. Hence the myth that “Germany started the War” had to be 
preserved at all costs even if it rendered Stalin vulnerable to accusations of incompetence. 
In particular, Stalin had failed to prepare defences like fortresses and earthworks in the 
West; he had failed to transfer armaments plants from Ukraine deeper into the USSR; and 
he had failed to adequately prepare the air force, resulting in the Germans’ destruction of 
900 Soviet fighter planes on the ground within a few hours of the start of the War. 

  

As indicated in our analysis of Capitalism, Professor Maser has shown that Hitler was 
faster than Stalin by two weeks, taking the latter by surprise. As a result, when Hitler 
invaded the Soviet Union in 1941, the Soviet forces were forced to retreat in disarray and 
10 million people had to be evacuated to the Ural Mountains, Kazakhstan, Central Asia and 
West Siberia. In the North, Belorussia, Lithuania, Latvia and Estonia were under German 
control within weeks. In the South, large tracts of Ukraine were overrun and Kiev was 
captured. Leningrad was held under siege for 900 days and Moscow itself came under 
attack. Three million prisoners of war were in German captivity. Two-fifths of USSR’s 
population and half of its material assets were under German control. It took 12 million 
Soviet troops, 100,000 tanks, 130,000 aircraft and 800,000 field guns, that is, double the 
amount of soldiers and fighting equipment that Germany had deployed, for the Soviets to 
finally win the War, and even that with American and British help. Had it not been for the 
fact that German forces ran out of oil, the outcome might have been different. In other 
words, Russia very nearly lost the War. 

  

Even so, no one could seriously believe that the Germans had killed 25 million Russians. 
To begin with, the German Army (Wehrmacht) had no policy of exterminating the Soviet 
population. On the other hand, it is generally accepted by historians that about 5 million 
people died in 1932-33 as a result of Stalin’s first five-year plan (introduced in 1928). 



Although the quotas of compulsory grain collection were reduced in response to mass 
starvation in the countryside, the peasants continued to die of starvation, forcing the 
authorities to reduce the quotas three times. Thus if five millions died during each of the 
first three five-year plans (introduced in 1928, 1933 and 1938) it follows that at least 15 
million people died alone as a direct result of Stalin’s agrarian policies by 1941 – the 
beginning of the German-Soviet conflict. 

  

We must bear in mind that the Soviet peasantry under Stalin was forced to work on state-
owned and state-managed collectives established on land confiscated from its previous 
owners. The state would then buy grain and other produce from the collectives at extremely 
low state-dictated, compulsory-procurement prices. In addition, the collectives were forced 
to pay heavy taxes. They were also forced to set aside large amounts of revenue for capital 
investment. As a result of this, as pointed out by Professor Gurley, “the costs of production 
of the collectives often exceeded the revenues, sometimes by very large margins” 
(Challengers to Capitalism, p. 117). In other words, Stalin’s “Socialist collectives” or “co-
operatives” were making a loss instead of a profit and this loss had to be shouldered by the 
already destitute peasantry. The only way for the peasants to survive at all was by working 
on their own, small private plots (allotted to them by the authorities) to feed themselves and 
their families. But even this private production, small though it was, was heavily taxed by 
the state. The peasantry, therefore, was systematically robbed many times over: through 
confiscation of land; through forced labour on state-owned collective farms; through low 
compulsory-procurement prices; through forced investments in state-owned collectives, etc. 

  

What becomes evident is that the Communists’ policies in 1920-50 Russia were identical to 
those of the British Colonialists in India in the days of East India Company rule in Bengal. 
Just as the East India Company had completely monopolised the economy of Bengal for the 
purpose of ruthlessly exploiting the masses, so the Communist leadership in the Soviet 
Union completely monopolised the Soviet economy for the same purpose. In the British 
case, the official line was that Bengali economy was “backward” and had to be 
“developed” by the Colonialists. In the Soviet case, the official line was identical: Russian 
economy was “backward” and had to be “developed” by the Communists. 

  

Not only the official line, but the result also was the same in both cases: horrendous 
poverty, suffering and death of the enslaved masses. Just as a drought in 1770-71 in British-
occupied Bengal had made the situation worse, leading to the death of millions of Bengali 
peasants, so a drought in 1946 in the Soviet Union worsened the already disastrous 
situation of the Soviet peasantry. And, just as mass uprisings in Bengal had been brutally 
put down by the Colonial authorities, so uprisings in the Soviet Union were even more 
brutally suppressed by the Communist authorities. The Capitalist policies of the British 
Colonialists in India as well as the Communist policies of the Soviet regime in Russia stand 
in stark contrast to the National Socialists’ own agrarian policies in Germany where Adolf 



Hitler introduced fixed prices to protect not to exploit the peasantry. This again 
demonstrates that Nationalism is by far the better system in comparison with both 
Capitalism and Communism.   

  

At any rate, the situation of the Soviet peasantry in 1950 was not any better than in 1941. If 
15 millions died between 1932-1941 we may safely assume that several more millions died 
between 1941-1950. If to this we add the systematic deportation, imprisonment and 
liquidation of millions after the War, we can see that by the time of his death in 1953 Stalin 
had had ample opportunity to engineer the death of all or most of the missing 25 millions. If 
we spread this figure over a period of 25 years corresponding to Stalin’s rule (beginning in 
1928-29 and ending in 1953) it amounts to a million starved or murdered people per year. 
This, of course, represents a conservative estimate. The actual number of people killed by 
Stalin was probably much higher. Professor Rudolph J. Rummel (1990) has estimated 50 
million or more. Indeed, Communism was not restricted to Russia, but was an international 
pathology with global ramifications. Therefore, even on the lower estimates, if we include 
the victims of Communism outside the Soviet Union, it becomes evident that we are 
dealing with systematic mass murder of unprecedented proportions.    

  

Nor must we forget another important point, namely, that the ruthless and systematic 
exploitation of the peasantry was not accidental. It was deliberate and completely in line 
with the official decision to develop the Soviet economy on the backs of the peasantry as 
advocated in the 1920s by the leading Soviet economist Evgenii Preobrazhensky and 
others. The other reason for this anti-farmer policy was that the rural population was 
regarded as “backward”, “reactionary” and close to the old “feudalist” and capitalist system 
of the days of the Tsars and had to be exterminated just as Lenin himself had been 
considering the extermination of the entire middle class of the Soviet Union. 

  

The concept of systematic use of terrorism against the masses was already well established 
in the days of Marx and Engels. Thus in his On Authority (1872), Engels defined revolution 
as “the act whereby one part of the population imposes its will upon the other part by 
means of rifles, bayonets and cannon, and in which the victorious party must maintain this 
rule by means of the terror which its arms inspire in the reactionaries”. Marx himself in his 
Capital declared that “violence is the midwife of the new society” and that in order to bring 
about the birth of the new Socialist society, “there exists only one means – revolutionary 
terrorism!” Other Marxist leaders like Leon (Lev) Trotsky (The Defence of Terrorism, 
1920, written in response to Karl Kautsky’s Terrorism and Communism, 1919) sought to 
justify the use of terrorism as a means of advancing Socialism. It is important to understand 
that the “reactionaries” against whom terrorism was to be employed were not only the 
capitalist merchant classes, but everyone who disagreed with this Socialist dictatorship, 
including the farmers who according to Communist doctrine were “reactionary”. This anti-
popular and anti-farmer doctrine harked back to the days of the French revolutionist 



Francois-Noel (Gracchus) Babeuf (1760-1797), one of the first ideologues of Communism 
and role model of Marx and Engels, who taught that a dictatorship was necessary to defend 
the revolution against the “reactionary” peasantry.     

  

In consequence, the extermination of millions of people (whether through systematic 
starvation or murder) was in agreement with the wider Communist tactic of “revolutionary 
terrorism” – already established by Marx, Engels, Lenin and others – for the purpose of 
terrorising the nation into submission to Communist rule. Stalin did nothing but apply on an 
unprecedented scale a policy which had been established by his predecessors. Indeed, a 
clear parallel to the situation in the Soviet Union may be drawn from the Communist 
experience of China, where similar numbers are estimated to have perished as a result of 
Mao’s own agrarian and other policies which, as we shall see later, were very much like 
Stalin’s. In consequence, the excesses of the Stalinist era are quite consistent with the well-
documented general pattern followed by the Communist pathology. 

  

To better understand why the Russian Revolution was not, nor could not have been, in the 
interests of the farmers, it is necessary to recall that in contrast to genuine farmers’ 
revolutions such as that of Germany (1524-1525), the Communist revolutions of the 20th 
century were modeled on the French Revolutions of 1789 and 1871 which were not 
farmers’ revolutions but were led by the capitalist middle classes, in particular, by city-
based intellectuals. Like the leadership of the French Revolution, Russian Communists had 
no links with, or interest in, the rural population. The main concern of Russia’s Communist 
leaders was to eliminate the aristocracy (and the capitalist merchant class or “bourgeoisie”) 
in order to seize power for themselves. For this purpose, they needed the support of the 
industrial workers whom they allegedly wanted to raise to the status of “ruling class”. 
Hence the founding of Communist-inspired “workers’ organisations” all over Europe.  

  

As observed earlier, in common with other anti-Capitalist ideologies, Marxist theory 
(correctly) identified the industrial proletariat as a product of the capitalist pathology. The 
logical course of action, therefore, would have been to abolish the proletariat (along with 
Parliamentary Democracy and other products of Capitalism) and allow workers to return to 
their roots in the countryside. Indeed, as the Capitalist economy was based on trade, 
commerce and finance, the remedy to the Capitalist pathology would have been a return to 
the agriculture-based, farmer-oriented systems of the pre-Capitalist era. However, no such 
course of action was ever suggested because (a) the Communist leadership needed the 
support and active participation of the workers in seizing power and (b) once the 
Communist leadership had seized power, it needed the workers to build the military 
industry necessary for the expansion of Communist rule in Russia and elsewhere. 

  



It follows that the myth of the “dictatorship of the proletariat” was constructed solely to 
advance the interests of the leading Communist clique. On their part, farmers were needed 
only to increase the ranks of the industrial workers and to produce food for the Communist 
State, without receiving anything in return. Consequently, contrary to official Communist 
rhetoric, Russia’s Communist Revolution was, by definition, an anti-farmer and – since 
farmers were the majority – an anti-popular enterprise. As will be shown later, China’s 
Communist Revolution was identical in character to the Russian Revolution. Chinese 
farmers supported the Communists only because they were misled into believing that 
Communist revolution would entail freedom from oppression and “land to the tiller”. In 
reality, they got neither freedom nor land.    

  

The full tragedy of the peasantry’s fate – which constituted the bulk of those murdered 
under Communism – becomes even more apparent when we consider that the peasants had 
never wanted Communism. Having been robbed of their land first by the Christian clergy 
and aristocracy and subsequently by the Capitalist bourgeoisie, poor peasants simply 
wanted a fairer distribution of land so that they could feed themselves and their families. 
The slogan of the spontaneous peasant uprising of 1917 had been “land to the tillers” not 
“land to the State”. Unfortunately, the Bolshevik clique which hijacked the revolution 
typically came to power on false promises. After the initial allocation of small, private 
holdings of land, Stalin’s collectivisation of agriculture in 1929 forced farmers to work as 
wage labourers on state-owned collective farms. Thus, under Communist rule, land was not 
given but taken from the peasantry and made the exclusive property of the Soviet State and 
its leaders. That the Russian Revolution had been hijacked by Lenin and his Bolshevik 
clique was clearly understood even by Marxists themselves. For example, Karl Kautsky, in 
his Marxism and Bolshevism: Democracy and Dictatorship (1934), wrote: “The Bolsheviks 
under Lenin’s leadership, however, succeeded in capturing control of the armed forces in 
Petrograd and later in Moscow and thus laid the foundation for a new dictatorship in place 
of the old Tsarist dictatorship.” The same applies to the Chinese Revolution where the 
legitimate struggle of the masses against foreign and Chinese oppression was hijacked by 
Mao and his Communist clique for their own purposes.     

  

In the light of these facts it must be beyond doubt that, had there been a Communist 
revolution in India as intended by Marx, Lenin and Stalin, the results would have been as 
catastrophic as in Russia and China if not worse. Indeed, had India become a member of the 
Communist Bloc this may well have turned the global balance in favour of Communism, 
with disastrous consequences for the entire human race. Fortunately, this never happened. 

  

Communism’s “Economic Wonder” 

  



Apologists for Communism will undoubtedly claim that significant economic progress was 
made during the Communist era. That may be so. But economic growth at the cost of 
millions of dead citizens and the enslavement of the entire population of the Soviet Union 
and of other Soviet-occupied Communist Bloc nations represents “progress” only in a very 
narrow and ultimately self-defeating sense. 

  

It is also important to understand that the economy of the Russian Empire had been 
extremely backward in comparison to that of European nations like Germany, France and 
Britain. Thus economic growth was due to the fact that Russian economy was young and 
developing. For this very reason, though less developed than that of leading European 
nations, Russian economy was the fastest growing in Europe already in the early 1900s, 
that is, before the Communist Revolution of 1917. In consequence, Russia’s economic 
growth cannot properly be attributed to Communism but to the fact that its economy was 
experiencing a developing phase irrespective of the prevailing political system.  

   

Indeed, all that Communist rule did in Russia was to forcibly accelerate economic growth 
in certain sectors like machinery and defence which were of interest to the leadership. In 
contrast, sectors which were of interest to the masses did less well. Production of consumer 
goods such as wool and cotton fabrics and shoes was well below expectation. Housing 
space was another big problem. Agricultural output, of course, did worst. Only in the mid 
1950s, that is, forty long years after the 1917 Communist take-over, did agricultural output 
begin to regain the level achieved in the days of the Tsars (1910)! Even then, agricultural 
growth was not in any way due to Communism but to the reintroduction of semi-capitalist 
measures like allowing farmers to sell their private produce on the markets instead of 
giving it up to the authorities as they had been forced to do in the 1930s. Indeed, although 
Communism had intended to abolish all private enterprise, the lesson was learned early in 
its history that even Communist economy could not function without some components of 
the private market. Due to excessive emphasis on heavy and middle industry, Soviet 
economy was seriously unbalanced. It was not a people-orientated but a regime-orientated 
economy. As long as the military got its tanks and missiles, railway locomotives and 
tractors were built by the thousands, and machinery was being made for export, the 
leadership was satisfied. The masses who were supposed to be the ruling class of Socialist 
society had to come second or third. 

  

Another important point which is conveniently overlooked by apologists of Communism is 
that although the Soviet gross national product (GNP) was growing, the growth rate was on 
a downward trend from 1940 all the way to 1980. In other words, following the initial 
“successes” of the first two decades of Communist rule, GNP growth would eventually 
come to a standstill on the trend established after 1940. Yet throughout this time it was 
officially claimed that every single five-year plan had been a “success”. Obviously, being 
forced at gunpoint to produce “successful” five-year plans, officials did just that. Soviet 



officials would simply declare that the five-year plan had been “fulfilled”, indeed, that it 
had “exceeded expectations” and the “Boss” (Stalin) would be satisfied. In consequence, 
the Soviet economic “wonder” was not quite what it appeared to be on official paper. 
Indeed, like much else in Communism, it was largely imaginary. Nor were scientific and 
technological advances quite what they were made out to be by the Soviet regime and its 
all-pervading propaganda machine. They were in fact achieved by various non-Communist 
means such as Capitalist imports, kidnap of German scientists and technicians, industrial 
espionage, etc.        
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For example, between 1920 and 1940 modern machinery was imported into the Soviet 
Union from Capitalist countries like the USA and Germany. After the Second World War, 
German industrial and scientific machinery and equipment as well as scientists and 
technicians who were highly advanced in nuclear and other modern technology were 
forcibly taken to the Soviet Union and put to work in the service of Soviet interests. This, 
of course, was not an exclusively Soviet or Communist tactic. In line with the general 
Allied plan of total economic and military domination of the world, thousands of scientists 
and technicians were taken from Allied-occupied Germany and forced to work for the 
advancement of military and civilian industries both in the Capitalist and the Communist 
worlds: in particular, experts in aviation and missile design, atomic energy and rocket 
technology, submarine engines, jet propulsion, radar, etc., but also those with knowledge of 
technology related to coal mining, printing, perfume manufacturing and everything else that 
could be of use to Allied economy and give it an edge over its German counterpart.   

  

In October 1946, hundreds of German scientists, technicians and engineers were abducted 
by the Soviets during Operation “Osvakin” and put on guarded trains to Russia from where 
few ever returned. In 1946-7 many more were rounded up by British and US occupation 
forces in systematic raids – euphemistically called “enforced evacuation” – like Operation 
“Bottleneck” and taken to Britain and the USA. Others were abducted during Operation 
“Paperclip” of 1947 and taken to South America and Commonwealth countries including 
Canada and Australia (Stephen Dorril, MI6 Fifty Years of Special Operations). At any rate, 
it is beyond dispute that non-Soviet – in particular, German – science and technology 
provided the foundation for most Soviet developments. For example, while rocket 
technology in Germany went back to the 1920s, it was a totally new field in Soviet Russia. 
Following Operation Osvakin in which hundreds of German rocket specialists were taken 
to Russia, Soviet-German teams began to test German-developed A-4 (V-2) rockets at 
Kapustin Yar in 1947. 



  

In 1957 the Soviets launched the first man-made satellite, Sputnik 1. A month later, Sputnik 
2 was launched with a dog on board. Typically, Soviet propaganda publicised pictures of 
the dog without mentioning that the animal had not survived the launch. Nevertheless, in 
1961 the Soviets sent the first man into space. This was only matched by the Americans in 
1969 with their Apollo II mission to the Moon. Such achievements may look impressive to 
outsiders but the fact is that they had nothing to do with Communism. For, all Soviet space 
programmes beginning with Sputnik 1 used R-7 launchers which were based on German A-
4 (V-2) long-range ballistic missiles. Indeed, from 1947 similar rocket development centres 
based on German technology were built in France, USA and, later, Britain and China. 
India’s own nuclear missile programme, which has its roots in NASA’s 1963 Indian space 
programme, was developed with the help of US, Russian, French and German technology. 

  

Espionage was another principal factor behind “miraculous” Soviet advancements in 
science and technology. The worldwide espionage network run by Russia’s KGB and allied 
agencies like Markus Wolf’s East German HVA – which between them commanded an 
army of tens of thousands of secret agents – is well known and requires no further 
comment. In addition, the Soviet Union could count on millions of Communist 
sympathisers in Capitalist countries who were eager to provide their Soviet idols with 
whatever useful information they could gather. Among the most notorious cases were 
Communists like Klaus Fuchs, David Greenglass and Ethel and Julius Rosenberg who 
during and after the Second World War passed US and British nuclear technology secrets to 
the Soviets (through their famous KGB handler Alexander Feklisov). As a result, the 
Soviets were able to detonate their first atomic bomb in 1949. By then the Capitalist world 
had already tested its own atomic bombs on the civilian population of the Japanese cities of 
Hiroshima and Nagasaki. Thus, the Soviets did not catch up with all Capitalist 
achievements but were getting there.    

  

Soviet propaganda, of course, interpreted all Soviet advancements as “Soviet superiority 
over Capitalism”. This also became the accepted view among outsiders like gullible 
Communist sympathisers in Capitalist countries. With their assistance, the Soviet regime 
succeeded in creating an almost mythical image of Communist achievements and, above 
all, of the Soviet leadership. As “Father of the Soviet Union”, Stalin was basking in the 
light of world publicity, acquiring god-like status among his downtrodden subjects. 

  

As Prof. Norman Davies has put it, “the cult of Stalin’s personality knew no bounds. All 
the country’s foremost poets and artists were conscripted to the chorus: 

  



Thou, bright sun of the nations, 

The unsinking sun of our times, 

And more than the Sun, 

For the Sun has no wisdom … etc.” (Norman Davies, Europe, p. 962) 

  

In his Social Democracy versus Communism, Karl Kautsky commented: “Foreign tourists 
in Rusisa stand in silent amazement before the gigantic enterprises created there, as they 
stand before the pyramids. Only seldom does the thought occur to them what enslavement, 
what lowering of human self-esteem was connected with the construction of these gigantic 
establishments.” Indeed, what seemed to escape gullible Communist sympathisers abroad – 
and even some in the Soviet Union itself – was that apart from the fact that Soviet 
achievements had literally cost the lives of millions of innocent people, their main purpose 
was to expand the Communist regime’s social base of support. The aim of the regime was 
to destroy the people’s national and religious identity and replace it with total commitment 
to Communism and its self-appointed leaders.  

  

Scientific and technological achievements had little practical value. Certainly they could 
neither feed the starving masses nor give them the freedom they desired. Their only value 
lay in propaganda for the Soviet regime. As hardly any Soviet citizen was allowed to travel, 
very few were in a position to compare Soviet life with its Capitalist counterpart. So long as 
travel abroad remained restricted, the illusion of Communist “superiority” was relatively 
easy to preserve. Schools, cinemas, theatres, parks, sports centres and other public facilities 
built under Soviet rule (often with forced labour) simply represented a cheap and 
meaningless replacement for the authentic culture of which the enslaved nations had been 
robbed many times over by Christianity, Capitalism and now Communism. The Soviet 
Union had a world-class education system. But what was being taught in schools and 
universities – as well as all aspects of life – was subjected to the strictest state control. 

  

Law courts in the Soviet Union and other Communist Bloc states had to pass pre-arranged 
sentences. Even the result of football matches and other sport contests were decided in 
advance by the Party leadership. “Friendly” matches between Russia and other Communist 
Bloc countries were invariably “won” by the Russian team. The use of illegal drugs to 
enhance athletic performance in international contests was also systematically used under 
orders from the leadership purely for propaganda purposes. Anything was acceptable so 
long as it reinforced the illusion of Communist “superiority” over Capitalism and 
“Feudalism”.        



  

Despite the strictest state control, life under Communism was absolutely chaotic due to the 
schizophrenic official line which contradicted not only itself but also, and above all, the 
facts of reality. Thus the goal of the Soviet system was “Communism”, but “Socialism” had 
to come first. Communism was supposed to be egalitarian, but Marxism was the “enemy of 
equalisation”. Communists talked about “Democracy” but wanted to establish a 
“Dictatorship of the Proletariat”. Communism aimed to “abolish the State” but made the 
State all-powerful. Communism was supposed to “abolish class” but advocated “class 
struggle” as the foremost duty of all citizens. Workers were supposed to “become the ruling 
class” but were ruled by a new class of bureaucrats, armed forces and secret police. 
Communism was supposed to “liberate the peasantry” but instead enslaved, robbed and 
murdered it. Communism fought Capitalist Imperialism but created its own Communist 
version of the same. Communism abolished religion but created its own cult. It suppressed 
religion when it came to power but reestablished it during the War only to suppress it again 
after the War.  

  

Nor was the penchant for dictatorship the exclusive preserve of the top leader. Dictatorial 
tendencies were ripe among local governments as much as they were at the centre. The 
result was that what was ruled by one government authority was overruled by another. One 
party line was exchanged for a different one. What one leader did was undone by the next. 
The man who was in favour today could be imprisoned or executed tomorrow, etc. No 
wonder that “paranoiac schizophrenia” was chosen as a favourite pretext for committing 
political dissidents to psychiatric hospitals. Along with neurosis, psychosis and alcohol-
induced dementia, schizophrenia must have been one of the most widespread medical 
conditions inevitably arising from the general Communist pathology. This permanent state 
of collective schizophrenia was, of course, deliberately promoted and orchestrated by the 
Soviet leadership which could not have survived for a minute in a normal and sane society. 
As no one ever knew who was an enemy and who was a friend, or what was going to 
happen next, the masses were kept guessing and no one ever dared to make a false move. 

  

In these circumstances, the Marxist doctrine of “class struggle” was used by the ruling 
clique – Stalin and his Politburo accomplices – to their utmost advantage. “The abolition of 
classes is not obtained through the elimination of class struggle but through its 
reinforcement” Stalin declared in 1933 (Sochineniya, vol. 13, p. 211, quoted by R. Service). 
Like all of Marx’s teachings, this doctrine could be interpreted in whichever way the 
authorities wished to interpret it. In any case, in practice, it was used to justify state 
violence (or terrorism) against any individual or group which the State deemed convenient 
to repress or eliminate at any given time. 

  



The End of Stalinism 

  

Stalin’s habit of playing off one individual or group against another in order to keep 
himself in power, completely demoralised the population, killing off all initiative, will-
power and even the will to live. While a few hardened citizens managed to thrive and one 
or two sectors of Soviet economy were not doing too bad, alcoholism, mental illness, 
divorce, suicide, corruption, violence and crime were on the rise as never before. Stalin and 
his clique were growing more brutal and bloodthirsty by the day and it was difficult to see 
how the situation could have continued for much longer. 

  

The end of the Stalinist era finally came on the 1st of March 1953 when, after a late-night 
feast with a few close members of the Politburo (Beria, Krushchev, Bulganin and 
Malenkov), Stalin was found dying in his country house just outside Moscow. Although his 
doctors pronounced him dead a few days later, the official medical record was not issued 
until June and suspicions were raised that KGB chief Lavrenty Beria might have been 
behind Stalin’s unexpected demise. At any rate, the “Unsinking Sun” of the gigantic prison 
and madhouse called “Soviet Union” had finally set. Had Soviet Russia been the 
democratic society it claimed to be, the people would have elected a new leader. However, 
far from the people having any say in this, the new leader was imposed on them after a 
secret power struggle within the Communist Party. Thus the Tsars had been eliminated by 
the gun, Lenin by poison and Stalin suffered the same fate. Apologists of Communism may 
imagine that this is a proper way for leaders to come to power. In the real world, however, 
such methods are associated with criminal gangs rather than with civilised governance. The 
fact that such methods were deemed necessary demonstrates that Soviet society was rotten 
to the very core. For, if the leadership behaved in this way, how could better behaviour be 
expected from ordinary citizens?    

  

It is well at this point to clarify how exactly the power structure of the Soviet Union 
worked. In theory, the country was run by local councils (soviets) elected at village, city, 
county, republic and All-Union levels, each reporting to the next-higher level. In practice, 
however, elections were one-party, one-candidate affairs where citizens could only accept 
or reject a candidate nominated by the Communist Party itself. No critical debate and no 
criticism of the Party or its leaders were ever allowed. Disputes were settled behind the 
scenes and winners emerged as directed by the Party leadership, not as desired by the 
masses. Although the soviet system created a superficial and deceptive impression of 
“democracy”, the soviets, including the Supreme Soviets were really mere rubber-stamp 
mechanisms for unrepresentative bodies like the Politburo, the composition of which was 
decided by the General Secretary of the Communist Party (e.g., Stalin) who was de facto 
(and unelected) ruler of the Soviet Union. The occupant of the post of General Secretary 



was determined not through elections but through secret power struggles among the most 
powerful members of the Party, the Army and the Secret Police. 

  

In this context, it may be observed that according to Marxist-Leninist theory, the State is a 
“special repressive force” of the bourgeoisie which uses the bureaucracy and the standing 
army for the suppression of the proletariat. This suppression of the millions of workers by a 
handful of the rich must be replaced by the suppression of the few by the many. The 
bourgeois special repressive force for the suppression of the proletariat must be replaced by 
a proletarian special repressive force for the suppression of the bourgeoisie (Lenin, State 
and Revolution). This, of course, is utter nonsense. Quite apart from the fact that the 
“suppression of the bourgeoisie by the proletariat” is still suppression which contradicts the 
Communist claim of abolishing all forms of suppression or exploitation of man by man, the 
fact remains that, by definition, the middle class, that is, the bourgeoisie occupies a higher 
social position than the working class. If the middle class is forced into a lower position 
than the working class then the former ceases to be the middle class; it becomes a lower 
class which is being suppressed by the now higher class of the proletarians. 

  

“What class must the proletariat suppress? Naturally, the exploiting class only, i.e., the 
bourgeoisie”, says Lenin in his State and Revolution. However, the moment the bourgeoisie 
becomes “suppressed by the proletariat” it no longer is the exploiting class but the 
exploited. In which case, the exploited and suppressed class, the bourgeoisie, according to 
Marxist-Leninist teaching must now rise against the suppressing class, the proletariat. And 
so on ad infinitum. As we have seen from the Soviet example, in practice of course, it was 
not “only” the bourgeoisie which was being suppressed under Communist rule but also, and 
above all, the peasantry. Nor did the proletariat ever become the ruling class. On the 
contrary, the proletariat and the peasantry started at the bottom of society and remained at 
the bottom throughout the history of Communism. The occupation of “farmer” or “factory 
worker” was not something people aspired to in the Communist world. 

  

Moreover, the State’s instruments of suppression, the “bureaucracy and the standing army” 
criticised by Marx were never abolished. The Communists established their own 
Bureaucracy and their own Standing Army to which they added the Secret Police – which 
grew to similar proportions as the Red Army. Thus, in the end, the State became much 
more powerful than it had ever been and the few (the Communist leadership) continued to 
lord it over the many (the proletariat and the peasantry). Therefore, it is important to 
understand that under Communist rule oppression itself and the instruments whereby it was 
imposed upon the masses remained the same. The only thing that changed were the 
individuals in charge and the methods of oppression – which became much more brutal and 
savage than before. As for the methods whereby an individual or group came to power, as 
already indicated, they were truly medieval and unworthy of civilised society.         



  

All this clearly demonstrates that the true leaders of the Communist world were not the 
masses as claimed by the authorities but the Bureaucracy, the Army and the Secret Police, 
that is, precisely those branches of the State which Marx had described as the enemies of 
the people. It was now these branches of the State machinery which were brought into 
operation by top Party members to establish a successor – or, more accurately, to seize 
power. First, however, Stalin had to be buried. Although he had made many enemies, the 
cult of Communist leadership had to be preserved at all costs in order to prevent a 
breakdown of state authority. Therefore, like the Pharaohs of Ancient Egypt, Stalin’s body 
was embalmed (or mummified), placed in a sarcophagus and put on show in Lenin’s 
Mausoleum, a bizarre structure in Moscow’s Red Square, resembling a cross between 
Egyptian step pyramids and Cyrus of Persia’s tomb. 

  

As Soviet Russia had no connection with either Ancient Egypt or Persia, the Mausoleum 
must have been a cynical attempt at elevating Soviet savagery to the rank of world 
civilisations. Alternatively, it may have represented a subconscious attempt by Jewish 
architects to reestablish links with their Middle Eastern origins. In either case, this is a 
disturbing reminder of the fact that when religion is suppressed it sooner or later resurfaces 
in new, distorted forms which are invariably worse than the suppressed original. 

  

The Khruschev Era 

  

With Stalin safely laid to rest in his Mausoleum, his former “friends” got down to the 
business of dividing power among themselves, the main beneficiaries being the feared 
KGB chief Beria, Georgi Malenkov, and Nikita Khrushchev. As leader of the Ministry of 
Internal Affairs (MVD) which was merged with the Ministry of State Security (MGB), 
putting him in command of police forces and internal troops, Beria was particularly 
powerful and dangerous. Rather than risk a coup d’etat by Beria, Khrushchev allied himself 
with Malenkov and other Politburo members and succeeded in eliminating Beria – who was 
arrested and executed for being a “British agent”. Once Beria was out of the way, 
Khrushchev defeated his other rivals, establishing himself as supreme leader. He 
subsequently disposed of Malenkov, Kaganovich, Molotov and Bulganin by removing them 
from the leadership and demoting them to token posts far from the centre of power. Stalin 
may have been dead but his tactics clearly lived on.      

  

Three years after Stalin’s death, Khrushchev delivered a four-hour long report (known as 
the “Secret Speech”) at the Party Congress of February 1956 in which he criticised Stalin 



for his crimes and, in particular, for his demented personality cult which was now regarded 
as contrary to Marxist-Leninist principles. While he mentioned thousands of liquidated 
state functionaries there was no mention of the millions of murdered ordinary citizens – the 
latter only came to light much later. Nevertheless, Khrushchev admitted that Stalin had 
“practised brutal violence, not only towards everything which opposed him, but also 
towards that which seemed, to his capricious and despotic character, contrary to his 
concepts. Stalin acted not through persuasion, explanation and patient co-operation with 
people, but by imposing his concepts … Whoever opposed these concepts or tried to prove 
his viewpoint and the correctness of his position was doomed to removal from the 
leadership collective and to subsequent moral and physical annihilation.”   

  

Although the main purpose of the speech was for Khrushchev to consolidate his own power 
and cover up his own involvement in the Stalinist Terror, it nevertheless exposed some of 
Stalin’s crimes to Soviet citizens. It also opened the eyes of the outside world to the true 
nature of Stalin’s regime and, by implication, of the Communist system itself. For, it was 
Russia’s Communist Revolution which had made Stalinism possible in the first place. The 
question which naturally arises is, how is it possible that crimes of the magnitude of those 
committed by Stalin could have remained hidden from public view for such a long time? 
The answer is that the masses had, of course, been aware that unprecedented crimes had 
been committed under Stalin. But the official policy of secrecy, systematic disinformation 
and other diversionary tactics had meant that few knew who was to blame. 

  

Stalin’s tactic of blaming everything on those who had carried out his orders while cleverly 
concealing his own responsibility, led most witnesses to believe that he was innocent. After 
all, he had carefully constructed the myth that there were thousands if not millions of 
“traitors” and “foreign collaborators” among the Soviet populace and even among sections 
of the leadership who sought to destroy the Great Soviet Union. “Confessions” to that 
effect were extracted by promising that the accused (or their families) would be spared, 
should they “confess” to their “crimes”. Once the “confession” was obtained, the accused 
were sentenced to death anyway – on the basis of their own “confession”. Thus Stalin and 
his million-strong Secret Police could actually provide “proof” of others’ “crimes” even 
when he himself had been the criminal. 

  

“Confessions” were also extracted through psychological and physical torture and were 
used to implicate innocent third parties. In this way, Stalin was able to arrest and execute 
entire families, villages, government departments and nationalities not because the victims 
had made themselves guilty of any crimes but as a “preventative measure”, to ensure that 
no one even got a chance of being in a position to do anything which might have interfered 
with Stalin’s plans or, as Khrushchev put it, which might have “seemed to be contrary to 
his concepts”. Arrest quotas were imposed by Stalin on the police forces so that they had to 
arrest and execute a minimum (there was no upper limit) number of citizens every day. 



These arrests and executions were then used by Stalin’s propaganda apparatus as “proof” 
that foreign-induced “treason”, “reaction”, “hooliganism” and “terrorism” were out of 
control and required the most drastic of measures to suppress. In other words, the arrests 
and executions carried out on his orders were interpreted by him as reason for more arrests 
and executions.        

  

If anything went wrong, scapegoats could be found by the thousands and their execution 
“proved” that there was a conspiracy against the Soviet order. In these circumstances, it is 
not surprising that despite large-scale systematic state violence few were aware of the fact 
that Stalin himself, the “Father of the Soviet Nation”, the “Hero who had saved Russia from 
Nazism”, the “Sun of the modern era” was the true architect of the murder of tens of 
millions of people. Now that they had it on official paper from the new Soviet leader 
himself, this changed everything. To be sure, Stalin’s propaganda had been so efficient that 
even now many refused to give up their addiction to his cult. However, a growing number 
of citizens began to wake up to reality. Among Soviet-dominated, Communist Bloc nations, 
which had been converted to Communism at gunpoint, the reaction to Stalin’s fall was 
particularly strong.  
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When Churchill and Roosevelt gave East Europe to Stalin at Yalta in 1945, Stalin had 
promised free elections – which, of course, never materialised. The Communists came to 
power with the help of Russian tanks on the orders of Stalin. Khrushchev’s speech meant 
that the Soviet Union lost its fraudulent claim to the position of leader of other nations and 
the enslaved peoples of the Communist Bloc saw an opportunity to free themselves from 
Soviet domination. Thus in 1953, shortly after Khrushchev’s speech, strikes, 
demonstrations and riots by industrial workers, intellectuals and students began to take 
place in Poland, East Germany, Czechoslovakia and Hungary. This East European revolt 
against Soviet rule was quickly put down by the authorities only to erupt again in 1956, 
when Soviet tanks had to be sent into Hungary to suppress the popular uprising there.  

  

The brutal suppression of legitimate protests succeeded in reinforcing Soviet rule for some 
time but drew strong disapproval even from the Capitalist world – which had delivered East 
Europe into the arms of Communist Russia in the first place. Above all, however, it 
exposed not only the brutality of the Soviet regime – even after Stalin – but also the 
fraudulent and criminal nature of the Communist system itself. Despite his criticism of 



Stalin, Khrushchev had been part and parcel of the Stalinist regime, having been involved 
in the planning and organising of the state-sponsored terror in Moscow and Ukraine in 
1937-8. Khrushchev was also behind the murder in 1959 of Stepan Bandera, a leader of the 
anti-Communist Resistance, and others whom he found guilty of standing in his way to 
power or otherwise “seemed to be contrary to his concepts.” Just as Stalin had brutally 
suppressed any resistance to his rule so also under Khrushchev rebellion was put down with 
tanks and machine guns, not only in East Europe but also in the Soviet Union itself. 

  

When the fact of the missing 25 millions finally came to light during the first post-war 
census in 1959 it was evident – despite all the secrecy – that Stalin had been responsible for 
the death of millions of people. Although the full extent of Stalin’s crimes only became 
clear much later (historians are still debating whether the total number was 25, 40 millions, 
or more – the fact that they had been ruled by a demented mass murderer finally dawned on 
the Soviet people, including many of Stalin’s admirers. As Khrushchev himself had been a 
member of Stalin’s Politburo clique, this must have undermined his own prospects of 
becoming a long-term leader.   

  

At any rate, apart from his own brutality and notorious boorishness, Khrushchev’s policies 
were as erratic (and irrational) as Stalin’s. His attitude to the USA is particularly revealing: 
he regarded Capitalist USA as the enemy of the Soviet Union yet had great admiration for 
typical products of American Capitalist culture like Mickey Mouse and Hollywood star 
John Wayne. Khrushchev also inherited Stalin’s obsession with achieving military parity 
with America. Evidently, to maintain its image of “world leader”, the Soviet Union had to 
match the Capitalist world not only economically but also militarily. The arms race with 
America, however, only served to further impoverish the already destitute and enslaved 
Soviet masses. Khrushchev’s 1962 showdown with US President Kennedy over Soviet 
ballistic missiles on Cuba (Russia’s answer to America’s own missiles in Turkey) badly 
backfired and the Soviets were forced to withdraw. As Russia proved unable to hold its 
ground in Fidel Castro’s Communist Cuba, this was a considerable loss of face not only for 
the Soviet Union but also for world Communism.         

  

Khrushchev’s agricultural policies were even more disastrous. Having acquired an 
admiration for maize fields on a visit to the USA, he decided that the introduction of maize 
cultivation would solve the problem of feeding the Soviet masses. Important differences in 
soil and climate between the Soviet Union and the USA completely escaped him, resulting 
in one more catastrophic failure. Khrushchev’s over-exploitation of virgin land in Central 
Asia only added to the problem and by 1963 agricultural output was much lower than it had 
been in 1958. In addition, Khrushchev reduced the amount of whatever little land peasants 
were allowed to keep for private use. As a consequence, the Soviet Union in 1963 was 
forced to import 12 million tons of grain for which it spent one-third of its gold reserves. As 
Soviet currency or ruble was not freely convertible, the Soviet state had to sell its gold 



reserves for hard currency in order to buy food for its people and its livestock. Thus, Russia 
who before the First World War had been the world’s largest exporter of grain, became the 
biggest grain importer after just a few decades of Communist rule.   

  

All this and other elementary mistakes such as raising the quotas for apartment-block 
construction while reducing the brick quotas soon earned Khrushchev a reputation as an 
incorrigible blunderer. The military humiliation at the hands of Capitalist America during 
the Cuba Crisis, the brutal suppression of East European protests and, above all, the failure 
of his agricultural experiments quickly led Khrushchev to fall out of favour with both the 
people and the leadership. As a consequence, Khrushchev was removed from power in 
1964 – after just a decade in office. In good Soviet style, he was disposed of by KGB chief 
Vladimir Semichastny and Party leader Leonid Brezhnev while he was on holiday by the 
seaside. Fortunately for him, he was not liquidated but spent the rest of his life under 24-
hour KGB surveillance.     

  

On the positive side, it may be useful to note that, despite his general failure as a leader, 
Khrushchev encouraged the production of consumer goods, resulting in a gradual rise in 
living standards among some sections of the population. Moreover, under his rule political 
prisoners began to be released from the dreadful forced-labour camps. However, since 
much of Soviet economy depended on forced labour, the camps were not completely 
abolished. Millions of prisoners continued to be held and worked to death as before. In 
addition, it became established Soviet practice to force soldiers and students to do 
construction work and other forms of unpaid, “voluntary” labour as part of Government 
projects to make up for reduced numbers of prisoners. 

  

On balance, life in the Soviet Union was improving only very slowly even after Stalin. 
Living standards remained relatively poor in comparison to leading Capitalist countries. 
Urban families were often housed in one-room apartments in state-owned blocks of flats 
with shared kitchens and corridors designed to eliminate privacy and enable tenants to spy 
on each other and report any criticism of the regime to the authorities. Travel abroad was 
only allowed to a few select individuals, after years of waiting for a passport and in strictly 
supervised tourist groups – but only to other Communist countries. Travel to the non-
Communist world was extremely rare and normally restricted to Party officials, diplomats, 
ballet groups and sports teams. Supermarkets and shops were usually empty so that even 
the few who had some cash could not find any goods to buy. Bread and other items of food 
could only be bought after standing in line for hours. As citizens had to take time off from 
work to stand in line, this meant a daily loss of millions of hours in production. 
Bureaucratic corruption, poverty, alcoholism, violence and crime remained high while life 
expectancy remained low. 

  



The Soviet Union also had the highest abortion rate per capita in the world. Wages were so 
low that few couples could afford more than one child. Abortion in Russia had been 
legalised after the Revolution in 1920 as part of the official policy of keeping women in the 
labour force. However, there were so many abortions that Stalin had to delegalise the 
practice in 1936. When even that did not help and women continued to have illegal 
abortions, the authorities were forced to reintroduce the practice at state hospitals where 
women could have free-of-charge abortion on demand. As a result, the country could only 
maintain its population level due to high birthrates in Muslim dominated areas. In other 
words, under Communism, the Muslim population was growing while the Communist 
population was going down!     

  

In contrast, the ruling class could travel at will and had its own well-stocked shops and 
luxury villas, hotels, hospitals and exclusive holiday resorts.  Not surprisingly, there was 
growing discontent among the masses both in the USSR and in Soviet-dominated 
Communist Bloc countries. As in the days of Stalin, protests in Armenia in 1965 and riots 
in Uzbekistan in 1969 were brutally put down. A revolt in Czechoslovakia in 1968 led to a 
bloody invasion by Warsaw-Pact forces. Nevertheless, modern communication and 
information technology made it easier for dissident groups to publicise the crimes of the 
Soviet regime and to keep in touch with each other as well as with contacts outside the 
Soviet Union. In 1970 the Human Rights Committee was formed by nuclear physicist 
Andrei Sakharov and others who campaigned against Soviet militarism, imperialism and 
repression. Popular discontent was mounting and time was running out for Communism in 
the entire Soviet Union. 

  

Afghanistan and the Fall of the Soviet Empire 

  

As the Soviet state was becoming weaker and the aging leadership was growing more 
visibly disorientated, resistance to Communist rule also began to rise and organise itself in 
Eastern Europe, the Baltic and, above all, in Afghanistan.  No analysis of Communism in 
Russia would be complete without a few observations on the Soviet-Afghan War. The 
Soviets had already wormed their way into Afghanistan in 1919, with economic and 
military aid. By the 1950s Soviet military “advisers” had become part of the furniture in 
Afghanistan. 

  

The People’s Democratic Party of Afghanistan (PDPA) which was founded in 1965 
provided the Soviets with a permanent foothold in the country. (Note the deceptive 
designation “democratic” in a Marxist-Leninist organisation in spite of the fact that 
Marxism-Leninism does not aim at establishing democracy but the “dictatorship of the 



proletariat”.) Afghanistan’s “democratic” Communists proceeded to take over the country, 
declaring a “Democratic Republic of Afghanistan”. Not surprisingly, few Afghans were 
happy with this development and civil war broke out between Communists and Islamic 
fundamentalists. 

  

The conflict soon became a proxy war between Russia who supported the “democratic” 
Communists and America who supported its own, equally “democratic” Islamist militants 
known as “freedom fighters” or “mujahideen”. As the CIA under US President Jimmy 
Carter began training Islamic militants in Pakistan, Russia in 1979 saw itself forced to 
invade Afghanistan in order to suppress growing US-Islamist influence on its border. It 
may be useful to note that the US Congress had also supported the People’s Mujahid 
Organisation of Iran or PMOI, Iran’s own Islamic militants, “to promote democracy in the 
Middle East”.  

  

The Russian invasion of Afghanistan was exactly what America wanted as part of its 
strategy of drawing Russia into conflict with its neighbours. As Zbigniew Brzezinski, 
Carter’s National Security Adviser put it, “We didn’t push the Russians to intervene, but we 
knowingly increased the probability that they would” (Le Nouvel Observateur, 1. 15. 1998). 
At any rate, the Soviet leadership badly miscalculated. No sooner had the Soviet forces 
taken Kabul and installed their puppet regime than the entire Afghan population rose to 
arms against the invaders – no doubt with US-British encouragement. 

  

Just months after the invasion the militants – armed with swords and matchlocks – began 
launching major guerrilla attacks on the Soviets who were totally unprepared and untrained 
for non-conventional warfare. Taking full advantage of the situation, the United States 
increased its support for the militants, turning Afghanistan into a trap for the Soviet giant 
(similar to America’s own Vietnam fiasco, but worse) from where there was no way out. 
Before long, the militants acquired better weaponry and Jihadist volunteers began to pour 
into the country from Pakistan, Iran, Egypt, Saudi Arabia (including Osama bin Laden) and 
other Islamic countries. France and China also contributed and, of course, Britain had its 
SAS teams while America had its CIA and Army special-operations troops. As for the 
Russian side, this must be admitted to have been one of the most peculiar wars in history. 
The Russian forces in Afghanistan never exceeded more than about 100,000 troops (mostly 
young conscripts) despite the fact that the Russian Armed Forces totalled over 5 million. 
Although Afghanistan was five times the size of Vietnam, the Russian forces only 
amounted to about a fifth of the US forces in Vietnam and less than a tenth of Soviet forces 
in Finland in 1940. 

  



The reasons for Russia’s failure in Afghanistan are complex. Military leadership, 
organisation and logistics were certainly areas where the Soviets were not as strong as they 
might have been. However, the real weak point of the Soviets was ideology. It must be 
remembered that this was a Communist regime which could only think along Communist 
lines. And Communism was just not an ideology to catch the enthusiasm of the Afghan 
people. Apart from a few semi-Westernised intellectuals in Kabul and other cities, there 
was no Afghan peasantry prepared to embrace Marxism and there was even less industrial 
proletariat bent on becoming the ruling class in a “proletarian dictatorship” on Soviet lines. 
Nor yet was there any Capitalist bourgeoisie of which the masses were in need of 
liberating. The Russians’ enemy in Afghanistan was not Capitalism but Islam – and the 
Afghan tradition of dealing harshly with invading Westerners.   

  

The Soviets were unable to devise a strategy for overcoming the Afghans’ traditional 
dislike of invaders. Had Russia been a Christian state, the obvious option would have been 
to attack Islam, beginning with Pakistan and Iran. This would have made perfect sense as 
Pakistan’s President, General Zia-ul-Haq had just seized power in 1978 and started 
implementing a programme of systematic Islamisation of Pakistan while Ayatollah 
Khomeini’s 1979 Islamic Revolution had turned Iran into an Islamic dictatorship. Putting 
pressure on Saudi Arabia who was funding the militants may also have shown results. A 
Russian war on Islam would have had the full support of the Christian world, including the 
United States. Spoils of war could have been shared with America, Britain and other 
Western countries. 

  

However, the reality was that Russia was not a Christian but a Communist state which was 
at war with both Christianity and Capitalism. A Russian declaration of war on Islam would 
have alienated not only the Soviet Union’s Muslim-dominated Central Asian republics, but 
would have turned the whole Islamic world into a deadly enemy at a time when Russia 
needed Muslims as allies against Capitalism. Russia had already lost China as an ally. 
Without friendly Muslim nations, Russia would have been left out in the cold with no hope 
of ever fulfilling its dreams of world Communist revolution. In consequence, Russia was in 
a situation from which it could not possibly emerge victorious. During the ten years of the 
war, Russia saw a series of elderly and ailing leaders, Brezhnev, Chernenko, Andropov and 
Gorbachev – every one of them as incapable of finding a face-saving solution to the war as 
the others. Meanwhile, as the morale of the militants was being boosted by international 
support, the morale among Soviet troops was sinking to alarmingly low levels. Alcoholism, 
drug abuse, disease, violence and crime were spreading among the forces like bushfire – 
and so was discontent among the Soviet masses at home. 

  

Although Soviet propaganda was trying hard to portray the Afghan militants as “Nazis” and 
“agents of Capitalist Imperialism” the Soviet masses could see no justification for such 
comparison. Never mind that the militants were, indeed, used by both Islamic extremists 



and Capitalist imperialists for their own purposes. The fact was that most Afghans were 
dirt-poor villagers who were being slaughtered by the Soviet invaders (about 1.3 million 
were killed by the Soviets) for no apparent reason. Simple-minded, working-class Russian 
parents were unable to understand why their sons had to fight in this war. With every new 
atrocity broadcast by the international media, the Soviets themselves were more and more 
looked upon as “Imperialists” and “Nazis” – with some justification.  

  

It may be true that from 1986 onwards, US-supplied Stinger anti-aircraft missiles were a 
contributive factor in the shifting of the strategic balance in favour of the militants. The US 
manufacturers certainly knew how to publicise any of the Stingers’ strong points. There is 
no doubt that the shoulder-fired missiles were easy to carry and to operate, which made 
them the ideal weapon for guerrilla warfare. However, as the war was becoming more and 
more expensive and unpopular, there was less and less political, ideological and 
psychological will on the Soviet side to fight the war. Potential rebellion at home was fast 
becoming a bigger headache for the Soviet leadership than actual rebellion in Afghanistan. 
The situation was aggravated by the fact that there was no sign of any ability to make 
proper decisions – or any decisions at all – from the political dinosaurs in the Kremlin. As a 
measure of the political and intellectual paralysis which had gripped the Soviet leadership, 
KGB chief and Soviet leader (1982-5) Yuri Andropov, remarked: “First we’ll make enough 
sausages and then we won’t have any dissidents” (Robert Service, p. 430).     

  

It was only towards the end of the war, under Mikhail Gorbachev (1985-91), that the Soviet 
leadership finally acknowledged the obvious fact that Marxist-Leninist ideology had failed 
and that the fundamental revision of Soviet policies had become a matter of utmost urgency 
which could no longer be postponed. Afghanistan suddenly became irrelevant in 
comparison with Russia’s fundamental crisis at home. What becomes evident is that the 
Soviet failure in Afghanistan can be properly understood only when analysed in a wider 
context which goes far beyond purely military considerations. What is of particular 
importance, but is often overlooked, is the economic situation of the Soviet Union during 
the war. As indicated earlier, the Soviet Union in the 1960s was forced to import grain 
(wheat and maize), soya beans and other food stuffs from the United States and other 
countries to feed its population. But food imports had to be paid for in hard currency, 
leading to the Soviet state’s running out of cash. 

  

As correctly pointed out by Yegor Gaidar, former acting Prime Minister of Russia and 
Minister of Economy (1991-4), when cash was no longer available, the Soviets were forced 
to borrow money from the Capitalist world. During the last years of the war (1985-9) the 
Soviet Union borrowed large amounts from Capitalist banks, in particular, West German 
banks, until it was told that no more credit was available (The Collapse of an Empire: 
Lessons for Modern Russia, 2007). In consequence, by 1989 the Soviet Union had run out 
of money and out of food and could no longer afford a losing war which it was fighting on 



credit from the Capitalist world. Thus, the military failure in Afghanistan must be admitted 
to have been merely a symptom of the general failure of the Soviet state – and of the 
Communist pathology. 

  

And so, in 1989, the Soviets withdrew from Afghanistan, leaving a puppet government in 
Kabul as a face-saving device, or fig-leaf. In the eyes of the world, however, the war was 
an unmitigated disaster and complete humiliation of the Soviet Empire. It was also a 
disaster for Afghanistan as it was soon to fall into the clutches of the extremist Taleban. 
The Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan was a great victory for the Capitalist world, in 
particular, America. Unfortunately, it was an even greater victory for Islam. Indeed, after 
the Soviets, the Islamist militants had America in their sights. 9/11 marked the beginning of 
a new era in which an increasingly assertive and militant Islam has become more powerful 
and dangerous than ever before. The military outcome of the war and the economic 
situation at home were bound to have far-reaching political repercussions for the ailing 
Soviet Empire. By the end of 1989 the Soviet Union had lost all its East European satellites 
and a growing number of Soviet republics wanted to leave the Union as soon as possible. 
The Empire was rapidly disintegrating and urgent action was needed to prevent a bloody 
revolution or civil war. 

  

Gorbachev and the Return to Capitalism 

  

Gorbachev removed from power all of the old-regime cronies and initiated a sustained 
programme of political liberalisation based on his policies of “Perestroika” 
(Reconstruction) and “Glasnost” (Openness), including multi-party politics. Under his rule, 
free elections were allowed for the first time and Boris Yeltsin was elected President by 
direct popular vote. The Communist Party was dissolved and the Soviet Union was 
abolished on December 31 1991. Only two years after the Soviet-Afghan war, the Soviet 
Union ceased to exist as a Communist (or even Socialist) entity and changed its name to 
that of Russian Federation. Russia’s economy took years to recover and from 1991 the 
population had to rely on food aid from the Capitalist world. Moreover, under President 
Vladimir Putin (a former KGB officer who came to power in 1999) the Russian state has 
retained much of its central control. However, elections are free and the Capitalist system 
has been largely restored. As a consequence, Russia’s economy has grown strongly since 
2000, with a large trade surplus and a GDP forecast to grow by over 6.5 per cent in 2007. 

  

Russia’s vast gold and foreign currency surpluses gained after the restoration of Capitalism 
place it in a position to become an economic and military power again. Huge oil revenues, 
in particular, enable Russia to invest vast sums in its military capabilities including new 



missile systems and nuclear technology. Russia’s new affluence also enables it to invest not 
only in its own economy but also in established Capitalist economies like those of West 
Europe and USA. Such investments together with Russia’s gas supplies to the European 
Union, firmly place Russia in a position of power, in particular, vis-à-vis its European 
neighbours – as demonstrated in January 2006 when Russia cut gas supplies to Ukraine.     

  

To be sure, Russian economy remains largely in the hands of a few. Following the collapse 
of Communism and the privatisation of the economy, over one-quarter of Russia’s GNP 
came under the control of about 36 individuals the dominant portion of whom were Jewish 
billionaires (known as “oligarchs”) like Roman Abramovich, Boris Berezovsky, Vladimir 
Gusinsky, Mikhail Khodorkovsky, Mikhail Fridman, Viktor Vekselberg, Valery Malkin 
and others. How a small group belonging to a particular ethnic minority came to amass so 
much wealth in such a short span of time has not been adequately explained by historians 
and anthropologists. Leaving ethnic considerations aside, the situation was no different 
under Communism where the economy was controlled by a few Party leaders. Moreover, it 
must be beyond dispute that the restoration of Capitalism has rendered Russian economy 
stronger than it ever was under Communism. Thus, in purely economic terms, Communism 
has proved to be inferior even to Capitalism. 

  

As shown in our analysis of the Capitalist problem, Capitalism invariably creates wealth for 
some while creating poverty for others. In Capitalist economies, economic surplus or profit 
is appropriated by one class at the expense of another. For example, supermarket chains 
make a profit at the expense of farmers by buying agricultural produce at low prices. 
Industrialists make a profit at the expense of factory workers by paying them low wages, 
etc. In all such cases, the productive class is deprived by the non-productive capitalist class 
of part of the product of its labour. In other words, workers produce goods which have a 
certain value but receive only a fraction of that value in wages. The difference between the 
value of the work done by the workers and the wages they receive as payment for their 
work is called “surplus value”. This surplus value is appropriated by the capitalist class. 
The capitalist class is able to do this by dispossessing the working class, by controlling the 
markets, by owning the means of production, etc. 

  

Under Communism, the State was the employer of the working class, the owner of the 
means of production (industrial machinery, etc.) and the appropriator of the product of 
labour. The State was able to appropriate the surplus value by dispossessing the working 
class (through land confiscations, etc.), by controlling the markets, by owning the means of 
production, etc. While under Capitalism the exploiter is the capitalist class, under 
Communism the exploiter was the State. This was the main difference. This fundamental 
difference had a peculiar effect on society. For example, the director of a state-owned 
Soviet factory earned his living by receiving a fixed salary irrespective of his performance, 
and he increased his income by taking bribes, by stealing materials, etc. The factory worker 



similarly received a fixed salary irrespective of his performance, stole whatever he could, 
failed to turn up for work, etc. Likewise, the farmer sought to avoid doing any work on the 
state-owned collectives, etc. Thus there was no incentive whatsoever for state employees to 
take an interest in raising production or quality – unless they were forced at gunpoint to do 
so as in the Stalinist era. As a result, not only was production low but the quality of 
manufactured goods (such as machinery) was so poor that they could only be exported to 
Communist Bloc or Third World countries like Africa in exchange for raw materials.  

  

In addition, there was more money to be made on the black market, where illegally 
produced, stolen and smuggled goods and services were exchanged, than in state 
employment. In consequence, the black market which operated on capitalist lines was 
thriving more than the official state-run Communist economy. The black market was a 
growing, parallel Capitalist economy, making a mockery of official “Communism” and 
providing a daily reminder to all citizens of the fact that they were living a lie. As 
Capitalism was gradually taking over Soviet economy irrespective of the official 
appearance of “Communism”, it eventually became counter-productive to keep up the 
pretence.   

  

Thus, the Communist experience in Russia shows that Communism is a delusional, 
fraudulent and criminal ideology which not only does not work in practice but can only 
come to power – and remain in power – through systematic deception, repression and 
violence. State violence, in particular, was the basis of Soviet society. As Engels put it in 
his On Authority, “The victorious party must maintain this rule by means of the terror 
which its arms inspire in the reactionaries”. On his part, Marx in his Capital declared that 
“violence is the midwife of the new society”. In other words, as long as the “new society” 
of Marxism was in the process of “being born” – which could take an indefinite amount of 
time to accomplish – state violence was conveniently justified for terrorising the masses 
into submission to state authority. In consequence, the State in the Communist system 
remains a “special repressive force” of the few for the suppression of the many.  
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The insoluble contradiction of Communism is that although it aims to abolish Capitalism, 
the Communist state is ultimately forced to employ Capitalist modes of production in order 
to survive as a state. And in doing so, it ceases to be Communist. It is easy to see how in the 
19th century, a fraudster like Marx sporting a long beard, a university degree in philosophy 



and a clever lawyer’s debating skills, could deceive thousands with his utopian theories. In 
the 21st century, in particular, in light of the Russian experience, this is no longer possible. 
Therefore, just as in the past they had turned from Marxists to Leninists to Stalinists, once 
Marx’s Soviet devotees were exposed, they simply abandoned Communism and turned 
“democrats” – and Capitalists. 

  

Apart from Capitalism (or black-market economy), two other forces put paid to Russia’s 
Communist experiment: Nationalism and Religion. Generally speaking, Nationalism is a 
feeling of identity with a nation’s geographical territory and its cultural and spiritual 
heritage. It is also a feeling of concern for the material and spiritual well-being of the nation 
to which one belongs. As such, Nationalism is an essential factor in a nation’s struggle for 
survival and can be inspired either by hostility from other nations or pride in one’s nation 
achievements. European Nationalism had its roots in the Romantic movement of the 18th 
century which was a reaction to Church domination on one hand and to the antinational 
tendencies of emerging Capitalism, on the other. More specifically, European Nationalism 
had developed in response to political and military domination by Colonialist Empires like 
France. However, while European nations were opposed to political and military 
domination by France they were not entirely opposed to French cultural influences.   

  

Thus, for generations, European nations like Germany and Austria had been open to 
cultural influences from France. In their turn, East European nations had looked up to 
France, Austria and Germany as models of European culture. To these nations, Russia may 
have been big and powerful, but it was associated with provincialism and backwardness. 
Not surprisingly, therefore, East Europeans did not take kindly to Soviet domination. The 
drunken, raping and pillaging Red Army troops who had ostensibly “liberated” East Europe 
from German occupation in the last days of the Second World War were not easily 
forgotten. Decades after the War, Russian soldiers were still remembered as “da vai chyas” 
(“give us your watch”) in memory of their habit of robbing civilians at gunpoint. Even 
staunch Communists like the Hungarian Bela (Kohn) Kun, believed that the Russians were 
“too backward to be fit for Communism”. 

  

Russians themselves were aware of the fact that their cultural achievements, especially in 
the fields of literature and music went back to pre-Communist time, little of notice being 
produced during the Soviet era. Moreover, as Communism was an international ideology, 
any Soviet achievements ascribed to Communism could hardly be claimed as specifically 
Russian. Russians, therefore, had little to be proud of in nationalist terms. Nor were 
Russians in a position of oppression by a foreign nation which might have stimulated a rise 
in Russian Nationalism. In addition, Nationalism was systematically discouraged by the 
Soviet authorities for two main reasons. Firstly, Nationalism could not be allowed to 
compete with Communism as this would have jeopardised the latter’s supremacy in the 
consciousness of the masses. Secondly, the Soviet Union was not a nation but a union of 



many ethnic groups with distinct historical, cultural and religious backgrounds. As there 
was no single common history, culture or religion to bind all the Soviet nations together, a 
rise in regional Nationalism would have led to the breakup of the Union – as it eventually 
did.     

  

Under Communist rule, therefore, Nationalism was more pronounced in non-Russian 
nations than in Russia itself. As Communism provided little emotional inspiration, 
Nationalism remained a powerful force albeit one which was largely operating 
underground, beneath the official façade of Soviet unity. This local Nationalism was based 
on identification with local culture and religion, and was fed by opposition to Russian 
domination at Union level and by conflicting ethnic interests at regional level. Thus, while 
Capitalism was returning to Soviet economy by the back door – through the black market – 
Nationalism was another growing underground force which steadily eroded the foundations 
of Communist rule. This process of erosion had already begun in the days of Khrushchev, 
after the death of Stalin, when the decentralisation of government led to the rise of localism 
and the breakup of state unity. 

  

While anti-Soviet (and anti-Russian) opposition in East Europe was well known, nationalist 
and separatist trends in the Soviet Union rarely reached the outside world due to the almost 
impenetrable curtain of secrecy enveloping Soviet society. Nevertheless, such trends did 
exist as evidenced by such incidents as the 1977 bombing of the Moscow metro by 
Armenian nationalist groups. The Soviet-Afghan War only served to provide further 
inspiration for regional Nationalism. As Russians were not being repressed by another 
nation, Russian Nationalism was less pronounced even as the Soviet Union was falling 
apart. To be sure, Russian Nationalism was not entirely absent. There were several Russian 
nationalist groups in operation. However, as Professor Robert Service has pointed out, 
following the abolition of the Soviet Union, “The Russian people refused to respond to the 
slogans of [nationalist leaders] Zyuganov and Zhirinovski. Despite their disorientation, 
Russians were hard to mobilise behind nationalistic slogans.  

  

“They did not think Russia a special country. They did not think Russia had anything to 
teach the world. They did not want to demonstrate on the streets. They wanted peace on her 
borders and material well-being at home … Russians emerged from the communist years 
with an even less clear sense of their identity than most other peoples of the former USSR” 
(Robert Service, pp. 541-2; p. 552). Evidently, without a sense of identity one cannot have 
a nation and without a nation one cannot have a state. The inability of the Soviet state to 
take into consideration people’s nationalist sentiments was to cost it dearly just as it had 
cost the British Empire half a century earlier. As the British Empire had collapsed under the 
attack of nationalist movements across the globe, so the Soviet Empire collapsed under the 
joint attack of nationalist movements in Soviet-dominated East European countries as well 
as in the Soviet Union’s own non-Russian republics. This fact was belatedly acknowledged 



by Russia’s new leadership (including Vladimir Putin) which currently allows Nationalism 
to play a greater role in Russian society.   

  

The third important factor after Capitalism (or black-market economy) and Nationalism 
which contributed to the fall of the Soviet Empire, was Religion. Following the Second 
World War, Religion in the Western world especially in Europe, was increasingly looked 
upon as irrelevant. In the Soviet Union and its East European satellites, Religion was not 
only officially irrelevant but actively treated as a crime. Thousands of Christian priests, 
Jewish rabbis and Muslim mullahs were imprisoned or murdered and places of worship 
blown up or converted into offices or prisons. However, like the black-market economy and 
Nationalism, Religion refused to simply disappear just because Marxist-Leninist theory 
regarded it as “superstition”. To begin with, Communism itself although professing to be 
atheistic, created its own quasi-religious cult, replacing the Christian Trinity of God the 
Father, the Son (“Jesus”) and the Holy Ghost with its own “Holy Trinity” of Marx, Engels 
and Lenin. Later still, there was the cult of Stalin who had attained near-divine status.  

  

In these circumstances, it was becoming more and more difficult for the authorities to 
outlaw established cults like Abrahamic religions. In addition, Religion could be used by 
the Soviet authorities to further their own agenda by securing the collaboration of religious 
leaders. For decades, it was difficult under Communist rule to tell whether a religious 
leader was really a man of the people or a collaborator of the State. However, popular faith 
proved stronger than official ideology and as state authority was waning, Church influence 
was on the rise, not only in Russia but also in East European countries like Poland and, 
above all, in the Soviet Union’s own Muslim-dominated republics. 

  

As observed earlier, there was a clear link between Religion and demography. The strength 
of religious belief was reflected by demographic decline, stagnation or growth, the highest 
birthrates being registered in the nationalities with the strongest religious belief – the 
Muslim republics. Poverty and lack of freedom, combined with lack of national identity 
and pride as well as lack of faith were a source of psychological depression among the 
Russian masses. This depression which was reflected in a declining population was a clear 
symptom of the failure of the Communist system. Evidently, a supposedly people-
orientated system in which the people itself, that is, the very basis of that system is in 
decline, is a self-contradictory, self-defeating and failed system. The Russian population 
was declining not only numerically but also in terms of wealth, health and will to live as 
evidenced by the rise in mental and physical illness, alcoholism, drug abuse, divorce, 
suicide and early death. 

  



The fact is that “class struggle”, “dictatorship of the proletariat” and other aberrations of 
Communist ideology cannot form the basis of human society. Apart from basic needs like 
food and shelter, humans need a sense of identity and a sense of direction. In other words, 
something to believe in. Communism failed on all these counts. 

  

Communism in China 

  

Communism in China followed the same pattern of delusion, deception and destruction as it 
did in Russia. Therefore, any investigation of Communism in China must follow the same 
pattern as the investigation of its Russian forerunner: analysis of (1) the instigators of the 
revolution, (2) their teachings and (3) the practical application and results of the revolution. 
In this context, one important point must be highlighted from the outset, namely, that if 
Marxism had been alien to Russia, having been imported from Germany, it was even more 
alien to China, being imported from Europe. It is evident, therefore, that Communism in 
China was nothing but an extension of the Western pathology and its malignant 
manifestations. 

  

Another important fact that must be noted it that, as the founders of Russia’s Communist 
movement had been intellectuals who had lived in Western European cities prior to the 
revolution, the founders of China’s Communist movement, too, were themselves 
westernised intellectuals who had cut themselves off from traditional Chinese culture. Mao 
Zedong (1893-1976) himself, though born into a traditional farming family, left his native 
village at the first opportunity and sought to distance himself from his cultural identity as 
far as he could. Thus, the members of China’s leading Communist clique can be described 
as “Chinese” only in a limited sense. 

Furthermore, just as Russia’s problems had to a large extent been created by Capitalism 
which had been imported from Western Europe, so also China’s problems were largely the 
product of Western Imperialism. Although Western-indoctrinated historians routinely 
ascribe poverty in 20th century China to “Chinese Feudalism”, the truth of the matter as 
pointed out by Professor Niall Ferguson, is that Western Colonialism “reduced India and 
China from being quite possibly the world’s most advanced economies in the sixteenth 
century to relative poverty by the early twentieth” (Empire, p. 369). The Opium Wars of 
1839-1842 and 1856-1860 which the British imperialists imposed on China are a case in 
point, being particularly illustrative of the true causes of China’s problems. 

Like India before Islamic occupation, China in the 18th century was one of the world’s most 
advanced and prosperous civilisations, which had remained virtually unchanged since pre-
Christian times and was in no need of anything that predatory Western imperialists 
disguised as merchants had to offer. As Emperor Qianlong put it in his famous letter to 



King George III of England, “As your ambassador can see for himself, we possess all 
things. I set no value on strange objects and have no use for your country’s manufactures”. 
Instead of buying anything from the British, China was exporting tea for which it 
demanded payment in Spanish silver dollars. When the British ran out of that currency, 
they devised the diabolical strategy of selling opium (which they were growing in India) to 
China. By 1830, millions of Chinese citizens had become addicts, with disastrous 
consequences for Chinese society. When China enacted measures to put an end to the 
opium trade, the British “red barbarians” or “red-haired devils” as the Chinese not 
unreasonably called them, proved true to their name and retaliated by starting a war. Thus, 
the inherent malignity of Western “civilisation” becomes once again apparent. In particular, 
the Western merchant classes must be admitted to represent evil incarnate. Moreover, as in 
India, Japan and elsewhere, Christian missionaries in China were never far behind the 
merchants, peddling their own kind of opium, in the form of Abrahamic religion. 

In addition to the Opium Wars, other armed conflicts that devastated China and cost the 
lives of millions of Chinese citizens were also largely of Western inspiration. Among these 
may be mentioned the Christian-inspired Taiping Rebellion of 1850-1864 led by a man 
who imagined himself to be the brother of Jesus and the Muslim-inspired Panthay and Hui 
Rebellions of 1855-1873 and 1862-1877, respectively. The Chinese people’s rejection of 
Western domination and exploitation is perhaps best illustrated by the anti-Western Boxer 
Uprising (or Revolution) of 1900 – which was brutally suppressed by Western powers. In 
short, both poverty and the Western domination which had created it, had become 
intolerable. Resentment of Western domination was growing not only in China, but 
throughout the Eastern world. The rise of Japan as a military power in the region must be 
interpreted in this wider context of the legitimate struggle of Eastern nations against 
Western Imperialism. Not surprisingly, Japan’s victory over Russia in the Russo-Japanese 
War of 1905 was celebrated by the Chinese, Indians and other Eastern nations as a victory 
of the civilised East over the barbarous and predatory West. 

Nevertheless, internal tensions were also developing, in particular, between the Han 
Chinese and the Manchus. The latter had been a warlike, semi-nomadic tribe from 
Manchuria in the North-East, which invaded and conquered China in the 17th century, 
founding the ruling Qing dynasty. Although the conquerors had left the Confucian system 
of government unchanged and adopted traditional Chinese religion and culture, they were 
regarded as illegitimate foreign rulers by many Chinese. Following the death of the 
powerful Emperor Qianlong, the Qing dynasty was increasingly seen as weak and corrupt. 
The disastrous defeat by Western powers of the pro-Qing Boxer Uprising, followed by the 
sacking of Beijing and its savage plunder and destruction by Western hordes; the Western-
engineered epidemic opium addiction which affected over ten per cent of the population; 
the growing dependence of the state on Western powers; and catastrophic food shortages, 
combined to set public opinion against the ruling Manchus. 

Anti-Manchu feelings came to a head with the Wuchang Rebellion of 1911 which led to the 
establishment of the Republic of China (ROC) on January 1, 1912 and the abdication of the 
six-year-old Emperor. However, the republican rebellion turned into farce when the new 
President, Yuan Shikai, declared himself Emperor of China and the country descended into 
political chaos, coming under the control of competing regional warlords each of whom 



wanted to rule the nation. It was in this situation of general instability and confusion that 
Russian-inspired Anarchism and, in particular after the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution, 
Marxism-Leninism, became influential. 

Mao himself, who had briefly enlisted in the rebel forces, was a typical product of the 
unprecedented cultural disorientation and schizophrenia which had gripped the nation as a 
result of Western influence and domination. As in the case of Karl Marx, there were several 
early signs which presaged the future development of Mao’s career. He was described as 
“clumsy and dirtily dressed”; he wrote in an often illegible or extravagant handwriting; he 
displayed a curious inability to draw and to learn foreign languages (he never succeeded to 
learn English despite his lifelong attempts to do so); he was unable to dance (he was said to 
have no sense of rhythm); he was also naturally shy as well as fickle, rebellious and 
obstinate; he was opposed to marriage and favoured sexual licence; he suffered from 
neurasthenia; his ambitions for fame and power were undoubtedly an attempt to 
compensate for his other debilities; finally, (by 1926) he developed a sadistic liking for 
violence and destruction (as observed by Chang and Halliday, “Mao did not come to 
violence via theory. The propensity sprang from his character, and was to have a profound 
impact on his future methods of rule.”          

Following his primary and secondary education, Mao tentatively enrolled in various 
schools offering courses from soap-making to law and economics, before taking up a five-
year course to become a schoolteacher. Yet even shortly before graduating in 1918 at the 
age of 24, he confessed to a former professor that he found it all “extremely confusing” 
(Mao: A Life, p. 78). In the light of these facts, it is not surprising to hear that he had 
developed a strong interest in European Anarchism while at the same time expressing his 
regret that he was unable to study Buddhism as he had neither the leisure nor the books for 
that purpose. 

Like Marx, Mao was not an original thinker. As Philip Short has put it, “The idealism he 
absorbed from Paulsen and Kant was overlain with the pragmatism of Dewey; the 
liberalism of John Stuart Mill with social Darwinism; Adam Smith with T. H. Huxley; 
Liang Qichao’s constitutionalism gave place to the socialism of Jiang Kanghu and Sun Yat-
sen. The utopianism of Kang Youwei prepared the way for anarchism and Marxism. All 
this ‘modern knowledge’ was buttressed by a classical inheritance … which itself was 
anchored in the bedrock of the traditional Chinese amalgam of Buddhism, Confucianism 
and Daoism which Mao had absorbed in his childhood in the village schools of Shaoshan. 
Each layer subsumed the others. Nothing was ever lost” (Mao: A Life, p. 104). However, 
that bedrock of Chinese tradition was precisely what Mao gave up when he converted to 
Marxism. Indeed, Confucianism, Daoism and Buddhism do not mix with Marxism except 
in the mind of a schizophrenic. Nor had Mao’s reforms in later life anything to do with 
Chinese tradition. They were inspired by Marxism-Leninism and by Mao’s pathological 
urge to impose his own personal will on the rest of the world. 

From the very beginning, Mao’s excessive interest in Western ideologies implied a 
rejection of Chinese tradition. But on what grounds did he reject his own cultural heritage? 
He never actually studied the ancient culture of his people in depth for, as he himself 
admitted, he had neither the time nor the books to do so. Indeed, his main preoccupation 



prior to his conversion to Marxism was not Chinese but Western ideologies, in particular, 
Anarchism. Moreover, it is doubtful whether he had the time and the intellectual capacity to 
digest and think through all the diverse and mutually contradictory theories he had read. 
Furthermore, the fact is that while Confucianism, Daoism and Buddhism were practical 
systems which had been applied for millennia, the teachings of Westerners like Friedrich 
Paulsen, Immanuel Kant and the rest were mere theories. Marxism itself in the 1920s was 
still only a theory.         

Mao’s superficial understanding of the materials he was “studying” is demonstrated by a 
revealing episode from his final years in the secondary school (at the age of 18) when, 
having read and learned by heart some books on Kang Youwei and Liang Qichao (two 
popular nationalists and staunch supporters of the Monarchy) he put up a poster on the 
school wall, calling for the radical republican leader Sun Yat-sen to be appointed President, 
with the monarchists Kang Youwei and Liang Qichao (Mao’s idols) as Prime Minister and 
Minister of Foreign Affairs (Mao: A Life, p. 43). Even after his graduation as a teacher, in 
an article published on July 21 1919, he displayed a strange ignorance of the subject-matter 
he was writing about by naming Marx (and not Lenin) as the then leader of the Bolshevik 
movement (Mao: A Life, p. 87). Similarly, in an article of July 28 1919, he criticised in 
Soviet style the “militarist adventurers of the authoritarian Japanese government”, while 
failing to identify Western Imperialism as the true causes of Japan’s militarism (p.96).       

Indeed, Mao’s learning and the ways in which he was applying it appear to have been not 
only superficial but also rather mechanical and opportunist, as illustrated by the popular 
proverbs and Confucian sayings he had learned by rote in his school days and which he 
would later frequently quote in support of his Marxist views (hence, unsurprisingly, he was 
put in charge of the Communist’s Party Propaganda Department). His teachings and actions 
reveal a compulsive drive to acquire, organise and control things, including knowledge and 
people, in order to increase his personal power. In consequence, ambition for personal fame 
and power must be admitted to define Mao’s personality and life. It is for this reason that 
Mao was successful as a guerrilla leader but failed miserably as an economist and national 
leader (or dictator). 

Mao’s capacity for logical thinking does not appear to have reached far beyond the field of 
organisational matters, in particular, those connected with political agitation and other 
power-related  issues. For example, in 1919 he declared that to change China, it was first 
necessary to change society; to change society one had first to change the system; and to 
change the system, one had to begin by changing those in power (Mao: A Life, p. 99). 
However, the logical implication of this is that it was those who were in power that were 
ultimately responsible for the malfunctioning of the system. By changing or reforming 
those in power, it would have been possible to ensure that the system functioned properly 
and in the interests of the people, in which case a change of system would have become 
quite unnecessary. Indeed, a few years earlier, Mao himself had acknowledged that “the 
Emperor and most officials were honest, good and clever men who only needed the help of 
reformers like Kang Youwei” (Mao: A Life, p. 38). 

Unfortunately, in September 1918 Mao took up a job as library assistant at Beijing 
University which was a hotbed of Anarchism to which he was exposed for the next twelve 



months, before being introduced to Marxism by the university librarian, Li Dazhao – who 
was soon to become instrumental in the founding of the Chinese Communist Party. Then, in 
the wake of the Communist International (Comintern) established by the Russian 
Bolsheviks in 1919 to export Communism, the deputy manager of the Comintern’s Far 
Eastern Bureau, Grigory Voitinsky, was dispatched to China in the spring of 1920 to 
organise Communist groups. In Beijing, Voitinsky established contact with Li Dazhao who 
introduced him to other Bolshevik sympathisers. Mao and a few fellow-teachers were 
instructed to set up a Marxist Study Circle in October 1920, after which they were given 
copies of the Party Manifesto drafted by Voitinsky. Finally, in July 1921 a founding 
Congress was held in Shanghai and the “Chinese” Communist Party (CCP) was formed 
with the intention of establishing a “dictatorship of the proletariat” – and an annual fund of 
5,000 US dollars from Moscow for that purpose. Mao himself was appointed Secretary of 
the CCP’s provincial branch in his native Hunan. This is how, under the malignant 
influence of Western ideologies, the rebellious farmer’s son was slowly transformed from 
loyal monarchist to traitor and agent of Russian Communist Imperialism. 

In any event, it is indisputable that the conditions which made the rise of Communism 
possible had been created by China’s situation of domination by, and dependence on, 
Western powers. It might have been true that China had to “modernise” in order to survive, 
but this was only because China, indeed, the whole of the Eastern world, was under attack 
from Western powers. Furthermore, why should modernising mean Westernising or 
imitating the West? Attempting to eliminate Western domination and its effects by 
embracing Western ideologies was a schizophrenic and self-defeating enterprise. If 
Capitalism was admittedly a Western pathology, why should Marxism, another Western 
creation, have been any better?  
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Several instructive parallels may be drawn between Mao’s degeneration and retrogression 
from Confucianism to Marxism and Karl Marx’s own fall from Judaism to Communism: 

  

(1) Marx had been born in a European society which was experiencing a phase of protest 
and opposition to the repressive traditions of Judaeo-Christian culture, which had began 
with the Renaissance of the 1300s-1500s. He was, therefore, the product of an anti-
traditional society. Similarly, Mao was born at a time of anti-Western opposition which 
became anti-Manchu, anti-Confucian and, ultimately, anti-Chinese. 

  



(2) Marx had a rebellious and anarchic personality that caused him to abandon the Jewish 
faith of his ancestors and become a militant atheist. Mao, too, was rebellious and anarchic, 
renouncing his Confucian-Buddhist heritage and becoming a radical atheist. 

  

(3) Marx’s anti-traditional upbringing and phobia against tradition rendered him incapable 
of understanding that tradition did have a value which could not be underestimated. 
Likewise, Mao failed to appreciate the value of traditional Chinese religion and culture. 

  

A significant point of difference between Marx and Mao is that while Judaeo-Christian 
tradition had done nothing to improve the life of the European masses, Europe’s wealth 
being acquired through Capitalism, Colonialism and Imperialism, that is, through robbery 
and plunder of the masses both in Europe and abroad, Chinese religion and culture had 
made China one of the world’s most advanced and prosperous nations. Thus, while Marx’s 
rebellion against Judaeo-Christian tradition had been justified, Mao’s own opposition to 
Confucian-Daoist-Buddhist tradition was not. In summation, Mao was a typical product of 
the general cultural schizophrenia generated by the amalgamation of Western and Eastern 
culture, to which was added the inherent schizophrenia of Marxism-Leninism itself.  

Indeed, Mao was not alone in his unexamined, knee-jerk rejection of Chinese tradition. 
Under the malignant influence of subversive Western ideologies, many Chinese of his 
generation allowed themselves to be carried away by the general anti-traditionalist trend. 
Even before his conversion to Marxism, Mao’s New People’s Study Society, a student 
group he had formed in April 1918, consisted of like-minded, deracinated and disoriented 
individuals who shared a morbid fascination for Western intellectual traditions 
notwithstanding the fact that most of these traditions were quite irrational and mutually 
contradictory. It was such “progressive” student associations that spawned much of China’s 
leading Communist clique. The express intention of this clique was to prevent China from 
being taken over by foreigners. At the same time, however, in its typical self-contradictory 
and schizophrenic way, the same clique consciously facilitated China’s take-over by a 
foreign ideology, thus in effect exchanging one form of foreign imperialism (Capitalism) 
for another (Communism).  

The failure of Chinese Communists (a) to identify the true causes of China’s problems and 
(b) to critically examine the nature of Marxism, was a fundamental error of judgement 
which demonstrates their inherent ineptitude and unfitness for leadership. Once this 
fundamental error had been made, the floodgates were open to any number of further 
errors, the combined effect of which was to have catastrophic results for China and other 
Eastern nations, in particular, India and Nepal. 

Communism vs. Nationalism 



It must go to the credit of the Chinese people that they did not all share Mao’s unexamined 
enthusiasm for Marxism. Indeed, as in Germany, India, Japan and pre-1917 Russia itself, 
the main revolutionary force in China at the time was not Marxism but Nationalism, 
represented by the Nationalist Party (Kuomintang) founded by Sun Yat-sen, the man Mao 
had wanted to see elected as President in 1911. 

  

The ideological basis of Sun Yat-sen’s Nationalism was the Three People’s Principles, 
which were: Nationalism, Democracy and People’s Livelihood. Nationalism was loyalty to 
the Chinese Nation-state as a unifying force of the Chinese people; Democracy was 
People’s Rule; and People’s Livelihood was National Welfare. These principles 
distinguished Nationalism from Mao’s Marxism in that (1) while Marxism aimed to 
ultimately abolish the nation-state, Nationalism, by definition, wanted to preserve and 
strengthen it; (2) while Marxism aimed to establish a “dictatorship of the proletariat” over 
other classes, Nationalism wanted the whole nation to be involved in government; and (3) 
while Marxism aimed to redistribute land by force, Nationalism wanted to introduce land 
reforms peacefully. 

  

However, despite these differences, and despite its slogan “Asia before Europe”, it is 
evident that even Nationalism (or National Socialism) was a Western-inspired system. Sun 
Yat-sen himself, who had studied in Hawaii and had become an US citizen, admitted that 
he had been inspired by Abraham Lincoln and other American politicians. His successor, 
Chiang Kai-shek, was a Christian. The question that naturally arises is, how was it possible 
that even Chinese Nationalists aimed to take the nation forward by adopting Western ideas? 
The answer is that the West was evidently ahead of China economically and, above all, 
technologically. Technological developments such as engines fuelled by steam, petrol and 
electricity and resultant steamboats, steam trains, motor cars and airplanes and, in 
particular, military technology, were Western creations by which the West was able to 
dominate, oppress and exploit the East. Following the example of Japan, it was deemed 
necessary to industrialise and militarise China in order to acquire the capability to resist 
Western Imperialism. And because traditional Chinese culture – as typified by the Manchu 
Monarchy – was seen as an obstacle to industrial and military development, it was believed 
that Chinese culture itself had to be eliminated. Indeed, such was the general, Western-
inspired self-loathing and phobia against traditional Chinese culture that by the 1930s most 
Confucian temples had been converted into schools and museums.  

  

In short, this was the dilemma faced by Chinese Nationalism. The problem was that, once 
traditional Chinese culture in the form of Confucianism and Daoism (as well as Indian-
inspired Buddhism) was removed, there was not much left that would be authentically 
Chinese. Moreover, the more westernised China became, the less need was there to resist 
Western Imperialism. For, without Chinese culture, China would have been a mere 
extension of the West. In contrast, Japan had been more successful in this respect. It had 



succeeded in adopting Western technology, while preserving its ancient Shinto tradition 
and, above all, its traditional Monarchy. This, however, brought it into conflict with the 
imperialist and expansionist powers of the West (Russia, Britain, America and France). 

  

The fact is that traditional Chinese culture, in particular, Confucianism which provided the 
system by which China was governed, had made China great for centuries. It was based on 
ethical, moral and social values such as righteousness, integrity and loyalty (in particular, 
between Emperor and his government, father and son and husband and wife), and was by 
no means inferior to anything the West had to offer. There was no logical reason why 
Confucian tradition could not co-exist with Western technology. However, due to the 
degeneracy, corruption and weakness of the Qing dynasty, the situation needed a solution 
so urgently that, in the circumstances, only revolution could have saved China. As indicated 
above, the Communist choice was to eliminate Chinese culture altogether and replace it 
with a Russian Bolshevik system – without waiting first to see whether Bolshevism was a 
feasible system in practice. In contrast, the Nationalist choice was to adopt Western ways 
while retaining some elements of Chinese tradition that would have preserved a sense of 
cultural identity. 

  

Chinese Nationalism, in other words, was a compromise between Chinese and Western 
traditions, with special emphasis on industrial and military development. The principal 
model in this drive for development – or Westernisation, for this is what development came 
down to in these circumstances – was Germany (Communism was recognised as being 
unsuitable for China). The most pressing task before the Nationalist Party (Kuomintang) 
was to put an end to the rule of the regional warlords many of whom were backed by 
Western powers, in particular, Britain. For this purpose, under the leadership of Sun Yat-
sen’s successor Chiang Kai-shek (1887-1975), an effort was made to modernise the 
Chinese military. With the assistance of German training and organisation, a significant 
part of the Nationalist forces soon attained German military standard. This helped Chiang 
Kai-shek to bring the warlords under control and unite the nation under his leadership. 

  

Unfortunately, in its bid to drive Western Imperialism out of the region, Japan invaded 
China in 1937. Adolf Hitler had no choice but to acknowledge that Japan was militarily 
much more powerful and hence a better ally in Germany’s struggle against Communism 
than China was. He, therefore, sided with Japan and in 1941 China declared war on 
Germany. This put an end to Chinese-German co-operation and the Kuomintang was left to 
struggle alone against the Communists. With the help of Russian advisers, spies and moles, 
and a combination of promises and threats to the population, China’s Communists were 
able to extend their influence among the masses, infiltrate and subvert the Nationalist 
movement and, eventually, defeat its forces. With the surrender of Beijing in 1949, China 
was under Communist control. Chiang Kai-shek was forced to resign as President and 



retreated to Taiwan. On October 1, China’s new Head of State, Mao Zedong, proudly 
announced the founding of the People’s Republic of China. 

  

The Fraudulence of Maoism 

  

Although the change of government was received with fireworks and country-wide 
celebrations, the festive mood was not to last long. Those who believed that they had cause 
for celebration were no doubt glad to see an end to the constant fighting which had afflicted 
China since the fall of the Qing Government and the ensuing warlord era. The Second 
World War and the Civil War, too, were over and the nation was looking forward to a new 
era of peace. However, much of the nation’s optimism was based on the failure to 
understand the true nature of Communism. This failure was due partly to ignorance, but 
also to misleading Communist propaganda and systematic disinformation.         

  

According to Mao’s own writings published in the official Selected Works of Mao Tse-tung 
(1960), the principal aims of China’s Communist Party were: 

  

1. To abolish the “one-party dictatorship” of the Nationalist Kuomintang. 

  

2. To establish a democratic and united coalition government enjoying nation-wide support 
and including people without party affiliation. 

  

3. To recognise the legal status of all democratic parties and groups.  

  

4. To give the Chinese people democratic rights. 

  

5. To punish corrupt officials and institute clean government. 

  



6. To carry out land reforms according to the principle, “land to the tiller” and emancipate 
the peasants. 

  

7. To abolish the policy of economic controls (as obtained in the early 1940s). 

  

8. To guarantee religious freedom. 

  

9. To guarantee academic freedom.  

  

10. To give the minority nationalities in China better treatment and grant them autonomous 
rights. 

  

It is easy to see from the above official aims of the Chinese Communist Party why many 
had supported Communism. The masses had no knowledge or experience of Communism. 
They were unaware of the inconsistencies and lies of Marxism-Leninism and of the 
millions of innocent people enslaved, imprisoned, executed, and worked or starved to death 
by Mao’s superior and idol, Stalin. All they had was the Communists’ own propaganda 
which made Communism sound like the perfect solution to all of China’s problems. The 
shocking reality with which they were confronted after 1949 may be summed up as 
follows: 

  

1. The “one-party dictatorship” of the Kuomintang was replaced by the absolute 
dictatorship of the Communist Party. 

  

2. Government became the exclusive domain of Mao and his clique. 

  

3. No other political parties or groups were tolerated. 

  



4. No democratic rights were given to the Chinese people. 

  

5. Party-approved corruption was not punished but encouraged. 

  

6. Land and emancipation were not given but taken from the peasants. 

  

7. Economic controls were far stricter than before. 

  

8. There was no religious freedom. 

  

9. There was no academic freedom. 

  

10. There was no “better treatment” or “autonomous rights” for minority nationalities. 

  

In his 1945 political report On Coalition Government Mao said: “Some people are 
suspicious and think that once in power, the Communist Party will follow Russia’s example 
and establish the dictatorship of the proletariat and a one-party system. Our answer is that a 
new-democratic state based on an alliance of the democratic classes is different in principle 
from a socialist state under the dictatorship of the proletariat …. The Chinese system for the 
present stage is being shaped by the present stage of Chinese history, and for a long time to 
come there will exist a special form of state and political power, a form that is distinguished 
from the Russian system” (Selected Works, Vol. III, pp. 234-5). Mao here fraudulently 
attempts to create the impression that there was no danger of his Communist Party 
establishing a one-party dictatorship in Soviet Russian style when, in fact, the one-party 
dictatorship he introduced after 1949 was practically indistinguishable from that of Russia 
under Mao’s role model, Stalin. 

  

In the same report, Mao had considered as an “appropriate and minimum demand” to 
“Revoke all reactionary laws and decrees aimed at suppressing the people’s freedom of 
speech, press, assembly, association, political conviction and religious belief and freedom 



of the person, and guarantee full civil rights to the people” (Selected Works, p. 236). In 
reality, soon after 1949, the press and the media in general were under the exclusive and 
absolute control of the Party and no Chinese citizen could speak, write, assemble, associate 
or manifest his political conviction or religious belief, or even walk or move from one 
house to another or from one village to another without permission from the Communist 
authorities. 

  

Mao’s War on Farmers 

  

As shown earlier, the slogan before the 1917 Russian Bolshevik Revolution had been “land 
to the tiller”. After the Revolution, however, most land was declared property of the State. 
Big and middle farmers or “kulaks” were physically liquidated. Small farmers received 
plots of land which were too small for their needs. In addition, they were heavily taxed and 
forced to work on inefficient state-owned farms. These policies resulted in malnutrition, 
starvation and death of tens of millions of farmers. We shall now show that Mao’s own 
agrarian policies during the 1950s were a repetition of Stalin’s policies of the 1930s.       

  

One of the ten points adopted at the Sixth National Congress of the CCP held in July 1928 
was to “confiscate the land of all landlords and distribute the land among the peasants” 
(Selected Works, p. 175). In On Coalition Government Mao elaborates: “‘Land to the tiller’ 
means transferring the land from the feudal exploiters to the peasants, turning the private 
property of the feudal landlords into the private property of the peasants and emancipating 
them from feudal agrarian relations” (Selected Works, p. 247). Taking land from the 
exploiters and giving it to the poor sounds like a fair and commendable thing to do. 
However, as we have seen from the examples of Marx, Lenin and Stalin, nothing in 
Communism is what it appears to be. Invariably, there is some ulterior motive behind every 
Communist word or action. Indeed, as Mao himself put it, “Whenever a man speaks to 
others, he is doing propaganda work” (Selected Works, p. 60). The question which must be 
asked, therefore, is why was Mao so concerned about the farmers?  

  

Mao himself gives us the answer in the same report: “To wipe out the Japanese aggressors 
and build a new China, it is imperative to reform the land system and emancipate the 
peasants” (p. 247). Most historians agree that the Japanese were defeated in China in the 
War of 1937-1945 with the help of the mobilised farmers who were enlisted as guerrilla as 
well as regular troops. It is also generally agreed that the Nationalists were defeated by the 
Communists with the help of the same farmers. And the farmers were mobilised largely by 
appealing to their sense of patriotism, but also through promises of land reforms. In other 
words, the farmers were not to be given land for their own sake or for the sake of justice, as 



one might expect, but to rally them against the Japanese and against the Nationalists, which 
is what it meant to “wipe out the Japanese aggressors” and to “build a new [Communist] 
China”. 

  

In addition to wiping out the Nationalists, there was another motive behind “giving land to 
the tiller”. As Mao explains in his report, this motive was to make possible the 
“transformation of an agricultural country into an industrial country”. Thus, the farmers in 
themselves had no value for Mao and his clique except as convenient tools for the 
Communist drive for supremacy. This also makes it clear what “emancipating the peasants” 
really meant. It must be remembered that Marx and Engels openly despised farmers and 
believed that turning peasants into factory workers “rescued them from the idiocy of rural 
life”. According to Marxism, being a proletarian or factory worker represented the acme of 
human evolution. In consequence, the true meaning of “emancipating the peasants” was to 
“liberate farmers from the idiocy of rural life” and “transform them into industrial 
workers”.  

  

“It is the peasants who are the source of China’s industrial workers. In the future, additional 
tens of millions of peasants will go to the cities and enter factories. If China is to build up 
powerful national industries and many large modern cities, there will have to be a long 
process of transformation of rural into urban inhabitants” (Selected Works, p. 250). Why 
did China need “many large modern cities”? Evidently, for propaganda purposes, that is, to 
prove that Communism was superior to Feudalism and Capitalism. The problem with this 
line of propaganda is that building “large modern cities” had already been identified by 
Marx in his 1848 Manifesto as the creation of Capitalism. Therefore, “large modern cities” 
could not have been an improvement on Capitalism, but only an imitation of the latter. 
Moreover, as Mao admits, the farmers were also “the main market for China’s industry. 
Only they can supply foodstuffs and raw materials in great abundance and absorb 
manufactured goods in great quantities”. In short, this is the secret behind Mao’s interest in 
farmers: farmers were to feed the population in the cities, supply workers for the factories 
in the cities, and buy what the factories in the cities were producing, with whatever little 
money they earned on State-owned co-operatives. Just as farmers had formed the 
foundation of the Communist war effort against Japan and against the Nationalists, they 
were now to bear the brunt of Communism and carry upon their shoulders the Communist 
State which was to be ruled not by farmers, but “by the industrial workers” (in reality, Mao 
and his CCP). 

  

While he proclaimed that farmers were to be converted into factory workers, Mao urged 
Communist activists to “learn what the peasants want”, insisting that “all work done for the 
masses must start from their needs and not from the desire of any individual, however well-
intentioned”. The self-contradiction of this policy is only too evident: what was the point of 
learning “what the peasants want” when it had already been decided by the Communist 



Party that farmers were to be eliminated as a class and transformed into factory workers in 
obedience to the dictates of Marxism-Leninism? That the Communist “land-to-the-tiller” 
programme was a sham is evident from the fact that this was going to be only a temporary 
phase on the road to Communism. 

  

The above is a very important point to understand which unfortunately is often forgotten by 
Marxists and non-Marxists alike, including “experts” and “specialists” of all sorts. Farmers 
were not to be given land for ever, but only temporarily, “for several decades”. Indeed, 
“land to the tiller” was not the slogan of Communism but of the transitional stage from 
Capitalism to Communism, called “New Democracy” by Mao. “On joining the Party, every 
Communist has two clearly-defined objectives at heart, the new-democratic revolution now 
and socialism and communism in the future” (On Coalition Government). It is true that the 
stated aim of Mao’s Communist Party was to “confiscate the land of all landlords and 
distribute the land among the peasantry [small farmers]”. But the critical point is, was this 
land distribution going to be permanent? The answer is no, it was not. 

  

“Under the state system of New Democracy in China it will be necessary … to facilitate the 
development of the private capitalist sector” (Selected Works, p. 233). “[Nationalist leader] 
Dr. Sun Yat-sen’s thesis of “land to the tiller” is correct for the present period of our 
revolution, which is bourgeois-democratic in nature ... capitalism will still be enabled to 
grow to an appropriate extent for a fairly long period” (p. 247). “Our general programme of 
New Democracy will remain unchanged throughout the stage of the bourgeois-democratic 
revolution, that is, for several decades” (p. 235). Thus, there it is, black on white, written 
by the hand and spoken by the mouth of Mao himself: private ownership of land by farmers 
was to last only “several decades”. Indeed, it could not have been otherwise, since as stated 
by Marx and Engels in their Manifesto of the Communist Party, “the theory of the 
Communists may be summed up in the single sentence: Abolition of private property” (p. 
62).    
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If the self-contradictory and fraudulent character of Maoism is clear from its theories, it is 
even clearer from its practices. The reality on the ground was that the “land-to-the-tiller” 
policy did not last even “several decades”. As in Communist Russia, farmers were initially 
asked “what they wanted” and even given some land. But this was only until Mao came to 
power. Once Mao established his absolute rule over the country, the freedom of the “New-



Democracy” stage was over and the true terror of Communism began. His declaration to 
the effect that “The peasants want freedom, but we want Socialism” is entirely in 
agreement not only with Marxist-Leninist theory, but also with Mao’s own psychology. 
Consequently, in 1955, the whole of the countryside was forced to join collective farms. 
First, groups of five or six families were made to join their farms into a collective farm 
where land was worked collectively and the income was shared. Second, a whole village 
was made to join a larger collective. Third, several villages were made to join an even 
larger collective. From there to State-owned land it was not far. Before the farmers even 
understood what was happening, their land was regarded as belonging not to each family as 
promised by Mao but as property of the collectives, that is, of the State. The State-
controlled collectives, of course, would keep most of the income for themselves and invest 
it in properties for the leadership and, above all, in industrialisation projects outside the 
countryside, in the cities, as part of Mao’s drive to transform China into a Superpower. 

  

Instead of the farmers’ hard-earned money being re-invested in the villages, it invariably 
ended up in the pockets of the ruling class (the Communist Party and the Administrative 
Bureaucracy), just as in pre-revolutionary times. So, once again, farmers were reduced to 
poverty, this time not by Feudalists, nor by Capitalists but by Maoists themselves. In 
addition, farmers’ children were forced to go to the cities and take up low-paid wage-labour 
in State-owned factories. Even before collectivisation, in 1953, in order to realise his 
megalomaniac Superpower Programme, Mao had begun a brutal requisitioning programme 
to extract as much food as possible from the rural population. He decided that farmers 
should live on the equivalent of between 110 and 140 kg of processed grain per year – 
which was far below what farmers needed for mere subsistence. Similar levels of food 
rationing were also imposed on the urban population. On October 2, 1953, Mao told the 
Politburo: “This is a war on food producers [i.e., farmers] as well as on food consumers 
[the urban population]” (Mao’s economic manager, Bo Yi-bo in Recollections of Important 
Decisions and Events, 1993, pp. 271, 282, quoted in Chang and Halliday, Mao: The 
Unknown Story, p. 479). 

  

This War on Farmers, indeed, on the whole Chinese People, was made unbearable not only 
by Mao’s own brutality and unreasonable demands, but also by that of his lackeys. For, 
although Mao was Communist China’s supreme leader, he could not run the country on his 
own, but only with the help of millions of loyal servants, most of whom were selected not 
for their knowledge of agriculture or economics but for their blind obedience to Mao and 
efficiency in imposing his orders on the population. Indeed, many of Mao’s subordinates in 
the Communist power structure were simply thugs who could be relied upon for their 
brutality. In consequence, when these thugs were told that Marx was the “most completely 
developed intellectual, representing the acme of human wisdom”, that “Marxism-Leninism 
was a science” and that they had to apply the “scientific methods of Marxism” to 
“scientifically study and resolve problems”, the result could only have been catastrophic. 

  



In spite of his talk of Marxism-Leninism being a “science”, Mao in his 1941 Preface to 
Rural Surveys had written: “Many of our comrades still have a crude and careless style of 
work, do not seek to understand things thoroughly and may even be completely ignorant of 
conditions at the lower levels, and yet they are responsible for directing work” (Selected 
Works, Vol. III, p. 11). A year later, in his 1942 report Rectify the Party’s Style of Work, 
Mao again wrote: “Can we say that in the study of China’s economic problems, for 
instance, the theoretical level is already high? Can we say that our Party already has 
economic theorists worthy of the name? Certainly not. We have read a great many Marxist-
Leninist books, but can we claim, then, that we have theorists? We cannot” (Selected 
Works, Vol. III, p. 37). Still later, in 1944, he wrote: “For more than ten years we have been 
in the countryside and have had to encourage people to know the countryside well” (Our 
Study and the Current Situation, Selected Works, Vol. III, p. 172).         

  

The unbelievable incompetence of Mao’s Party (and Mao’s own incompetence, as leader of 
the Party) becomes evident from the fact that in 1958, after more than 24 years in the 
countryside, it was still “completely ignorant of the conditions at the lower levels, and yet it 
was responsible for directing work”; it still had “no economic theorists worthy of the 
name”; and it still did not “know the countryside well”. Accordingly, farmers were ordered 
to plough the land very deeply, on the “scientific” theory that the deeper levels of soil were 
particularly fertile, thereby increasing production. In fact, this only served to bury the 
topsoil under a layer of clay and sand and render perfectly good fields worthless. Seeds 
were to be planted as closely as possible, again, ostensibly to “increase production” but 
resulting in stunted growth or death of the plants. The transfer of millions of farmers to the 
cities left villages without enough hands to carry out all the agricultural work properly, etc. 
The chronic inefficiency of State-controlled collectives, the replacement of traditional with 
“progressive” and “scientific” methods, combined with the forced transfer of farmers to the 
cities as well as food requisitioning and imposition of longer working hours led to the near 
complete collapse of the agricultural sector, with the result that 20 million people died of 
starvation in 1960 alone. Farmers were reduced to eating grass and tree leaves and 
cannibalism became widespread. By 1962, tens of millions had died of malnutrition, 
starvation, disease and cold. At the same time, following the Russian propaganda system, 
“record productions” were officially announced and Mao himself declared that there was 
“no famine problem”.  

  

Mao, of course, was no economist. He was a guerrilla leader and political agitator. His 
economic policies, therefore, were bound to end in disaster. His land reforms, at any rate, 
had more to do with Mao’s pathological desire to establish absolute rule over the Chinese 
nation, than with genuine concern for its welfare. As pointed out by historian and former 
Chinese Red Guard member, Jung Chang, land reform was significantly entrusted not to an 
expert in agriculture or economics, but to Mao’s intelligence chief and terror expert, Kang 
Sheng. Indeed, unlike pre-Communist Russia, China in the 1940s had very few big 
landlords on whom the Communists could take revenge. In the absence of big landlords, a 
policy was devised already before 1949, to humiliate, terrorise, torture and murder 



relatively better-off farmers who could be accused of being “feudal exploiters”. Being 
better-off than others was interpreted as “proof” of being an enemy of the people according 
to the phrase coined by Communists back in 1926: “Anyone who has land is a tyrant, and 
all gentry are bad” (Mao: The Unknown Story, p. 49). 

  

When no better-off farmers could be found, they had to be created on all manner of pretexts 
to meet the Party-dictated requirement that 10 per cent of the population qualify for the 
treatment meted out to “landlords” and “kulaks”. Local Party activists who were slow in 
meeting the required quota were accused of “obstructing the land reform movement” and in 
some places “anyone not active in denouncing landlords was to be stoned to death” (Mao: 
The Unknown Story, pp. 385-7). The inevitable conclusion is that, even if not all of Mao’s 
economic fiascos were intentional, it must be beyond dispute that his land reforms were 
part of the Marxist-Leninist-Stalinist tradition of terrorising the nation into complete 
submission to Communist rule. Indeed, when Mao went on a tour of his native Hunan 
province back in December 1926 and found that some peasant leaders wanted to put an end 
to the violence, he insisted in his Report on the Peasant Movement in Hunan (March 1927), 
that “To put it bluntly, it is necessary to bring about a reign of terror in every county” and 
admitted that the brutality had made him feel “a kind of ecstasy never experienced before” 
(Stuart Schram, ed., Mao’s Road to Power: Revolutionary Writings 1912-1949, quoted in 
Mao: The Unknown Story, pp. 49-50). 

  

If this was Mao’s attitude back in the 1920s, it was entirely predictable that after 1949 his 
penchant for mass terror and mass murder would have been far stronger. Indeed, following 
in the footsteps of his idol Stalin, Mao in 1955 began imposing arrest and execution quotas, 
declaring: “We must arrest 1.5 million counter-revolutionaries in five years …. Our 
emphasis is: arrest in a big way, a giant way” (Mao Center for Chinese Research Materials, 
vol. 13, p. 13, in Mao: The Unknown Story, p. 481). On November 15, 1956, he told his 
clique that “The basic problem with some Eastern European countries is that they didn’t 
eliminate all those counter-revolutionaries …. Eastern Europe just didn’t kill on a grand 
scale. We must kill. And we say it’s good to kill” (Mao CCRM, vol. 11A, p.114, in Mao: 
The Unknown Story, p. 508). By his own admission, Mao aimed to surpass the infamous 
Emperor Qin Shihuangdi who had gone down in Chinese history as one of the most 
tyrannical rulers on earth. In consequence, it is safe to say that he had become a 
pathological case. In any event, it is estimated that by the time Mao died in 1976, his 
regime of terror had caused the death of between 60 and 80 million Chinese (higher figure 
Center for Modern China, Princeton University), or according to Jung Chang, “well over 70 
million”. 

  

The Maoist War on Religion 



  

In his report On Coalition Government, which Mao made to the Seventh National Congress 
of the Communist Party of China, April 24, 1945, he declared that “Freedom of speech, 
press, assembly, association, political conviction and religious belief and freedom of the 
person are the people’s most important freedoms” and “All believers in Protestantism, 
Catholicism, Islamism, Buddhism and other faiths enjoy the protection of the people’s 
government so long as they are abiding by its laws … neither compulsion nor 
discrimination is permitted” (Selected Works, Vol. III, p. 243, 263). 

  

However, Mao himself had provided a foretaste of his true feelings about religion in his 
1927 Hunan Report where he had written: “A man in China is usually subjected to the 
domination of three systems of authorities: (1) the state system (political authority) … (2) 
the clan system (clan authority) … and (3) the supernatural system (religious authority)”. 
According to Mao’s twisted philosophy, these authorities were the embodiment of the 
whole feudal-patriarchal ideological system, of which the political authority was the 
backbone. Once the political authority was overturned, the collapse of all other authorities 
would automatically follow: “It is the peasants who made the idols with their own hands, 
and when the time comes they will cast the idols aside with their own hands; there is no 
need for anyone else to do it for them prematurely”, he declared. 

  

It must be said that Confucianism itself, China’s traditional state religion, had developed a 
highly intellectual, as opposed to devotional, approach to religion and had come to look 
down on religious traditions like Daoism, Buddhism and Chinese Folk Religion. This anti-
religious trend increased under the malignant influence of Western, in particular, Marxist 
ideologies, with the result that by the 1930s and 1940s there was not much religion left in 
China except in the countryside. Most Confucian temples had already been closed down. 
Other traditions such as Daoism and Chinese Folk Religion had been categorised as 
“superstitious ideas” by Mao and his clique and were actively discouraged in Communist-
occupied areas, as evident from Selected Works, Vol. I, etc. 

  

It is important to understand in this context that religion was one of the few things which 
were beyond Mao’s control. It was not only that Marxism was an atheistic system. More 
than that, religion represented a challenge to Mao’s pathological drive for absolute 
authority and control over the world he lived in. He was psychologically incapable of 
understanding that there were forces and laws higher than himself. Religion, therefore, was 
declared to be “poison” and had to be eradicated by all means. Consequently, after 1949, 
the suppression of religion could only get worse. In particular during the “Cultural 
Revolution” of 1966-1976 instigated by Mao, one of Mao’s generals and his second-in-
charge, Lin Biao and the Gang of Four (Mao’s wife Jiang Qing and her accomplices), there 
was an official programme of systematic elimination of the “Four Olds” (old ideas, culture, 



customs and habits) which included religion. Under Mao’s dictatorship, thousands of places 
of worship were destroyed and major temples were converted for secular use like grain 
storage and offices. Religious festivals and organisations were suppressed and spiritual 
leaders were killed, forced to take up menial labour, worked to death or turned into puppets 
of the regime and kept under the strictest State control. 

  

In these circumstances, Tibet, with its strong religious tradition together with the four 
provinces in Western China with large Tibetan populations, must have appeared as an 
unbearable provocation to Mao and had to bear the brunt of his crusade against religion. 
Mao’s troops already invaded Tibet in 1950 and especially after the failed Uprising of 
March 1959, which was brutally put down with heavy artillery and aerial bombardment, 
Tibetan religion and culture began to be systematically suppressed. Mao’s henchmen told 
all Tibetans that they were a stupid race and were going to be replaced with Russians and 
Chinese. Buddhist monasteries were bombed and the inhabitants machine-gunned. 
Thousands of monks were captured, crucified, tortured and brutally murdered. They were 
given the choice of marrying or being crucified. Buddhist scriptures were used as 
mattresses and toilet paper. Lamas (leading monks) were treated with special cruelty. They 
were arrested and asked, you are lamas, did you not know you were going to be arrested? 
And they were tortured to death in front of all the Buddhists. Others were thrown in pits 
filled with excrements and they were told: you are lamas, you have spiritual powers, why 
can’t you save yourselves? And they were buried alive. Others were burned to death. 

  

Not only the lamas, but the entire population was subjected to unspeakable acts of torture, 
humiliation, or imprisonment. People were tortured to reveal “where they had hidden gold” 
even though they had none. Women were raped and forced to marry Chinese men. Some 
children were forced to shoot their own parents. Others were forced to blow themselves up 
with explosives. Still others were taken to China for Communist indoctrination. Every day, 
people were forced to watch their parents or children being beaten, tortured or killed. Some 
were made to recount the “faults” of their own parents such as being devoted to religion 
etc. After that, they were shot in the head and the Chinese Maoists called their spattered 
brains “flowers in bloom” (excerpted from Tibet and the Chinese People’s Republic, A 
Report to the International Commission of Jurists by Its Legal Inquiry Committee on Tibet. 
Geneva: International Commission of Jurists, 1960, pp. 222-278). 

  

It is evident from what we have learned above about Marxist-Leninist methods of mass 
terror, as well as of Mao’s own penchant for brutality, that this crusade against Tibetan 
religion and culture was intended not only to instil terror in the hearts of the Tibetans, but 
also in the hearts of the Chinese themselves. Indeed, the Chinese were subjected to the 
same kind of mindless violence during Mao’s “Cultural Revolution”, a notable feature of 
which was that the liver of political opponents was eaten as a sign of loyalty to the Party. 
As pointed out by Chang and Halliday, “In Peking [Beijing] alone, some 30,000 sentencing 



and execution rallies were held, attended by nearly 3.4 million people …. [At] one rally in 
the centre of Peking, some 200 people were paraded and then shot in the head so that their 
brains splattered out onto bystanders …. Mao intended most of the population – children 
and adults alike – to witness violence and killing. His aim was to scare and brutalise the 
entire population, in a way that went much further than either Stalin or Hitler …. In all, 
during Mao’s rule, the numbers who were executed, and met other premature deaths in 
prisons and labour camps, could well amount to 27 million” (Mao: The Unknown Story, p. 
397-8).   

  

China’s return to Capitalism 

  

In his1945 report, On Coalition Government, Mao had written: “every comrade must be 
brought to understand that the supreme test of the words and deeds of a Communist is 
whether they conform with the highest interests and enjoy the support of the overwhelming 
majority of the people” (Selected Works, Vol. III, p. 266). Since Mao’s own words and 
deeds did not “conform with the highest interests and enjoy the support of the 
overwhelming majority of the people”, it follows that he was a failed Communist by his 
own definition. Indeed, towards the end of his rule, Mao had become the most hated person 
in the entire country. He had also become one of the greatest failures in world history. 
Instead of “making China a superpower in eight years”, he completely ruined the country 
and made China the poorest nation on earth. When Mao finally died in 1976, China had a 
gigantic Communist Army and an even larger Communist Party with tens of millions of 
members (the new ruling class), but no food to feed its people. Millions had died of 
starvation and Marxist China was forced to import food from its Capitalist enemies. 

  

Mao’s career shows remarkable parallels to that of Lenin and, in particular, Stalin whom 
Mao sought to emulate. Parallels may also be drawn between Mao and Chin Peng, a 
notorious Communist guerrilla leader in the 1940s, who had fought for over twenty years to 
establish Communism in Malaya. Like Mao, Chin Peng first fought against the Japanese. 
When the Japanese were defeated, he fought against the British. When the British were 
defeated, he didn’t know what to do. Consequently, he confessed: “I have great experience 
of struggle, but not how to build Socialism”. In the end, he gave up. The same applies to 
Mao, to Lenin, to Castro and to all Communist revolutionaries. Some might be great 
fighters and great military leaders. But when the fighting is over, they all fail. This is 
because, as we have shown earlier, Communism is a fraudulent and criminal ideology and a 
manifestation of the same Western pathology which has terrorised mankind for the past two 
millennia. Mao either failed to understand this, or saw this as a reason to embrace 
Communism. At any rate, although born on a farm, he did not understand (or even like) 
farming. Already in the early 1920s he had come to regard farmers as “stupid and 
detestable people” (Mao: A Life, p. 152). He did not know what an economy needed in 



order to work. He did not understand what a country needed to prosper. In fact, apart from 
history, politics, revolutionary warfare and quotations from the Chinese Classics which he 
distorted to promote his own agenda, Mao did not know much at all. After the Revolution, 
he knew even less – despite the thousands of books with which he liked to surround 
himself. 

  

The fact is that seizing power for oneself and keeping oneself in power at all costs does not 
constitute leadership. Authentic leadership is guiding the people towards the realisation of 
their aspirations in accordance with universally accepted, higher principles and values. In 
this sense, Mao had never been a leader. From the very beginning, his sole preoccupation 
was his own fame and power. He only learned about the aspirations of the people in order 
to manipulate them and use them for his own agenda. As millions were suffering and the 
nation was heading for disaster, his “leadership” was less and less concerned with 
governing and more and more with keeping himself in power. In the final analysis, 
therefore, Mao’s leadership was not leadership in governance, but leadership in repression 
and thuggery. 

  

Nor could he have remained in power had it not been for an army of willing lackeys and 
henchmen who were as opportunistic and self-interested as Mao himself. In order to 
preserve themselves and their positions within Mao’s power structure, these lackeys and 
henchmen of the ruling Communist clique did their utmost to gain Mao’s favour by 
constructing and maintaining the preposterous cult of Mao and by shielding and protecting 
their leader from the wrath of the people. In so doing, they became his partners in crime 
and the enemies of the people. Thus, just as the Communist Party was cut off from its 
original social base, so also Mao was completely cut off from the people and from the 
country. While the nation was starving, he lived in large villas (five of them in Beijing 
alone and dozens across the country) with swimming-pools, plenty of food grown on 
special farms, and everything he wanted. 

  

In addition to his wives, Mao had numerous female partners. In his 60s, young women were 
brought to him to keep him young, having read Daoist texts prescribing frequent 
intercourse with young women as a method of prolonging life (Mao: A Life, p. 474). In 
short, he lived like a God on Earth. He had no knowledge of what life was like for the 
people, nor did he exhibit the slightest desire to know. His estates were cordoned off for 
miles so that he would not be disturbed by as much as the sight of members of the public. 
When he visited a village, the streets were repaired, the houses were redecorated, people 
had new clothes and there was food everywhere. After his visit, poverty and misery came 
back to the same village. On other occasions, villagers were sent away to prevent his 
exposure to criticism or even physical assault. “Model collectives” which were shown off 
as examples of Marxist-Leninist “success” were in fact funded by the regime with money 



extracted from other parts of the country. Towards the end of his rule, Mao had become 
more and more isolated and dissociated from reality. 

  

As often happens on the death of a dictator, the stultified and ossified leadership was left in 
a state of confusion and disarray. To the leadership’s credit, however, within weeks, the 
leading leftist elements of the “Cultural Revolution”, that is, the Gang of Four including 
Mao’s powerful wife, together with Lin Biao’s own clique, were arrested and subsequently 
tried for treason and given lengthy prison sentences. Mao’s wife eventually committed 
suicide. More generally, the masses had already begun to show public signs of disaffection 
with Maoism on the death of Zhou Enlai, one of Mao’s opponents, earlier that year and the 
Party leadership sensed that things could not continue as before. In 1979, the iron grip of 
the regime was relaxed somewhat and the authorities began to dismantle the hated 
collectives and introduce a household-based system which allowed private use of land by 
farming families. By 1980, the cult of Mao also began to be dismantled and his obligatory 
pictures and statues were fast disappearing from public places and homes. 

  

With the coming to power of Deng Xiao-ping as de facto leader, the “Four-Modernisations 
Programme” (already advocated by Mao’s Rival Zhou Enlai) was adopted, entailing 
modernisation of agriculture, industry, science and technology, as well as national defence. 
Deng also introduced the “Four Cardinal Principles”, namely, of upholding the socialist 
path, upholding the people’s democratic dictatorship, upholding the leadership of the 
Chinese Communist Party and upholding Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. Adherence to the 
“Four Cardinal Principles”, however, did not prevent his successor Jiang Zemin (Party 
leader from 1993 to 2003) from introducing further reforms which put China firmly back 
on the road to Capitalism. Although attempts have been made to interpret this as “market 
socialism”, it is evident that the new policies amount to a return to Capitalism and 
abandonment of Communism. Indeed, the concept of “market socialism” is a contradiction 
in terms, given that Socialism as defined by Marx aims to abolish trade or the market. For 
all practical purposes, therefore, China today is a Capitalist state, with some private 
entrepreneurship but also a state-controlled economy supervised by the Communist Party 
which still officially adheres to “Mao Zedong Thought” – to which it has added “Deng 
Xiao-ping Theory”. 

  

Although the CCP claims that “after the founding of New China, our Party creatively 
completed the transition from New Democracy to socialism”, it is clear that the “several 
decades” mentioned by Mao in his writings did not, after all, result in the end of Capitalism 
and the beginning of Socialism but, on the contrary, in the collapse of Socialism and 
restoration of Capitalism. The gradual return to Capitalism since 1980 has produced 
unprecedented growth rates (the highest in the world) and enabled China to become the 
world’s fourth largest economy. This in itself demonstrates the fallacy of Communism. The 
2008 Financial Crisis, however, was a timely reminder that Capitalism has its own 



aberrations, indeed, it was precisely these aberrations that gave rise to Communism as an 
anti-Capitalist reaction in the first place. 
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In addition, the “modernisation” of Chinese economy means, once again, Westernisation. 
While Maoism was an imitation of Russian Communism, the new policies constitute an 
imitation of Western-European and American Capitalism. Either way, the result amounts to 
capitulation to the West. It was perhaps the awareness of the contradictions inherent in 
mixing Socialism with market economy and Eastern with Western culture, which prompted 
Jiang Zemin to declare that “To build a well-off society in an all-round way calls for major 
efforts to develop socialist culture and spiritual civilisation …. [we must] attach equal 
importance to both material and spiritual civilisation and run the country by combining the 
rule of law with the rule of virtue. Socialist spiritual civilisation is an important attribute of 
socialism with Chinese characteristics. Basing ourselves on China’s realities, we must carry 
forward the fine tradition of our national culture and absorb the achievements of foreign 
cultures in building socialist spiritual civilisation …. Comrades, it is essential, under the 
firm leadership of the CCP, to develop a socialist market economy, socialist democracy and 
an advanced socialist culture, keep the co-ordinated development of the socialist material, 
political and spiritual civilisations, and bring about the great rejuvenation of the Chinese 
nation” (Jiang Zemin, Build a Well-Off Society in an All-Round Way and Create a New 
Situation in Building Socialism with Chinese Characteristics, delivered at the Sixteenth 
National Congress of the CCP, November 8, 2002).  

           

As Mao said, “Whenever a man speaks to others, he is doing propaganda work”. Apart 
from being propaganda, speeches made by CCP leaders are couched in deliberately 
ambiguous language – as an insurance against possible failure of the new policies. On the 
other hand, there is some evidence of new-found official tolerance of Chinese traditions 
such as Confucianism and Daoism. This is to be welcomed. Unfortunately, this tolerance 
has not been extended to Tibetan religion and culture. In addition, the spread of Western 
ideologies like Christianity, Islam and Capitalism in China, as well as China’s military and 
economic co-operation with notoriously repressive regimes like Pakistan and Bangladesh, 
do not bode well. In summation, China’s place in the community of nations and, in 
particular, its Communist leadership’s position on the West-East Clash of Civilisations 
remain unclear and an enduring source of concern.     

  



Maoism in India and Nepal 

  

Although Mao liked to style himself “Leader of the World Revolution”, the fact is that he 
spectacularly failed to export Maoism during his lifetime. Nevertheless, Maoist parties 
(with funding from Beijing) were formed in a number of countries across the globe. It may 
be noted in this context that the British-occupied Indian Subcontinent was a particularly 
fertile ground for revolutionary movements in the early 1900s. Like China’s own early 
movements such as the 1900 Boxer Uprising, these movements were originally nationalist 
in character, aiming to overthrow foreign imperialism. As India was a Hindu-majority 
nation, such movements were naturally inspired by Hindu religion. The revival of the 
Ganapati and Shivaji Festivals (in 1893 and 1897) by Hindu revolutionary leader 
Lokmanya Tilak and the publication of Shivaji: the Great Patriot (1896) by Lala Lajpat 
Rai, demonstrate the nationalist and Hindu revivalist aims of India’s revolutionary 
movements at the turn of the century.  

  

However, in view of India’s situation of domination and oppression by the British colonial 
regime – which was a continuation of the domination and oppression imposed upon the 
Indian people by the Islamic Mughal dynasty of the 16th-19th centuries – India’s anti-
imperialist movement also had an important economic and social component aiming to 
improve the economic and social situation of the Indian masses, in particular, of the Hindu 
majority. Thus, on the whole, the aims of India’s revolutionary movement were: (1) revival 
of Hinduism, India’s national religion, (2) national independence or self-rule and (3) 
national welfare. Two instructive parallels may be drawn between these aims and Sun Yat-
sen’s Three People’s Principles of nationalism, democracy and people’s livelihood. Firstly, 
these aims were the means by which both India and China sought to bring about a national 
renaissance of their respective peoples. Secondly, in both countries, these aims which were 
originally introduced by nationalists, were partly adopted by Marxist-inspired groups and 
used for their own agenda. 

  

In his 1945 report On Coalition Government, Mao wrote: “all Communists and 
sympathizers with communism in China must struggle to establish … a China of the 
revolutionary Three People’s Principles of Dr. Sun Yat-sen …. There are some people who 
doubt whether we Communists are sincere when we declare that ‘the Three People’s 
Principles being what China needs today, our Party is ready to fight for their complete 
realization’. This is the result of their failure to understand that the basic tenets of the Three 
People’s Principles, which Dr. Sun Yat-sen enunciated … in 1924 and which we have 
accepted, coincide with certain basic tenets of our Party’s programme for the present 
stage”. Thus, Mao claimed that his Party’s tenets were the same as the tenets of Sun Yat-
sen’s Nationalist Party (Kuomintang). However, as we have already seen, earlier in the 
same report he had made it clear that, “On joining the Party, every Communist has two 



clearly-defined objectives at heart, the new-democratic revolution [based on Sun Yat-sen’s 
Three Principles] now and socialism and communism in the future” (Collected Works, pp. 
232-4).    

  

Evidently, Mao intended to infiltrate, subvert and take over China’s Nationalist movement 
under the false pretense of fighting for the same goals as the Kuomintang, in full 
knowledge of the fact that this “fighting for the same goals” was only for the time being as 
it suited the Communists’ interests “for the present stage”. The unstated implication was 
that after the present stage the fighting was going to be not with the Kuomintang, but 
against it. Indeed, it will be recalled that Karl Marx himself in 1846-1847 had used the 
same kind of strategy to infiltrate, subvert and take over the League of the Just (a German 
workers’ association) which he then converted into his own “Communist League”. 
Following in Karl Marx’s footsteps, Lenin in 1917 used similar methods to hijack the 
Russian Revolution which had been started by others. In following the strategy of 
infiltrating the Kuomintang, Mao was merely following the example of his ideological 
masters, Marx and Lenin. With the expert assistance of Soviet spies, moles and advisers, as 
well as a generous dose of “revolutionary terrorism”, Mao eventually succeeded in taking 
over China’s Nationalist movement and converting it into a Communist one. 

  

In the light of these facts, it was entirely predictable that India’s own anti-imperialist 
movement would meet a similar fate. Indeed, in April 1920, Nationalist leader Lokmanya 
Tilak had formed his own Congress Democratic Party which was to campaign for issues 
that were important to Indians, such as India’s independence from British rule as well as the 
social and economic uplift of the people. There was no Maoism in India at the time. Fabian 
Socialism, however, was on the rise not least through English-educated activists of the 
Indian National Congress (INC) Party like Jawaharlal Nehru. In addition, in the wake of 
Russia’s 1917 Bolshevik Revolution, Marxism-Leninism had begun to exert a growing 
degree of influence on Indian political thought. As in China, Anarchism was also influential 
among India’s revolutionaries. Its violent methods, however, were not to everyone’s liking. 
In contrast, Fabian Socialism aimed to achieve much of what Marxism-Leninism wanted, 
without the violence. Thus it was that Nehruvian (Congress) Socialism succeeded in 
hijacking the Indian Revolution, establishing its own dictatorship under Nehru and Indira 
Gandhi, his daughter and political heiress. 

  

Marxist-Leninists had established their own Communist Party of India (CPI) – according to 
some, as early as 1920. However, apart from being a small group, they were generally 
regarded as extremists and fantasists. Their theory of “proletarian revolution” was clearly 
ill-suited to an agrarian country like India. Moreover, their stand on British rule was often 
ambiguous and opportunist. For example, before 1939 the Communist party line was 
“opposition to British imperialism”. Between 1939 and 1941, following Britain’s 
declaration of war on Germany, the line changed to “opposition to Britain’s imperialist and 



unjust war”. When Germany invaded Communist Russia, the line from 1941 to 1945 
changed to “opposition to Fascism” and “support for Britain’s war effort”. The British 
imperialist regime was so pleased with the Communists’ support for the War that it 
rewarded the CPI with lifting its ban on it. As soon as the War was over, however, the 
Communist stance shifted once again to “joint opposition to British imperialism” (i.e., a 
“joint front” with the Congress and the Muslim League). While the Communists’ 
inconsistent, constantly shifting and opportunist policies did not help their cause, their 
opposition to the 1942 Quit India movement and support for Britain during the Second 
World War made their party outright unpopular and distrusted. Their notorious ideological 
opposition to nationalism and religion further isolated them from ordinary Indians the 
majority of which, as we have seen, were both nationalist and religious.    

  

Nevertheless, the Communists succeeded in creating some political disturbance and 
constructing themselves as “champions of the oppressed”. As we have shown above, the 
established Communist method was to follow the anti-oppressive trends of popular 
movements, infiltrate and take them over, and divert them to their own cause. As in Russia 
and China, such trends had emerged naturally from the prevailing condition of the masses 
in foreign-occupied India. Although there were obvious variations from place to place, the 
general condition was fundamentally the same over most of the Subcontinent. An example 
of how the Subcontinent was “governed” in the first half of the 20th century is the princely 
state of Hyderabad, also known as the Nizam’s Dominion until 1949. The Hyderabad State 
had a Hindu majority population, but was ruled by the Nizam Asaf Jah who was a Muslim 
of Turkoman origin. Under the Nizam’s rule, the state was run according to the jagirdari 
and diwani systems introduced by the Mughal invaders in the Middle Ages. During Mughal 
occupation, land properly belonging to the native Hindu population was divided by the 
Muslim ruler into administrative territories known as jagirs and granted to his military 
commanders and bureaucrats. The jagirdars’ duties were to collect land-taxes, maintain 
law and order and administer justice on behalf of the Government. However, most of them 
were corrupt elements who sought to extract as much tax as possible so as to increase their 
own income.     

  

The jagirdars also treated the farming population inhabiting the jagirs as tenants, charging 
them an extortionate annual rent as well as other illegal levies and bribes of all kinds. In 
addition, all villagers, farmers rich and poor, agricultural labourers, shopkeepers, artisans 
(potters, blacksmiths, weavers, carpenters, washermen, barbers, etc.), were forced to 
provide unpaid labour and services whenever requested by the jagirdars. Services also had 
to be provided for touring state officials. Failure to pay rent, repay loans or provide free 
labour and services on demand resulted in eviction or dispossession and villagers were 
routinely subjected to abuse, humiliation, beatings, rape and even murder. Even in areas 
under direct Government control, the conditions were fundamentally the same. 

  



The above situation had incrementally deteriorated since Mughal times. To make matters 
worse, the British had introduced commercial cultivation of cotton, mulberry for 
silkworms, indigo, coffee, tea, opium, etc. This not only made India dependent on the 
global capitalist market – for example, the introduction of synthetic dies led to the collapse 
of indigo production – but under the influence of British Capitalism, Indian landlords and 
rich farmers themselves had taken to commercial farming, in particular, of oil seeds (such 
as castor oil beans and groundnuts) for export to the West, making it difficult for cultivators 
to obtain land for food crops. These negative developments were followed by the Western-
engineered Great Depression of the pre-War era, by the Inflation of the War years and by 
the Government-imposed “war-time levy”. Thus, like many other parts of the Subcontinent, 
the State of Hyderabad was a foreign-dominated, corrupt and lawless society, resulting in 
conditions the cumulative and combined effect of which made life unbearable for the vast 
majority of the rural population. 

  

It hardly needs saying that, in these circumstances, the Hindu masses were painfully aware 
of their situation of domination, oppression and exploitation at the hands of the Nizam’s 
regime. They had no need of being told by Communists – or anyone else – what their 
situation was. The masses also knew what they wanted, namely, freedom from oppression 
and land. And they also knew how to organise themselves and resist oppression as is 
evident from the 1761-1800 Sannyasi and Peasant Uprisings of Bengal, the 1857 War of 
Independence, etc. To carry out their nefarious plans, the Communists in 1940 had planned 
to establish their own decoy “farmers’ association” (“kisan sabha”). However, as their 
movements were under the ever-watchful eyes of the Nizam’s police agents, their plans 
were soon discovered. To avoid a ban, they used the Andhra Maha Sabha (AMS) – a 
nationalist cultural organisation, originally Andhra Jana Sangham, established in 1922 to 
promote Telugu language and culture, which the Communists had already infiltrated – to 
take control of the farmers’ movement. With the election in 1941 of Ravi Narayan Reddy 
as AMS president, the organisation was completely under Communist control. Under its 
convenient cover, the Communists began to form farmers’ committees (kisan sabhas or 
samitis) in Telangana. By 1944-1945, they had hundreds of committees with over 100,000 
members. In 1947, as the farmers began to rise against Muslim rule, the Communists 
attempted to take over the farmers’ movement but without much success. By 1951, the 
Communists had given up. In short, they had failed to establish Communism. The Congress 
Party’s election victory in the following year demonstrates the failure of the Communist 
“revolution” in the Nizam State.     

  

Furthermore, it is evident that organising farmers against oppression is not the prerogative 
of Communists and other Western-inspired groups. In fact, as we have demonstrated above, 
“land to the tiller” is not, properly speaking, a Communist proposition, the goal of 
Communism being to abolish all private property – and make land the property of the State 
(or Communist Bureaucracy), not of the farmer. The historical evidence shows that India’s 
first farmers’ movements against foreign oppression were organised by Hindus. The official 
British records on the 1761-1800 Sannyasi Uprising clearly show that Hindu Sannyasis and 



farmers who had taken up the struggle against the foreign rulers and their collaborators, the 
local oppressors, refused to pay taxes, broke into the jagirdars’ granaries (golas) and 
distributed the grain among the starving population, attacked the jagirdars’ offices 
(cutcherries) and confiscated the revenue money, seized arms from armouries, attacked the 
East India Company’s forces, seizing more arms and ammunition from them, etc. 

  

According to the official records, “a body of 5000 Sonnases (Sannyasis) had entered the 
Purgannah of Jaffersin (in Jamalpur Subdivision of Mymensing District), confined the 
Zamindar’s Naib, and did not release him without extorting from him to the amount of 
about Rs. 1600 … The person who heads this body of Sonnases (Sannyasis) is named 
Darrean Gheer (Giri). Another body of this race of people to the number of 6000 headed by 
Moite Gheer (Giri) are marching towards the same part of the country” (Letter from the 
Collector of Dacca, dated 26th January, 1773, Secret Department Proceedings, March 10, 
1773, quoted by Atis K. Dasgupta, 1992, p. 65). Also, “Mongeer (Mohan Giri) and other 
Sannyasis heading a very large party have arrived at Jaffershahy where they have 
commenced depredations, are lying waste the country and plundering the revenue of 
government” (Revenue Department, Original Consultation, No. 60, dated 20th January, 
1790, in Dasgupta, p. 96). As conceded by the Company officials themselves, the 
insurgents “followed the method of easing the richer few who had not the heart to spend” 
Proceedings of the Governor-General in Council, Political Department, 13 February 1795, 
in Dasgupta, p. 71). 

  

It is indisputable that the Sannyasi and Farmers Uprising was anti-imperialist and anti-
oppressive in character. For all practical purposes, the insurgent’s aims and methods were 
identical to those of the 1947-1951 Telangana Rising and other similar farmers’ 
movements. Indeed, under the circumstances, this was the only way in which an insurgency 
could be carried on. In all such cases the insurgents’ actions were entirely due to the 
political and strategic logic of the movement and had absolutely nothing to do with 
Communism. Warren Hastings, the then Governor of British-occupied India, referred to the 
1761-1800 insurgents as “religious bandits” and not “communists”. And it is well known 
that the Telangana and other insurgents hailed the martyrdom of family members fallen in 
battle with the words “died in battle, and so have gone to heaven”. This clearly 
demonstrates the religious belief and motivation of the insurgents. Intoxicated by the opium 
of Materialism and Atheism, Communists were unable to conceive the notion that humans 
could be motivated by anything other than material considerations. However, what 
motivated the masses was not Marxism-Leninism, but objective suffering and a firm belief 
in the established Hindu concept of Dharma or Righteousness (Truth, Order and Justice). 
The masses did not understand the uprising in terms of “class struggle” and the 
“dictatorship of the proletariat” but in terms of the need for re-establishing the rule of 
Righteousness (Dharma) which had been violated by the alien non-Hindu Nizam and his 
native collaborators.    

  



To claim anything else amounts to saying that Hindus are incapable of rising against 
oppression, which contradicts not only reason but also historical fact. Such a claim also 
constitutes an act of racism, implying as it does that Western systems like Marxism-
Leninism alone are capable of identifying suffering and injustice in society and finding a 
remedy against it. The truth of the matter is that Communists succeeded in infiltrating anti-
imperialist and anti-oppressive movements which Hindu nationalist organisations had 
already started decades before Marxism-Leninism even came into being. The Communists 
infiltrated Hindu nationalist movements in the same way as they infiltrated nationalist 
movements in Germany, Russia and China, diverting them for their own criminal agenda 
which is to take over the world and make it subservient to Western interests. 

  

The Capitalist-Socialist-Marxist Conspiracy 

  

The above developments can be properly understood only on the background of the general 
Western drive for world domination and, in particular, the Western policy of supremacy for 
the West and enslavement for the East. Communism was not the only manifestation of this 
policy. Apart from Capitalism and Communism (as well as Christianity and Islam), there 
was also Fabian Socialism which the British had already implanted on the Subcontinent 
with the help of the Indian National Congress. To understand what Fabian Socialism was 
about, it is necessary to go back to its origins in Continental Europe. Its creator was none 
other than the imperialist German Chancellor, Prince Otto von Bismark, who in the 1880s 
had introduced legislation for the creation of a welfare state in order to counteract the 
Communism of Marx and Engels and the Social Democracy of Ferdinand Loslauer, a.k.a. 
Lassalle. Bismarck’s idea of State Socialism (Staatssozialismus) was eagerly taken up by 
the British and adapted for their own imperialist purposes. A key player in this process was 
the Fabian Society (founded in London in 1884) which was responsible directly and 
indirectly for the establishment of a number of influential institutions such as the London 
School of Economics and Political Science, the League of Nations (forerunner of the 
United Nations Organization) and others. 

  

It is worth noting that the League of Nations was identified by Hindu revolutionary leaders 
like Lokmanya Tilak as a “club of dacoits”. As Tilak correctly observed, “the League of 
Nations is a political institution started by the powerful countries to enable themselves to 
keep under their rule the countries which they (already) hold” (Secret Police Abstract of 
Intelligence, Vol. XXXIII, Bombay: Stationary, Printing and Publishing Division, Govt. of 
Bombay, 1958, p. 585). Accordingly, he recognised that “The Asian people are threatened 
by one common danger. The political activities, as are taking shape in this Eastern sphere, 
indicate the possibility of their being totally conquered on the lines of the continents of 
America and Africa, by the European-Christian nations”. In the face of the Western danger, 
there was a need for solidarity and unity among Eastern nations: “Our sympathies as 



Asians, because of our suffering, would always be with the people of Japan and China if 
they ever come to suffer as a result of Western designs” (Samagra Tilak, Vol. IV, pp. 1042-
3). 

  

Indeed, although the discourse of Fabian Socialism and other like-minded European 
ideologies was replete with phrases like “economic progress”, “advancement of social 
development”, “reconstruction of society”, “creation of a new humanity”, “evolution not 
revolution”, etc., in practice it was a front for the promotion of Western world supremacy. 
Through individuals who were either members of the Society itself or of its many front 
organisations and institutions, the Fabian Socialists succeeded in infiltrating the 
governments and other influential institutions of many countries, in particular, British 
colonies like South Africa and India, diverting national anti-British movements for their 
own agenda. The Indian National Congress (INC), formed in 1885, is a case in point. An 
interesting episode in its history is its election in 1917 of Annie Besant as president. As is 
well known, Besant was a member of the Fabian Society who formed the All-India Home 
Rule League in 1916. However, this did not prevent her from preaching Theosophy, 
together with Helena Blavatsky, as an alternative to Hinduism.    

  

Indeed, it is indisputable that the very founding of the INC was entirely in keeping with 
Fabian Socialist designs. For, as the Congress founder, Allan O. Hume himself conceded, 
“It is the British Government, which has let loose forces, which, unless wisely guided and 
controlled, must sooner or later involve consequences, which are too dangerous to 
contemplate. And it is to limit and control them and direct them [that the Congress was 
created] (W. Wedderburn, A. O. Hume Biography, 1st edition, 1913, p. 110). This was the 
very essence of Fabian ideology, namely, to “limit, control and direct” forces that were 
antagonistic to Western (British) interests. It is also imperative to understand that another 
central feature of Fabianism was deception. Indeed, the emblem of the Fabian Society was 
the tortoise which stood for slowness (Socialist Gradualism) and deception – in reference to 
the tortoise and hare fable in which the slow tortoise defeats the hare in a running 
competition through deception.     

  

Equally indisputable is that the Congress eventually came under the control of Fabian 
Socialists like Jawaharlal Nehru, a completely Westernised individual, educated at Harrow 
and Cambridge, former student of the Fabian London School of Economics and staunch 
advocate of Socialism and Atheism. (London was also the place where Mahatma Gandhi 
himself had earlier fallen under the influence of socialistic characters like John Ruskin, an 
advocate of collectivism, whose teachings Gandhi frequently quoted and attempted to 
implement.) On the face of it, leading Congress members like Besant and Nehru 
campaigned for independence from British rule. But this was only because the national 
demand for independence had become too powerful for any politician to oppose it. 
Moreover, campaigning for independence was the perfect cover for promoting other 



agendas, like Fabian Socialism. As Karl Marx had approvingly pointed out in 1853, 
England’s mission in India was “the annihilation of Asiatic society and the laying of the 
foundations of Western society in Asia”. In other words, from the very beginning, the 
British intended to use the independence movement as a cover for Westernising India and 
wiping out its national culture, thereby removing its resistance to Western Imperialism. For 
example, it was claimed that by becoming like the British, Indians would be “recognised as 
equals and granted independence” (see Congress president Gopal Krishna Gokhale and 
others). What was being forgotten in this process was that by the time Indians had become 
copies of Europeans, “independence” would have become meaningless, as India would then 
have ceased to be a separate and distinct culture. 

  

Like the myths of Moses and Jesus, the myth of independence had become so formidable 
and overwhelming that few noticed what had actually happened. The fact is that a nation 
which has willingly adopted the political and legal system (together with the official 
language) of its former colonial masters, might be “independent” in a legal sense, but 
certainly not in political and cultural terms. Far from being independent, such a nation 
becomes a copy of its former imperial “mother country” and an integral part of the latter’s 
global system of domination, oppression and exploitation. Just as the hare in the fable in 
spite of its superior speed invariably found that the tortoise had already reached the goal, so 
also we find that no matter how much “independence” Indians had acquired, they were 
becoming more and more Westernised and ruled by an exact copy of the British system 
they were trying to escape.  
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The British had withdrawn, but had left their political system behind. The British Empire 
had disintegrated, but the “British Commonwealth of Nations” had taken its place. Former 
colonies were legally or constitutionally “independent”, but had become subservient to the 
British-engineered New World Order. No one knows the deceptiveness of the British 
leadership better than those who have fought against it in mortal combat. One of such men 
who fought the British oppressors and lived to tell the story was Tom Barry, Commander in 
the Irish Republican Army (IRA) in the 1920s, who said: “Britain easily holds the lead in 
having exploited and destroyed the freedom of more peoples than all other nations 
combined. For several centuries the British have ravaged the world. They have spilled the 
blood of Americans and Europeans, Asiatics and Africans in their mad race for conquest 
and loot. This they achieved, not by military prowess, but by guile and terrorism” 
(Guerrilla Days in Ireland, 1949). 



  

As observed by Professor Ferguson, once the British had conquered the world militarily 
and economically, they proceeded to systematically exterminate non-European cultures: 
“[British Victorians] dreamt not just of ruling the world, but of redeeming it. It was no 
longer enough for them to exploit other races; now the aim became to improve them. 
Native peoples themselves would cease to be exploited, but their cultures – superstitious, 
backward, heathen – would have to go”. One of the guises under which this cultural 
genocide was to be carried on was Christianity. In 1813 hundreds of thousands of British 
evangelists petitioned the government with the claim that “The inhabitants of the populous 
regions in India which form an important portion of the British Empire, being involved in 
the most deplorable state of moral darkness, and under the influence of the most 
abominable and degrading superstitions, have a pre-eminent claim on the most 
compassionate feeling and benevolent services of British Christians” (Empire, pp. 113-
136). 

  

Professors P. J. Cain and A. G. Hopkins in their work British Imperialism, 1688-2000, 
explain: “[British] policy in India can be compared to that adopted towards other ‘oriental 
societies’, as Lord Salisbury called them, during the second half of nineteenth century, 
when the idea of the brotherhood of man gave way to the notion of a hierarchy of racial 
types, each arranged into appropriate social classes, whose spiritual and material 
improvements were to be entrusted to the paternal direction of gentlemanly rulers” (p. 285). 
The “gentlemanly” (or parasitical) rulers, of course, were the leading British clique and the 
banks behind it. For, it must be understood that British Imperialism is inseparable from the 
financial interests which have assisted it in implementing its immoral policies. Among the 
major banks involved in the spread of British domination in the East were the Banks of 
Bengal, Bombay and Madras and the Hong Kong and Shanghai Bank (later HSBC), of 
which the latter had branches in China, Indonesia, Japan, the Philippines, Thailand, Korea 
and Sri Lanka. Between them, British banks were involved in all aspects of Eastern 
economy and virtually controlled it by providing loans to governments and businesses and 
funding imperialist wars. In particular, they both sponsored and profited from, the 
commercialisation of Eastern economy and its subordination to Western interests.       

  

In a clear example of how British finance works hand in hand with parliamentary 
democracy as an instrument of world domination, while the “gentlemanly” rulers were 
enriching themselves on the back of the starving masses, their programme of cultural and 
religious genocide began to be systematically implemented with the New East India Act, 
which opened the door to Christian missionaries and provided for the appointment of a 
bishop and three archdeacons for India. In addition to British religion, the formation of the 
Indian National Congress in 1885 by the British also firmly implanted British politics on 
Indian soil. By the first half of the 20th century, the hierarchy of racial types, with the 
Anglo-Saxon race towering high above all others, gave way to a hierarchy of cultures in 
which, again, Western culture reigned supreme. Racial discrimination on the ground of skin 



colour became racial discrimination on the ground of culture. As Indian culture was 
regarded as belonging to the bottom of the hierarchy, it had to be “improved” and finally 
eliminated altogether. 

  

Characteristically, the partition of India and the installation of a Fabian Socialist puppet 
regime was described by the British leadership as “enabling India to play her full part of 
working out a new World Order” (V. P. Menon, Transfer of Power in India, VI, S. No. 99, 
1957, quoted by N. S. Sarila, The Shadow of the Great Game, 2007, p. 192). As Narendra 
Singh Sarila (then ADC to Mountbatten) has pointed out, “It is also noteworthy that while 
Labour [Party] ministers in their public pronouncements … were singing the tune of a 
united India, they were seriously contemplating the least controversial way of dividing the 
country” (p. 191). Winston Churchill himself in a telegram of 11 April 1942 to US 
President Roosevelt, described the partition of India as “laying the foundation for the future 
progress of the people of India” (Sarila, p. 112). 

  

Thus, the historical evidence shows that the imposition of British parliamentary democracy, 
British laws, British finance, etc., was all part of the process of “annihilating Asiatic society 
and replacing it with Western society” which was carried on behind the highly emotive 
(and therefore captivating and effective) smokescreen of “independence”. Indeed, British 
policy was not only in keeping with the deceptive behaviour of the Fabian tortoise. It was 
also comparable to the behaviour of a venomous snake which withdraws after biting its 
victim, while the effect of the injected poison takes its inevitable course. As observed by 
the psychologist and revolutionary theorist Frantz Fanon, the “liberated” native remains the 
“slave of this cultural imposition. After having been the slave of the white man, he enslaves 
himself” (Black Skin, White Masks, p. 192). By willingly putting on the shackles of 
Western culture, the native implicitly accepts the “superiority” of his former master and 
participates in his own subjugation to Western interests.   

  

In sum, it is indisputable that whether Capitalist, Communist or Socialist, the Western 
design had one single goal – the total subordination of the East to the interests of the West 
and the “replacement of Asiatic society with Western society”. In spite of British 
“withdrawal” from the East, by 1950 the Socialist hordes of Mao Zedong (faithful disciple 
of London-based Karl Marx), had subjugated China and Tibet. The American military had 
imposed Socialism on occupied Japan. And India itself had become a Socialist state under 
Fabian Socialist Jawaharlal Nehru. Contrary to the official rhetoric of “equality” and 
“independence” the world was ruled by three ideologies, namely, Capitalism, Socialism and 
Marxism-Leninism. All three aimed to dominate the world. All three were Western or, 
more precisely, European. And all three were anti-Asian and, in particular, anti-Indian and 
anti-Hindu. 

                   



Bearing in mind the above facts, we shall now briefly examine how this Western-
engineered programme of systematic cultural genocide was introduced into Nepal. The 
Nepalese had been exposed to Western ideas for some time, by taking up employment in 
British-occupied India, serving in the Indian forces, going to India for education and 
settling down in India. It was in westernised, Socialist-controlled India that the Nepali 
National Congress was formed in 1947 by Nepalese supporters of the Indian Congress 
Party. In true Socialist style, the party’s objectives were the “overthrow of the Rana rule as 
a precondition for the liquidation of Feudalism” and “establishment of a democratic 
government with constitutional monarchy”. In April 1950, probably to make it sound less 
like a copy of the Indian Congress, the party was renamed as Nepali Congress. By 
September, it adopted the policy of armed revolution as a means of overthrowing the ruling 
Ranas (who had dominated Nepal since 1846 as prime ministers to the king). In November 
1950, with Indian support, this Socialist movement started a revolution in Nepal to 
establish Democracy and to install exiled King Tribhuvan as ruler. 

  

It has been claimed that the interference of the Nehru regime in Nepal was motivated by the 
need for counterbalancing Mao’s occupation of Tibet. However, this does not explain the 
objective of “liquidating Feudalism” or introducing “constitutional monarchy”. On the 
other hand, such objectives were the established road to Socialism and to the Western 
policy of “annihilation of Asiatic society and its replacement with Western society”. Be that 
as it may, although the Ranas were successfully overthrown, the road to democracy proved 
to be a thorny and tortuous path which was easier to advocate than to achieve. 
Parliamentary elections were not held until 1959. In addition, the victory won by the Nepali 
Congress that year soon vanished when King Mahendra, Tribhuvan’s successor, abolished 
Socialist Democracy, imposing his own partyless Panchayat Democracy in January 1961. 

  

Although condemned in left-wing circles as “autocratic”, the King’s move was not entirely 
unjustified. The problem in Nepal was that the population had no knowledge and even less 
experience, of politics. As Socialism in neighbouring India was only a few years old and no 
other political system had been tried and tested, it is evident that the general population had 
no means of correctly evaluating the different ideologies offered by political parties. In 
these circumstances, voting for a party was a matter of blind belief rather than of informed 
decision. In particular, the electorate could be easily hoodwinked into voting for any party 
with a strong organisation and knowledge of how to manipulate public opinion at village 
level – as demonstrated by Nehru’s own Congress Party. 

  

Furthermore, Nepal was a diverse and complex society, with many ethnic and cultural 
groups, a fact which in a parliamentary democracy could have been used to divide the 
nation along political lines and thus undermine its unity. In contrast, the Panchayat 
Democracy, which King Mahendra enshrined in his 1962 constitution, was based on 
directly elected village or town councils (panchayats) whose members formed an electoral 



college to choose district-level representatives. These representatives selected from among 
themselves the majority of members of the national legislature or Rastriya Panchayat. In 
addition to the panchayats there were also class organisations representing farmers, 
workers and other groups. While this was not democracy in the Western-approved sense, it 
still provided a degree of popular representation with the King as ultimate authority. It must 
also be noted that the King did introduce important land reforms and other measures that 
were similar to those proposed by the Congress. On balance, at a time when Russia and 
China were absolute dictatorships and India itself was succumbing to the repressive tyranny 
of Nehru and later Indira Gandhi, it was unreasonable to describe Nepal’s monarchy as 
“autocracy”. Indeed, it must be regarded as significant that the 1980 referendum on the 
Panchayat decided against multi-party democracy and in favour of the Panchayat 
system.          

  

Unfortunately, the Nepali Congress Party had its own agenda of establishing Socialism at 
all costs and started a military campaign against the government. The hostilities lasted from 
1961 to 1962 when, on commencement of the Sino-Indian War, the campaign was called 
off at Nehru’s request. Apart from that, the Nepali Congress followed the same pattern as 
the Indian Congress. It clung on to Socialism until the 1980s when, seeing that Socialism 
was fast losing popular support in Russia, China and India, it changed its tune and started to 
favour a “mixed-economy programme” which resulted in outright Capitalism instead of 
Socialism. The rise of Capitalism was assisted by large sums of money from a number of 
different nations, including India, Japan and the US, which ostensibly supported 
“development” and “democracy”, but in reality ended up in the pockets of the leading 
bureaucratic clique and its network of cronies, creating nationwide corruption on an 
unprecedented scale. This in turn strengthened the hand of left-wing parties and the country 
lurched more and more to the left. 

  

In political terms, the result was that the attempts to plant Western-style parliamentary 
democracy, instead of unifying the nation, gave rise to separate and antagonistic political 
forces of which the main ones were: (1) the Monarchy and its supporters, (2) the Nepali 
Congress which was opposed to the Monarchy and (3) Communist groups, including 
Maoists, which were opposed to both Monarchy and Congress. In 1991, the Congress was 
able to defeat the monarchists and form the government. However, in 1994 it was itself 
defeated by the Communist Party of Nepal (Unified Marxist-Leninist). In 1995, a faction of 
the Communist Party of Nepal (Unity Center) under Pushpa Kamal Dahal a.k.a. 
“Prachanda” formed the Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) and adopted a “Plan for the 
historic initiation of the People’s War”. At this stage, Nepalese politics virtually descended 
into institutionalised warlordism and gangsterism.  

  

What becomes evident is that instead of establishing “Democracy”, the Socialist Congress 
Party through its opposition to the monarchy actually suppressed democracy, dug its own 



grave and prepared the ground for Maoism. In particular, what sealed the fate of the 
Congress Party, was its own readiness to resort to violence as a means of achieving its 
political aims: the 1950-1951 violent overthrow of the Ranas; the 1961-1962 armed 
campaign against King Mahendra; the 1972-1974 armed campaign against King Birendra, 
including bombings, hijackings of passenger planes and attempts on the King – all this 
impressed on the minds of many Nepalese the belief that politics was a free-for-all fight for 
power and domination of others. It was in this climate of general violence and intimidation 
that Maoism took roots on Nepalese soil. 

  

Much has been made of Nepal’s Maoists’ links with Sendero Luminoso, a particularly 
violent Maoist group operating in Peru. Indeed, both Prachanda’s name and that of his 
ideology (“Prachanda Path”) are clearly inspired by the Senderistas’ “Shining Path”. 
However, the Senderista movement cannot be separated from mainstream Maoism. Its 
notorious penchant for violence and terrorism does not make it any different from 
mainstream Maoism but places it squarely in the category of Maoist revolutionism or 
terrorism. For, as we have shown earlier, Mao himself used terror to achieve his aims and 
he in turn only followed the example of Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin who followed the 
example of Karl Marx. Historically, all Communist movements have used violence 
whenever they failed to achieve their aims by other means. Nor can they be blamed for it, 
given that Capitalists and Socialists have all done the same (see British terrorism against 
the native populations in India, Africa, Australia, Ireland, etc.). In any event, the fact is that 
in December 2007 Nepal was declared a Federal Democratic Republic and in August 2008 
Prachanda was elected Prime Minister of Nepal. 

  

This brings us to the important question as to how Prachanda’s CPN (Maoist) – a relatively 
small and insignificant group – has achieved such success. To begin with, the contrast 
between the success of Prachanda Path and the failure of the Senderista movement 
indicates that the former’s success cannot be adequately explained in terms of the latter’s 
model. In addition, the Senderistas themselves were following the pattern already 
established by Mao. In essence, Mao’s model distinguished itself from that of Lenin in that 
it was based on the organisation and mobilisation of the rural population (as opposed to 
urban industrial workers). In his April 1945 report On Coalition Government, Mao said: “It 
is the peasants who are the source of China’s industrial workers …. It is the peasants who 
are the source of the Chinese army …. It is the peasants who are the main political force for 
democracy in China at the present stage …. It is the peasants who are the chief concern of 
China’s cultural movement at the present stage …. Chinese democrats will achieve nothing 
unless they rely on the support of the 360 million peasants …. [Therefore, we] should learn 
what the peasants want and help to arouse and organize them in the struggle to accomplish 
the democratic revolution” (Selected Works of Mao Tse-Tung, Vol. III, pp. 250-252). 

  



Thus, the farmers who were the vast majority of China’s population were to form the basis 
of Mao’s revolution. Mao’s Communist forces were “peasants in military uniform”. And 
this army of “peasants in military uniform” was to be led by the working class, which was 
“politically the most conscious and therefore qualified to lead the whole revolutionary 
movement”. This “working class”, of course, was none other than Mao and his Communist 
Party which consisted of intellectuals like himself. Nor is there any evidence that farmers 
wanted Communism. In consequence, Mao had to offer some incentives to the farmers, to 
get them interested in his revolution and to allow themselves to be led by the “working 
class” (that is, Mao and his clique). These incentives were: “putting into effect Sun Yat-
sen’s land reform measures like ‘equalisation of landownership’ and ‘land to the tiller’; 
elimination of usury, exploitation and oppression; improvement of the livelihood of the 
people; provision of suitable safeguards for the rights of tenants; granting of low-interest 
loans to impoverished peasants; reduction of rent and interest; reduction of taxes; reduction 
of working hours; health care programmes; elimination of illiteracy; popularisation of 
education, etc.”. 

  

As indicated earlier, such incentives either never materialised or were at best temporary. 
Mao himself in his speeches and reports was careful to repeat the mantra “for the present 
stage”. Once he had assumed power, he began to impose extortionate food levies on the 
farmers, forced them to work day and night (often to the death), etc. For the time being, 
however, having offered such attractive incentives to the farmers, the next step was to 
“organize on a voluntary basis the labour power of hundreds of thousands of people for 
production purposes, to increase the supply of grain and other necessities and to prepare 
against natural disasters, which will lay the material foundation [of the revolutionary 
effort]”; “organize the masses in the villages, the army, the government and other 
organizations, the schools and factories”; “form voluntary farming and other co-operatives; 
form mutual-aid teams; develop handicrafts and transport; set up workshops, oil presses 
and flour mills”. Action was to be taken to “punish corrupt officials, traitors, agents of the 
enemy and reactionaries” and to “help the local people to organize forces led by the local 
cadres, including not only militia and self-defence corps but also local troops and regional 
forces which will make possible the eventual creation of regular forces and regular army 
formations led by local people” and, finally, “mobilize the guerrilla units, militia and self-
defence corps to make widespread raids and lay land mines against the enemy”. 

  

The above measures were sufficiently attractive to farmers for some of them to join Mao’s 
movement. However, not all landlords were “rich” or “feudalist exploiters of the people”. 
Nor did all of them wish to see “the abolition of their ownership of land” and work on 
communally-held land, which is what “land to the tiller” meant in practice. Those who 
refused to join the movement were simply declared “reactionaries”, “counter-
revolutionaries” and “class-enemies” and liquidated. The public abuse, humiliation, 
beating, torture and execution of such farmers was sufficient to terrorise the rest of the 
population into submission to Mao’s “New Democracy” and “People’s War”. In Mao’s 
main Red Area established in the early stages of the revolution even those who volunteered 



to his movement were constantly terrorised through “thought examination” (in which they 
were forced to write down all their thoughts for examination by the Communist Party), 
endless indoctrination meetings, obligatory public confessions and self-criticism and being 
exposed to all manner of fabricated accusations resulting in humiliation, mock executions 
and other methods of psychological terror. No news or contact with the outside world 
(including family) was permitted. “Speaking weird words” (which could be anything said) 
was declared a criminal offence. Thousands tried to escape and were executed as deserters. 
Others committed suicide. The rest were locked up or resigned themselves to their fate. In 
fact, the entire Red Area was a prison camp whose inhabitants were Mao’s virtual slaves. 
As Chang and Halliday have shown in their analysis of Mao’s crimes, Mao “did not want 
volunteers. He needed a machine, so that when he pressed a button, all its cogs would 
operate in unison” (Mao: The Unknown Story, p.301).     

  

The Communist Party of Nepal (Maoist) prosecuted its own “People’s War” on precisely 
the same pattern as that established by Mao. The suspicion of villagers was first overcome 
through the construction of roads, bridges, wells, hospitals and schools. They were then 
systematically indoctrinated into Marxist-Leninist-Maoist ideology and encouraged to 
attack all opponents to the movement as “class enemies”. These “class enemies” were not 
only the local “big men”, usurers (extortionist moneylenders), unconscionable landlords, 
corrupt officials, criminals and other genuine undesirable elements, but every person who 
was perceived as inconvenient to the movement, for example, supporters of the Congress 
and National Democratic parties. The widespread beatings and killings of such persons, 
together with the CPN (Maoist)’s public announcement of its intention to launch a 
“People’s War” against the government, naturally forced the authorities to order large-scale 
police operations against the Maoists and their rural supporters. However, the heavy-
handedness and inefficiency of such operations only served to further alienate the 
population from the authorities and increase the influence of the Maoists. Finally, on 13 
February 1966, the Maoists began their “People’s War” according to Mao’s instructions, by 
“organising and mobilising guerrilla units, militia and self-defence corps to make 
widespread raids and lay land mines against the enemy”. 

  

It may be argued that, had the government reacted less harshly and had it carried out 
political and economic reforms, the tensions might have been diffused and open conflict 
avoided. However, this would amount to ignoring the nature of Marxism-Leninism, in 
general, and of Maoism, in particular. As Lenin declared in his State and Revolution, “The 
replacement of the bourgeois by the proletarian state is impossible without a violent 
revolution …. The necessity of systematically fostering among the masses this and just this 
point of view about violent revolution lies at the root of the whole of Marx’s and Engels’ 
teaching” (p. 20). Similarly, Mao defined revolution as an “act of violence whereby one 
class overthrows the power of another” (Hunan, 1927). Violent overthrow of the existing 
political system is the fundamental teaching of Maoism. It is difficult to see in these 
circumstances how any form of negotiation or appeasement could have prevented or even 
delayed the confrontation.  



  

Indeed, the CPN (Maoist) leadership had already declared its intention of commencing 
armed struggle in 1995. As Li Onesto has admitted in her propaganda report Dispatches 
from the People’s War in Nepal (2005), “From the beginning, the Central Committee of the 
CPN (Maoist) developed overall plans for the Initiation of armed struggle and then 
subsequent stages to escalate, spread and deepen the People’s War” (92). In accordance 
with these overall plans, the Maoists had already started to arm and train their followers 
during a year-long period of Preparation. Then, beginning from 13 February 1996, they 
proceeded according to a well-defined four-plan strategic scheme: 

  

1. Initiation and Continuation of armed struggle. 

  

2. Development of armed struggle. 

  

3. Improvement of military strength.  

  

4. Establishment of base areas. 

  

The basic forms of armed struggle were: (1) guerrilla actions, such as assault on banks and 
police stations and ambush of police and army units; (2) sabotage, e.g., destruction of roads 
and bridges, blockade of businesses and goods, etc.; (3) selective annihilation, including 
assassination of hostile elements such as exploiters, criminals and spies; and (4) 
propaganda and armed agitation. Such actions are not of course in themselves Maoist, 
being employed in all armed uprisings including, as we have seen, that of the Bengal 
Sannyasis and Farmers against British occupation and oppression. By extension, similar 
guerrilla actions may be legitimately carried on by Hindu inhabitants of Maoist-occupied 
areas in Nepal and elsewhere. The difference between legitimate and illegitimate armed 
struggle lies in the ideology and the aims behind such actions. In the case of the Nepalese 
Maoists, as stated by one of their activists, a journalist and writer at Tribhuvan University 
(interviewed by Onesto), “Our cultural front is guided by Maoist ideology and the ideas in 
Mao’s Talks at the Yenan Forum …. Mao’s Talks at the Yenan Forum has been introduced 
into the Nepal revolutionary cultural front since 1950 …. It is the basic text for us …. And 
the Great Proletarian Cultural Revolution in China was a big influence” (Dispatches from 
the People’s War in Nepal, p.136). 



  

Mao’s Talks at the Yenan Forum on Literature and Art (1942) is a call for the propagation 
of Communist revolutionary ideology among the masses through popular literature and art. 
More ominously, however, Yenan (NW China) at that time was the very centre of China’s 
Communist movement and is inseparably associated with the period when Mao 
implemented his reign of terror in his Red Area and started his tyrannical personality cult 
which was to terrorise a whole nation for decades to come. Likewise, the “Great Proletarian 
Cultural Revolution in China” was one of the most repressive episodes in world history in 
which tens of millions of Chinese were terrorised, imprisoned, tortured and murdered and 
China’s cultural heritage systematically destroyed. To be “inspired” by these two periods in 
Chinese history is a clear indication of the psychopathological and criminal mindset of 
Nepal’s Maoist leaders. 

  

It goes without saying that there can be no objection to building roads, bridges and wells; 
organising the farmers to increase production; offering them health care and classes in adult 
education; or helping them to eliminate exploitation and oppression. It may also be argued 
that there is some justification for punishing corrupt officials, criminals and other 
undesirable elements and even for taking action against government police and armed 
forces repressing the population. However, as in the case of Mao’s own “People’s War”, 
the CPN (Maoist)’s campaign was ultimately aimed at terrorising the whole country into 
submission to Maoist control and establishing a repressive and criminal regime modelled 
on that of Stalin and Mao. It is for this very reason that the CPN (Maoist) has been 
designated a terrorist organisation by the international community. In addition, systematic 
attacks on traditional religion, culture and language demonstrate the Maoists’ true intention 
which is to destroy Nepal as an independent political and cultural entity and transform it 
into a colony of the Socialist West and its satellites. It is evident that the replacement of the 
Nepalese political system with a European one and, in particular, the replacement of 
national Nepalese identity with European identity, is an act of imperialism and cultural 
genocide and a crime against humanity perpetrated under the supervision of the United 
Nations Organization (UNO) and other Western-created outfits. 
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An overview of the developments which have led to the “People’s War” in Nepal shows 
that the ideology of “Socialist revolution” was introduced into Nepal in 1950 by the Nepali 
Congress Party which, following in the footsteps of Nehru’s Congress Party in India, set off 
to establish a Socialist dictatorship in Nepal. The Communist Party of Nepal – from which 



the CPN (Maoist) emerged in the 1990s – was formed in Calcutta in 1949, that is, at the 
same time as the Nepali Congress Party. As both parties were formed at the same time and 
place and shared the same ideology, aims and methods, it is evident that they were part of 
the wider Socialist-Marxist-Leninist conspiracy to take over the world and, in particular, to 
enslave the East and make it subservient to Western interests or as Marx put it, to 
“annihilate Asiatic society and lay the foundations of Western society in Asia”. 

  

Indeed, Socialist ideologies had already infiltrated British politics through the influence of 
London-based Karl Marx, as well as through the activities of the Marxist-inspired Social 
Democratic Federation (established in 1881) and the Fabian Society (established in 1884). 
In 1900, the Fabians together with the Social Democratic Federation (SDF) and the 
Independent Labour Party (established by the Socialist Keir Hardie) founded the Labour 
Representation Committee (LRC) which in 1906 became the Labour Party and adopted a 
policy of “common ownership of the means of production”. Less than two decades later, 
this Fabian-controlled Labour Party was able to form a minority government (in 1924). 
Meanwhile, simultaneously with the developments in Britain, a worldwide epidemic of 
Socialism-Marxism exploded into existence at the end of the First World War, when the 
Russian Empire fell to Marxism (1917), the German Empire fell to Social Democracy 
(1918) and the Turkish Empire (1923) became a democratic and secular republic (and later 
a “social state”). China had already become a republic in 1912 and was controlled by 
nationalists with Socialistic tendencies. Even Japan, although a traditional monarchy, 
succumbed to Social Democratic influence. Thus, around 1920 the whole of Europe and 
Asia was in the grip of various manifestations of Socialism ranging from Fabian Socialism 
to Marxism-Leninism. In the light of these facts, the global reach of the Socialist 
conspiracy of world domination becomes indisputable.  

  

In Britain itself, the Fabian-controlled Labour Party went on to become part of the coalition 
government in 1940-1945 and formed a majority government in 1945-1951. At the same 
time, as part of the Fabian plans of world domination, India’s Congress Party was 
infiltrated and taken over by the Fabian Nehru clique, which began its Socialist regime in 
1950. Socialism was then reinforced by Nehru’s daughter Indira Gandhi who, as is well 
known, amended the preamble of the Indian Constitution 1976, adding the qualifications of 
“Socialist” and “Secular” (to “Sovereign Democratic Republic”). 

  

The Socialist Nehru-Gandhi regime which culminated in Indira Gandhi’s amendment of the 
Constitution – making India officially “Socialist” and “Secular” – along with her anti-
Hindu policies and unleashing of an unprecedented reign of terror on the Indian people 
demonstrates the true character and intention of Socialism. Of particular significance in this 
context is Indira Gandhi’s choice of the word “secular”. The primary meaning of the word 
is “not spiritual or sacred”, “not concerned with religion or religious belief” – in other 
words, non-religious. The question which naturally arises is, why should Indians, for the 



vast majority of whom religion was an important aspect of life, be ruled by a government 
that had nothing to do with religion? This was all the more inexplicable as Pakistan was 
expressly an Islamic state. If Muslims could have an Islamic government, why could not 
Hindus have a Hindu government? Or, for that matter, if India could be a Socialist state, 
why could it not be a Hindu state? The answer is that Hindu religion was regarded as an 
obstacle to the Socialist regime and to the Fabian ideology that had inspired it. This clearly 
demonstrates the anti-Hindu and anti-national character of the Nehru-Gandhi regime. It also 
demonstrates that, while ostensibly gaining “independence” from Fabian-controlled Britain, 
India was in fact being transformed into a Fabian Socialist state and thus increasingly 
coming under Western ideological domination aimed at the “annihilation of Asiatic 
society”, that is, of Hindu religion and culture. 

  

The imposition of Western ideological and cultural domination on the world aiming to 
annihilate non-Western civilisation was orchestrated by a handful of international 
organisations like the Fabian-controlled International Bureau of Revolutionary Socialist 
Unity (a.k.a. “London Bureau”), the Socialist International and the Communist 
International (Comintern, later Cominform). In addition to these political organisations 
there were numerous educational institutions controlled by the same groups. In Britain, 
there was the Oxford University, including the London School of Economics, where 
Fabians systematically indoctrinated the future political leaders of Britain and other 
countries. One of the authors who gave expression to Fabian ideology had been Herbert 
George Wells (1866-1946) who in his ominously named book, The New World Order 
(1939) theorised on the inevitability of world Socialism and the necessity of the 
establishment of a New World Order that would rule the entire world. Based on concepts 
like common ownership of means of production, abolition of nation-states and Western-
controlled world government, Fabian ideas were popularised by a wide range of academics 
including philosopher Bertrand Russell who taught German Social Democracy at the 
London School of Economics and Harold Joseph Laski, member of the executive 
committee of the Fabian Society and Labour Party Chairman who propagated his Marxist 
ideas at the same school, becoming particularly influential on Indian politicians.    

  

To fully appreciate the global reach of such organisations and institutions one only need 
consider that, on the (British) Socialist side alone, they spawned dozens of leaders from 
Jawaharlal Nehru and Mohammad Ali Jinnah to British Prime Ministers Clement R. Attlee 
and Anthony (“Tony”) Blair and US President William (“Bill”) Clinton. Bertrand Russell’s 
close friend and Fabian sympathiser, John Maynard Keynes, was particularly influential in 
the field of post-War economics. He was instrumental in the establishment of the 
International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD), an institution of the 
World Bank, and the International Monetary Fund (IMF) at the United Nations Monetary 
and Financial Conference of 1944 (Bretton Woods Conference). His teachings were 
influential not only on the policies of Fabian-controlled ruling British Labour Party, but 
also on US presidents from Roosevelt to Barak Hussein Obama. In 2008, the latter – who 
has been labelled a “shady Chicago Socialist” on account of his links with the Chicago 



branch of the Socialist New Party – appointed Keynesian economists to key positions in his 
entourage, such as Robert (Samuelson) Summers, (Head of the National Economic 
Council), Timothy Franz Geithner (Secretary of the Treasury) and Christina Romer (Chair 
of the Council of Economic Advisers).  

  

On the Russian side, the same was done through Communist institutions like the Moscow 
International Lenin School, through which the Communist Party indoctrinated and 
controlled the leadership of all Eastern and Central European countries, in addition to 
several African, Latin American and Asian countries including China, North Korea and 
Mongolia. The World Peace Council, the World Federation of Trade Unions, the 
International Organisation of Journalists and many other influential organisations assisted 
in this process, as did the BBC and Radio Moscow. Thus, between them, Britain, Russia 
and America – the key participants at the Fabian-controlled Bretton Woods Conference – 
practically controlled (and continue to control) the world. Today various shades of 
Socialism continue to control Asia, Europe and most of the world and continue as before to 
work for the “annihilation of Asiatic society” and of India as a nation-state. 

  

As the abolition of the nation-state and construction of a world empire are key teachings 
which Fabian Socialism shares with Marxism-Leninism and other Western supremacist 
ideologies, it becomes clear why they all are sworn enemies of nationalism and even 
national identity. Even when the various Liberal-Socialist-Marxist-Leninist currents are 
apparently at loggerheads with each other, their ultimate goal is identical, as illustrated by 
the case of post-War Germany: West Germany was ruled by Britain and the USA through 
Socialists like Willy Brandt, while East Germany was ruled by Russia through Socialists 
(or Communists) like Erich Honecker. Another prime example of collaboration between 
American Capitalism and European Socialism is post-War Japan which was ruled by the 
USA through Socialist puppets like Tetsu Katayama. Similarly, Iran was ruled by the 
British-American puppet Mohammad Reza Shah, a staunch follower of westernised 
Turkey’s Kemal Ataturk. 

  

Pakistan must be classified in the same group of British-created states, with Fabian-
educated Jinnah installed as a British puppet. Of Jinnah, who at the December 1920 Nagpur 
Congress had been booed off the platform, Sarila writes: “It must be said in defence of the 
howling Nagpur crowds that they did not take him seriously. Here was a handsome man, 
wearing a beautiful girl [his westernised young wife Ruttie] on his arm, a monocle dangling 
on the lapel of his London-tailored double-breasted suit, complete with matching two-toned 
shoes, addressing them in English” (The Shadow of the Great Game, p. 81). Even after 
Jinnah’s death, when the country took a radical Islamist course, the regime remained 
friendly to Britain and its strategic partner, America and, above all, faithful to Western 
(Abrahamic) Imperialism. 



  

It is evident that in cases such as Germany, India, Pakistan, Japan, Iran and many other 
countries, the leading international Liberal-Socialist-Marxist-Leninist clique (sometimes in 
collaboration with Capitalism) could directly decide the installation of a particular national 
puppet leader. In other cases, the process was more complex. As we saw above, the 
Socialist Nepali Congress (in collaboration with Nehru’s Indian Congress) established a 
constitutional monarchy in Nepal, with the aim of ultimately establishing Socialism, yet the 
monarchy later turned against the Congress. In China, the Soviets first supported the 
Nationalists against Japan, even though their ultimate goal was to make China Communist. 
Mao himself had not been the Soviet leadership’s first choice, but he was eventually 
accepted by Stalin after Mao succeeded in becoming absolute leader of the Chinese 
Communist Party. Mao’s “rebellion” against Russia did not make China less Communist. 
Likewise, brief armed conflicts between China and Russia or between China and India did 
not detract from the fact that the ruling regimes in these countries were all Socialist, nor did 
British, Russian and American competition in South Asia detract from the fact that they all 
had the same goal, namely, making the region subservient to Western interest and “laying 
the foundations of Western society in Asia”. 

  

In consequence, it is imperative to understand that although Western, and in particular 
British, Imperialism is commonly associated with Capitalism, the fact is that from the early 
1900s, this began to be gradually supplanted by the more subtle Fabian Socialist 
Imperialism. In practice, the only difference between one brand of Imperialism and another 
was that while Capitalist Imperialism tended to favour the Bible-and-Maxim-machine-gun 
variety of Cecil Rhodes (and his partner, Nathaniel de Rothschild), Fabian Imperialism 
aimed to establish World Socialism through gradual, “democratic” and deceptive means. 
On their part, other forms of Western Imperialism, such as Marxism-Leninism and 
Maoism, aimed to establish World Socialism through “violent revolution” or “people’s 
war” (that is, terrorism). All these strands of Western Imperialism were engaged in various 
degrees of collaboration with each other, shared the same goal of “annihilating Asian 
society and laying the foundations of Western society in Asia” and coexisted (often 
peacefully) in most Eastern countries. 

  

If Nepal was large enough to host various strands of Western Imperialism (such as 
Congress Socialism, Marxism-Leninism and Maoism), India was even more so. In addition 
to Nehru’s Fabian Socialist Congress Party, there were other movements of Western 
inspiration such as the Communist Party of India (established in 1920-25) and the Congress 
Socialist Party (established in 1939, later renamed Praja Party). Although officially such 
groups stood in opposition to the Congress, they all pursued the same ultimate goal of 
establishing a Socialist state. As part of this drive for Socialism, the Communist Party of 
India (CPI) used its experience gained in uprisings such as those of Telangana (1944-1951) 
and Kakdwip (1945-1950) to instigate insurrections aiming to overthrow the Nehruvian 



government, yet without success. It was only in the 1960s, that Communism began to 
acquire a more morbid form. 

  

West Bengal had been a breeding ground for Communist ideology for several decades. 
Being close to China which was in the grip of Mao’s “Cultural Revolution”, the region was 
particularly vulnerable to virulent Maoist propaganda. Violence had already erupted in the 
village of Naxalbari in West Bengal (on Nepal’s Eastern border) in May 1967. In 1969, 
with the help of Chinese support and inspiration, leading activists from the Communist 
Party of India (Marxist), including Jangal Santal and Kanu Sanyal, founded the rival 
Communist Party of India (Marxist-Leninist) and began to agitate for armed insurrection in 
the region. What distinguished this new form of Communism from previous ones was its 
policy of “Red Terror” consisting of particularly brutal killings of everyone who was 
deemed “class enemy”.  

  

One favorite method of terrorising the population was the putting on display of the victims’ 
severed heads and using their blood to smear slogans on house walls. This appears to have 
been a conscious combination of traditional head-hunting and the practices of the French 
Revolution in which government officials were decapitated and their heads paraded on 
pikes through the streets. The main difference was that, as in Maoist China, such acts were 
carried out indiscriminately, for the purposes of intimidation and terrorism. Thus, far from 
constituting “progress”, we can clearly identify Maoism as a process of cultural and mental 
regression. By 1970, the terror campaign had spread to Calcutta where it found many 
supporters among the degenerate and westernised elements of the student population and 
even began to cross the border into South Nepal. However, the movement’s random and 
indiscriminate violence also proved to be a major cause of its downfall as rising numbers of 
its supporters were put off by such actions. In addition, the movement’s chief ideologue, 
Charu Majumdar, was captured by the police in 1972 and died in custody – or was killed 
according to Maoist accounts. 

  

Subsequently, the Maoist (or “Naxalite”) movement split into separate factions and several 
decades passed without it being able to gain much ground in either military or ideological 
terms. However, the Maoists never gave up their ambition to seize power and continued to 
spread their cult of “Red Terror” through underground groups operating in remote forests. 
In 2004 various Marxist and Maoist groups merged to form the Communist Party of India 
(Maoist) under Muppala Lakshmana Rao a.k.a. “Ganapati”. Inspired and encouraged by the 
successful methods of Nepalese Maoists, the CPI (M) began to implement a more 
systematic and sophisticated form of terrorism which soon spread to many parts of the 
Subcontinent, becoming a serious threat to India’s national security. 

  



Predictably, leftist and leftist-influenced analysts have been promoting the theory to the 
effect that the primary cause for the Naxalite movement must be found in the unequal 
distribution of wealth generated by India’s growing economy. This theory, however, 
completely fails to account for the Naxalites’ Maoist ideology. While one might naturally 
expect the poor and the downtrodden to rise against oppression and exploitation, there is no 
logical reason why they should follow Maoism in their struggle. The history of uprisings by 
the rural populations across the globe shows that the primary concern of the masses has 
always been to obtain “land and bread”. As we have seen above, Maoism does not aim to 
help the rural population to achieve its object but to use the latter as an instrument for 
achieving its own goal which is to seize state power and subjugate the population to the 
dictatorship of the Communist Party (euphemistically called “dictatorship of the 
proletariat”).      

  

It is essential to understand that Maoist activists can use any perceived or actual 
disaffection to foment rebellion and use the ensuing violence to promote their own vested 
interests. This has always been the method employed by Mao himself. Mao was a power-
obsessed psychopath who first sought to instigate revolution and seize power by mobilising 
the urban proletariat. Indeed, China’s Communist leadership originally rejected the Soviet 
suggestion that the rural population could play any role in a revolution. Mao himself took 
several years to realise the revolutionary potential of the peasantry and even then, his main 
concern was not to help the farmers, but to use them as an instrument of terror against the 
ruling classes which he wanted to usurp in order to seize power. His definition of revolution 
as “an act of violence by which one class overthrows another”, clearly demonstrates his 
overriding concern with power. Like Mao, Naxalite leaders such as Majumdar were 
intellectuals who no longer had any connections with the countryside. Being indoctrinated 
with Marxist-Leninist-Maoist teachings, they were simply looking for a broad mass base to 
implement their criminal ideology. Thus, as in Mao’s “revolution”, India’s rural population 
was used as a convenient instrument by a criminal gang to impose its foreign-inspired 
pathology on the nation. 

  

Countryside vs. City 

  

Mao’s strategy of “encircling the cities from the countryside” – which has been adopted by 
Maoists in India, Nepal and Latin America – reflects not only the military necessity that 
had arisen in China at the time, but also reveals an important aspect of his psychology. Like 
Lenin and other Communist leaders before him, Mao was a deracinated individual who had 
lost contact with his rural roots. Indeed, already in his youth he could barely wait to leave 
farming life behind and become an urban intellectual. By his own admission, in his student 
days he felt that “intellectuals were the only clean people in the world, while in comparison 
workers and peasants were dirty” (Talks at the Yenan Forum, Selected Works, p. 73). At the 



same time, however, he continued to feel like a stranger in cities and exhibited a life-long 
phobia of tall buildings (hence all the villas he had built for himself during his rule were of 
the bungalow type).  

  

To be sure, by Mao’s time, tensions between countryside and cities were real enough and 
not restricted to his twisted psychology. Karl Marx himself had acknowledged in his 1848 
Manifesto that European cities were the product of the Capitalist bourgeoisie (merchant 
middle class) which had enriched itself at the expense of the rural population, and that the 
bourgeoisie had “made the country dependent on the towns”. As we have shown in our 
study of Capitalism, the subjugation of the countryside to the interests of the cities had 
begun in 16th century England with the enclosure by landlords of open fields, commons and 
waste lands, especially for sheep farming to provide the large-scale textile industry with 
wool. Indeed, land enclosure was part of the general trend of encroachment by expanding 
cities upon the traditional rights of Europe’s rural population. In practice, this trend meant 
that farmers, labourers and artisans were unable to use common land for agriculture or 
grazing animals, hunting, fishing, cutting wood and other traditional activities that were 
vital for their survival. In addition, rising taxes and other levies extracted from the rural 
population were resulting in growing hardship and poverty. This naturally resulted in 
numerous farmers’ uprisings across Europe from Russia to England. England’s Peasants’ 
Revolt of 1381 and, in particular, Germany’s Peasants’ War (or Revolution) of 1524 are 
prime illustrations of the rapidly deteriorating relationship between countryside and city. 

  

Marx, of course, was only describing the pathology which had developed in his days. In 
reality, there is no logical reason why countryside and city must be at war with each other. 
Indeed, the two have always been mutually interdependent. Although in theory, villages 
can be self-sufficient and autonomous, in practice they are often closely interconnected 
with other villages as well as with cities. The fact is that a complex and advanced society 
cannot dispense with cities. Historically, cities have been the seats of government. They 
stored large quantities of grains which could be distributed to the population in times of 
crop failure, drought and other natural disasters. They were religious and cultural centres, 
with great temples and seats of learning. They maintained large armed forced which would 
defend the country against external enemies. In short, apart from their religious and cultural 
function, cities were there to ensure sustenance and protection, maintain law and order and 
administer justice. In return for these important functions, the cities required a tax which 
was payable by the population to the regional or national government. 

  

Since both countryside and city provide something that is of use to the other, it is evident 
that both possess a degree of power. As long as the balance of power is maintained, they 
both profit from a harmonious and peaceful relationship with each other. It is only when the 
balance of power shifts in favour of one or the other that the equilibrium is disturbed and 
tension and conflict ensues. One obvious way in which the city can abuse its power is by 



imposing exorbitant taxes on the rural population. The latter, however, is not entirely 
powerless. It can retaliate by refusing to pay taxes or, even worse, flee the villages and 
leave the fields unattended. This leaves the city without taxes and without food, causing the 
city-dwellers to revolt against the government and rendering the whole country vulnerable 
to external attack. Problems of this type were clearly understood by the political scientists 
of the Ancient World as evidenced from traditional texts like Kautilya’s Artha Shastra and 
the Manu Smrti  where the ruler is exhorted not to oppress the rural population through 
excessive taxation, expropriation, etc., which may not only result in revolt but also attract 
divine retribution. Similarly, Ancient Egyptian texts of the Middle Kingdom period (2000-
1800 BCE) expressly enjoin government officials: “Do not oppress the peasant with taxes! 
If you bleed him, he will wander off”. On the contrary, peasants should be treated well, for 
“these are the people who produce what is; one lives by the work of their hands. If it is 
lacking, misery prevails” (Assmann, 2001, p. 26). 

  

As the textual evidence indicates, contradictions between countryside and city arising from 
abuse of official power were understood not only in terms of economic or national security 
considerations, but also and above all, in terms of higher moral principles. Abuse of power 
was regarded as an infringement of the principle of Dharma or Righteousness (Truth, Order 
and Justice) which was an unforgivable crime as it violated the divinely-ordained values 
which constituted the very foundation of human civilisation. Thus, we can see that 
millennia before Maoism and other “progressive” Western ideologies, man was quite 
capable of understanding what is right and what is wrong. Indeed, for the past several 
thousand years, human history has not brought about a development of the sense of justice, 
but its erosion, degeneration and near-disappearance. 

  

Nor has abuse of power manifested itself exclusively as economic oppression and 
exploitation. Another form of oppression, closely connected with economic oppression, is 
cultural. A classical example of this is the introduction of Abrahamic religion into Ancient 
Canaan by the Israelites. The imposition of exclusive Monotheism or what Finkelstein and 
Silberman have called “Yahweh-only religion” by the Judahite authorities under King 
Josiah was inspired by economic motives. For, by imposing one God who was to be 
worshipped exclusively at the Jerusalem Temple, the authorities forced the entire 
population to go to Jerusalem for religious services, thereby not only increasing the state’s 
power, but also its revenue. It is in this context that the prohibition of the worship of “other 
Gods” has to be understood. 

  

Here, again, the contradiction between countryside and city becomes apparent. While the 
capital city was forced to bow down to the new “God of Abraham”, the rural population 
preferred to honour its traditional Gods and Goddesses, as Abraham himself and his 
ancestors had done before. For, as the Bible tells, “When we burned incense to the Queen 
of Heaven [the Goddess of traditional Jewish religion] and poured out drink offerings to 



her, as we have done and our fathers, our kings, and our princes, in the cities of Judah and 
in the streets of Jerusalem, we had plenty of food, and were well and saw no evil. But since 
we left off to burn incense to the Queen of Heaven, we have lacked all things and have 
been consumed by the sword and by the famine” (Jeremiah 44:16-18). The response of the 
authorities was to brutally repress the peasantry and its traditional culture even more, until 
Jerusalem itself was destroyed by the Babylonians. The very same contradiction between 
countryside and city reappeared centuries later in Christian-occupied Europe, where the 
non-Christian rural population was derogatorily styled by Christianised city-dwellers as 
“Pagans” (from “paganus”, “villager”, “country-dweller”) and “Heathen” (“dwellers on a 
heath or uncultivated land”). Capitalist oppression and exploitation of the countryside by 
the cities was merely a continuation of the trend established by Judaeo-Christian culture, 
and so was its Communist counterpart. 

  

In the light of these facts, it becomes clear why Karl Marx looked down on farmers. In his 
The Eighteenth Brumaire of Louis Napoleon (1852) he wrote: “Their small holding, permits 
no division of labour in its cultivation, no application of science, and therefore no 
multifariousness of development, no diversity of talent, no wealth of social relationships. 
Each individual peasant family is almost self-sufficient, directly produces most of its 
consumer needs, and thus acquires its means of life more through an exchange with nature 
than in intercourse with society. A small holding, the peasant and his family; beside it 
another small holding, another peasant and another family. A few score of these constitute a 
village, and a few score villages constitute a department. Thus the great mass of the French 
nation is formed by the simple addition of homologous magnitudes, much as potatoes in a 
sack forms a sack of potatoes …. They are therefore incapable of asserting their class 
interest in their own name, whether through a parliament or a convention. They cannot 
represent themselves, they must be represented”.                      
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Evidently, as an intellectual city-dweller, Marx had very little knowledge of the countryside 
and even less regard for its inhabitants. To his mind, the peasants were passive “like a sack 
of potatoes” and hardly revolutionary material. Worse even, the peasants were 
“conservative”, “reactionary” and bent on “rolling back the wheel of history”: “The small 
manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant, all these fight against the 
bourgeoisie, to save from extinction their existence as fractions of the middle class. They 
are therefore not revolutionary, but conservative. Nay, more, they are reactionary, for they 
try to roll back the wheel of history” (Manifesto of the Communist Party). Marx ignores the 
revolutionary potential of the peasantry illustrated by the numerous peasants’ revolts of 



Europe and, above all, of India, the Sannyasi and Farmer Uprising of Bengal being just one 
example.  

  

A more fundamental fallacy of Marxist theory is its misinterpretation of the “conservative” 
and “reactionary” nature of the peasant. The peasant is conservative not out of ignorance 
but because he knows the land better than anybody else. He employs means of production 
which the experience of millennia has taught him to be the most adequate, and he observes 
customs that have kept him and his community in tune with the land and with nature since 
human life on Earth began. The peasant’s conservatism stems not from some irrational 
sense of stubbornness but from his closeness to the land on which he lives and which is, by 
definition, conservative and ever the same irrespective of the whimsical, man-made 
changes that dominate the patterns of city life. 

  

It is precisely his closeness to the land and to its changeless patterns of life that makes the 
peasant a natural receptacle of ancient culture, of everything that is of value in human 
civilisation, and the guardian of the eternal and immutable spiritual essence of man. This is 
why religion is strongest in the countryside. Through his intimate contact with nature the 
peasant understands that his life depends on forces that are beyond his control and that 
survival is only possible by remaining in tune with these forces. And in the same way as the 
peasant depends on the land, human society depends on the peasant. This is the 
fundamental lesson that life teaches us and the truth that city-dwellers in their uprooted, 
make-believe and futile existence have chosen to forget. 

  

And because they have forgotten their true roots, the degenerate urban elites which have 
appointed themselves leaders of the nation, look down on the peasant as “backward”, 
“primitive”, “reactionary” and “opposed to change” whereas they themselves are deemed to 
be “modern” and “progressive”. But real progress is not possible without conservatism. We 
cannot plan for the future unless we remember who we are and where we come from. A 
tree cannot grow and spread out its branches unless it is firmly rooted in the soil upon 
which it stands. Indeed, without roots the tree of humanity is doomed to die. If the 
countryside and its inhabitants are neglected, oppressed or even destroyed and made into 
the rubbish heap of humanity, then we are destroying and poisoning our own roots. This is 
what is happening today. “Modern” and “progressive” society which prides itself on its 
“achievements” despises the “backward” countryside and hates its “reactionary” 
inhabitants. This arrogant and self-destructive attitude separates man from nature and from 
God and causes him to lose his way. He becomes lost in his own make-believe, artificial, 
unnatural and fake world and loses his sense of reality, his balance and his sanity. Man 
himself becomes a selfish, greedy, exploitative and parasitic creature which is a far cry 
away from what God intended him to be. 

  



There is no doubt that the peasant wants to “turn back the wheel of history”. And rightly so, 
seeing that mankind is heading in the wrong direction. To avert disaster, the wheel of 
history must be turned back. There is no other way. Only by coming to our senses and by 
reverting to a more natural and saner way of life can we save the world and save ourselves 
from sure destruction. Mankind must return to a land-based existence where the 
countryside that supports us and the nature that nourishes us are accorded the respect they 
fully deserve. By respecting the countryside we learn how to respect its inhabitants, the 
people who are feeding us. For, without them there would be no food and without food 
there would be no high life for the self-appointed, parasitic elites in the cities. 

  

In any event, if the rural population is being oppressed and exploited and, as Marx said, it 
“cannot represent itself”, this is through no fault of its own. The fault lies with the cities 
which, although originally built for the protection of the population, eventually turned 
against it, becoming its enemies and oppressors. Indeed, the history of Jerusalem, London, 
New York, Delhi and Calcutta shows that cities in Western (Abrahamic-Capitalist) 
civilisation have been built for the domination, exploitation and oppression of the rural 
masses. The phenomenon of the impoverishment and disappearance of farming 
communities in the West and in Western-dominated societies demonstrates that the history 
of the West-East conflict is inseparable from the conflict between city and countryside. The 
Clash of Civilisations is not only a clash between religion and counter-religion (or anti-
religion), between God-given tradition and man-made invention, but also between nature-
oriented countryside and money-centred city.    

  

Revolution and Counter-Revolution 

  

The analysis of the Communist revolutions in Russia, China and Nepal indicates that they 
have four important factors in common: (1) a breakdown of state power, (2) a discontented 
class or coalition of discontented classes, (3) one or several organisations promoting a 
revolutionary ideology and (4) civil war. 

  

In 1917 Russia, the administrative and military structure which supported the Tsarist state 
collapsed as a result of military defeat at the hands of Germany in the First World War. The 
discontented class were primarily the farmers who had been taken off their fields and sent 
to the front. Thus, they formed the majority of the armed forces and it was they who forced 
the Tsar to abdicate. The other discontented classes were the industrial workers who were 
suffering from the food shortages in the cities caused by the war and, in particular, city-
based intellectuals. The revolutionary organisations were those of the Socialist-
Revolutionary Party on one hand, and the Marxist Mensheviks and Bolsheviks, on the 



other. From among these, the latter succeeded in seizing power through a military coup. 
Civil War followed in 1917-1921 between the Communist Bolsheviks and the anti-
Communist White Movement (a large proportion of which was pro-monarchist). 

  

In China, the Manchu state in 1911 collapsed as a result of internal and external pressures. 
As in Russia, the discontented classes were the peasantry, the military and the urban 
intellectuals. The revolutionary organisations were those of the Nationalists (the 
Kuomintang) and, subsequently, the Chinese Communist Party. The Nationalists first 
seized power, but were infiltrated and eventually militarily defeated, by Mao’s Communist 
Party and its Red Army. The Chinese Civil War between the Nationalists and the 
Communists took place in 1927-1937 and 1945-1950, with an interruption caused by the 
Second World War. 

  

Similarly, Nepal experienced a breakdown of state power due to political and social unrest. 
The discontented classes were the peasantry in the hill regions and the Socialist-
indoctrinated intellectuals in the capital city. The revolutionary ideology was a mixture of 
Socialism, Marxism-Leninism and Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. The latter became the 
dominant one and succeeded in taking over the government through a combination of 
military and political pressure. Like the Chinese Civil War, Nepal’s Civil War (or 
“People’s War” as it was styled by the Maoists) was a protracted conflict between the 
Maoists and the government forces. It lasted from 1996 till 2006, when the Maoists were 
allowed to take part in government.   

  

Taking into account local differences, the historical evidence forces us to draw certain 
general yet clear parallels between the events in the above examples and the present 
situation in India. Firstly, while the Indian state has not yet completely broken down, it is 
evident that it is in the process of doing so. Secondly, there is growing discontent among 
sections of the rural population and urban intellectuals. And thirdly, there are a number of 
organisations promoting a range of revolutionary ideologies. In particular, parallels may be 
drawn between the “people’s war” (or terror campaign) waged by Maoists in China, Nepal 
and India. In this context, it must be recalled that Mao consolidated his power in Hunan (a 
province with a history of separatist tendencies) and subsequently in Yenan, where he was 
able to exert absolute control over his (voluntary and non-voluntary) followers. Likewise, 
in Nepal, Maoist revolutionism (or terrorism) took root in the remote areas of Rolpa and 
Rukum, from where it was exported to the rest of the country. An almost identical process 
is underway in India’s “Red Zone”, stretching from West Bengal and Bihar to Andhra 
Pradesh and Karnataka, where Maoists have been allowed to build military strongholds in 
remote areas outside the control of the state authorities.    

  



Regarding state breakdown, it is essential to understand two points. First, the breakdown of 
the state is not an absolute prerequisite for revolution. As Dariush Zahedi and others have 
correctly pointed out, the Iranian Revolution of 1979, for example, “took place in an 
unweakened state that had undergone no international or financial crises” (The Iranian 
Revolution Then and Now, p. 20). It had, however, lost its moral legitimacy and was 
brought down by opposition groups. In India we find a combination of a weakening of the 
state and loss of moral legitimacy. This, of course, is an ongoing process going back to the 
days of the British Raj. From the very beginning, the British colonial order was an 
illegitimate one imposed by an alien occupation power. In consequence, the post-
independence Congress government was itself illegitimate. In short, Nehru’s Congress 
regime was illegitimate because it was foreign-imposed; it was illegitimate because it was a 
foreign system (parliamentary democracy being alien to India); and it was illegitimate 
because the ideology it imposed upon the nation, Nehruvian Socialism, was contrary to the 
interests of the Indian people, in particular, of the Hindu majority. In addition, the entire 
ruling class, including Nehru himself, was a parasitic body consisting of the bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie created by the British colonialists for the purpose of dominating, exploiting and 
oppressing the Indian people and, above all, for the “annihilation of Asiatic society” and its 
replacement with Western society. 

  

To better understand the absurdity, indeed obscenity, of the Congress regime, it is 
necessary to recall that the colonial state had done its uttermost to destroy India as an 
independent and united cultural, economic and political entity. The British introduced 
English language and an European education system to destroy local culture. They 
systematically destroyed India’s manufacturing sector, in particular, the textile industry. 
They allowed the decay of India’s centuries-old traditional irrigation system. They 
introduced the compulsory expropriation of land for tax arrears. They auctioned the land of 
Indians to their own agents and helpers. They deliberately and systematically created a new 
landed aristocracy subservient to British interests as a willing instrument of domination, 
exploitation and oppression of the Indian masses. The millions of destitute and starving 
people in India, China, Africa and elsewhere were not the product of some unknown and 
inexplicable cause. They were, and still are, the rural population dispossessed by Western 
powers and their collaborators. Now, the very same Congress Party, the parasitic 
bureaucracy created by the British, impudently claimed that the solution to Western 
Capitalist Imperialism was another Western imperialist fabrication, namely, Fabian 
(Nehruvian) Socialism! 

  

Furthermore, in spite of its claims to Democracy, Nehru’s Congress regime was in practice 
a dictatorship. For, the British had brutally sabotaged, undermined and suppressed any 
attempt to create an alternative to the Congress by persecuting, imprisoning and murdering 
the leaders of any opposition organisation. Lokmanya Tilak, Shri Aurobindo, Veer 
Savarkar, Netaji Bose and even Mahatma Gandhi and Jawaharlal Nehru found themselves 
arrested and incarcerated by the colonial authorities at the slightest sign of disobedience. As 
a result, post-Independence no political power existed that might have been in a position to 



effectively challenge or hold the Congress regime accountable. The situation was further 
compounded by the sheer novelty of Socialism. Constructed by the Fabian Society and its 
Liberal and Labour (“Lib-Lab”) collaborators, Socialism had never been implemented for 
any length of time anywhere in the Western world and even less in India. There were few 
who truly understood what lay behind the smokescreen of “Socialism”. 

  

True, the Congress regime did attempt to make improvements in the fields of education, 
health care and social and economic reform. However, this was a cynical and calculated 
effort to legitimise its rule while systematically destroying Indian religion and culture. 
Indeed, the “education” it provided was of the self-destructive anti-Hindu type that induced 
Calcutta’s students to sympathise with Maoist terrorism and anarchy. “Health care” was 
given to those who could afford it. “Social reform” meant the organisation of minorities 
into mutually antagonistic and, above all, anti-Hindu movements. “Economic reform” was 
the monopolisation of business by the regime and its network of cronies. “Agricultural 
reform” was conducted on the basis of the theories of Westerners like Baden-Powell and 
Karl Marx. As an example, the introduction of high-yielding varieties of seed required 
larger quantities of water and fertiliser which only the better-off could afford. 

  

The mechanisation of agriculture likewise helped the better-off farmers who could afford to 
invest in water pumps and other agricultural machinery such as tractors and threshing 
machines. Whatever higher yields poor farmers managed to obtain were soon outweighed 
by the demands of a growing population. Thus, the gap between poor and rich widened. 
Meanwhile, traditional village headmen were replaced by government puppets, thereby 
further increasing the domination of cities over villages. In addition, rising numbers of 
farmers were forced to leave their villages to work in urban factories. As the new urban 
industry could not absorb all of the displaced rural population, this inevitably led to the 
growth of suburban slums and shanty towns. As evidenced by the Santhanam Report 
presented to the government on March 31, 1964 (just weeks before Nehru’s death), only 17 
years after “Independence” corruption was already threatening to completely take over 
Indian society. As President Radhakrishnan put it, “In our country, moral life is shaken to 
its foundations”.                 

          

Under Indira Gandhi, the situation soon developed from bad to worse. Official corruption 
was worse than under the British, with criminal elements being able to buy government 
favours and enrich themselves at the expense of the honest and the poor. Thus, the poor 
were once again the most oppressed section of society. Food shortages and inflation were 
spiralling out of control. The regime introduced draconic laws to stifle dissent and, in a 
macabre development, embarked on a programme of systematic destruction of slums and 
forced sterilisation of the rural population (said to have been the idea of Indira’s son, 
Sanjay), prompting the masses to retreat into Soviet-style defeatism and black humour such 
as joking that the Congress slogan, “eliminate poverty” (“garibhi hatao”) actually meant 



“eliminate the poor”. Not surprisingly, opposition to the hated Congress regime was 
mounting and Indira’s party was finally defeated in the 1977 general elections. Although 
the new Janata Party was unable to hold office for more than a few years, it was India’s 
first non-Congress government and its success marked the irrevocable end of Congress 
monopoly on power. 

  

Another positive development was the formation in 1980 of the Bharatiya Janata Party 
(BJP), which won the general elections in 1996 and formed a coalition government in 1998. 
With this historic victory, India had a pro-Hindu government for the first time after 
centuries of foreign rule. This was particularly important as Hinduism was the only force 
capable of holding the country together and warding off Western attacks on the nation’s 
culture and civilisation. Unfortunately, decades of Congress domination with its corrupt, 
divide-and-rule policies had fragmented Indian society to such an extent that no political 
party could muster a credible majority and all were forced to form coalitions of 
convenience with other parties or otherwise enter into arrangements that dangerously 
diluted their capacity to implement urgently needed changes. Indeed, apart from endemic 
corruption entailing bribery, extortion, nepotism, favouritism, clientelism, etc., Indian 
politics is characterised by behind-the-scene negotiation and bargaining which inevitably 
blocks any real progress. Thus, although the BJP had campaigned for national unity and the 
eradication of corruption, it was unable to carry out all the reforms necessary for a national 
renewal and revival. As a result, state power has become more and more fragmented and 
weaker, and while it has not yet completely broken down, its state of growing 
fragmentation and weakness has enabled anti-national and anti-democratic interests to 
infiltrate, manipulate and divert the political processes for their own subversive agendas. 

  

It is evident that such a situation has created a wide range of discontented classes. 
Predictably, a significant proportion of these are to be found in the countryside. As 
everywhere in the world, the cash inputs needed in modern capitalist farming are so great 
that there is hardly any room for profit. Small farmers, agricultural labourers, artisans, tribal 
forest-dwellers and other disadvantaged groups which have become victims of official 
corruption and oppression have increasingly lost their faith in the state. In addition, decades 
of government propaganda against tradition has created an entire generation of Indians who 
have developed a pathological phobia of their own culture and religion. Intellectuals 
(students, teachers, writers and journalists) churned out by the Socialist education system 
are particularly susceptible to Western ideologies. To these discontented classes may also 
be counted Christian and Islamic groups which are politically and psychologically 
incapable of accepting the fact that India is a Hindu-majority nation and want to see the 
extermination of Hindu religion and culture not only in India but everywhere on the 
Subcontinent, that is, in the words of Marx, “the annihilation of Asiatic society and its 
replacement with Western society”. 

  



In these circumstances, it was inevitable that Western ideologies would be able to 
proliferate without restraint. The national attitude of cultural self-denial and self-hatred and 
compulsive imitation of all things foreign had of course been already deliberately implanted 
and nurtured by the British for their own imperialist purposes. However, it was the 
Congress regime’s imposition of Socialism that signed the death-warrant for India’s 
cultural independence and self-determination. Indeed, the Nehru-Indira clan’s irrational 
insistence on making India Socialist amounted to a wholesale rejection of Indian 
civilisation. The imposition of a foreign system of government implied the unconditional 
abnegation of the nation’s right to determine its own form of government. The unspoken 
implication was that Indians were culturally and psychologically handicapped and 
incapable of ruling themselves. They had either to be ruled directly by others or indirectly 
according to other nations’ political systems. Predictably, these other nations and systems 
had to be Western. For, according to Western imperialist discourse, Eastern man was 
uncivilised and unenlightened and had to be civilised and enlightened by transforming him 
into a copy of Western man, so that Eastern society could be replaced with Western society. 

  

Thus, just as the Chinese under Western indoctrination had rejected their own culture and 
civilisation and embraced the Gospel of the “German economist” (Karl Marx) and his 
disciple Stalin, so also Indians indoctrinated in the British-created universities of Calcutta 
and other strongholds of Western Imperialism, decided that Indian culture had to be 
rejected and replaced with Marxism-Leninism or even better, with Marxism-Leninism-
Maoism, or Naxalism. The very same class of deracinated, disoriented and degenerate 
“Indian” intellectuals who had willingly embraced British Imperialism in the 1800s only to 
switch over to Fabian Socialism in 1947, have now changed course again and, in an 
unparalleled example of intellectual and political spinelessness and opportunism, have 
shamelessly declared that Maoism is the path for India to follow. 

  

To be sure, Maoists have correctly identified a number of valid points in their criticism of 
the current system – or, to be more precise, they plagiarised these points from others. In its 
somewhat confused Party Programme, the Communist Party of India (Maoist) states that 
“After the end of direct colonial rule, imperialism adopted new forms of indirect rule, 
exploitation, and control of the nations and countries subordinated to them. That is called 
neo-colonialism. This is more deceptive and more sinister form of colonialism. Now the 
imperialist finance capital continues to be exported unrestrictedly through the international 
institutions of the imperialists, such as the IMF [International Monetary Fund] and the 
World Bank, which imposed stringent conditionalities and also through loans and ‘grants’ 
by the imperialist countries. With this, the unrestricted flow of imperialist finance capital 
has further increased and its grip has also tightened … the direct investment by 
multinationals also continues to increase”. 

  



Other points of criticism are “extortion of farmers’ produce through share cropping”, the 
Green Revolution which “only provided captive market for imperialist goods”, the 
“irrational exploitation of natural resources”, the “endangering of the ecological balance”, 
the “corrupt bureaucracy”, the “imperialists, feudal classes, contractors, moneylenders, 
usurers, unscrupulous traders and other exploiters”, “imperialist globalisation, liberalisation 
and consumerism”, the “parliamentary system” and “patriarchal institutions like family, 
religion and caste system” (published on the South Asia Terrorism Portal Web Site). 

  

It goes almost without saying that the above criticisms may readily be accepted by all – 
with the obvious exception of “family, religion and caste system”. For, Maoists have failed 
to demonstrate that family, religion and caste are inherently harmful to society. If family is 
harmful, then Marx as a married man must have been a bad example. Likewise, religion in 
its pure and authentic form is nothing but belief in a higher spiritual principle and the moral 
and ethical values associated with it, such as Dharma or Righteousness (Truth, Order and 
Justice), without which human society cannot properly function or even exist. It is to this 
universal principle of Righteousness that the downtrodden of the world have appealed in all 
their uprisings against exploitation, oppression and injustice. If political groups like the 
Maoists were to put aside their differences and take the time to acquaint themselves with 
the lofty principles of Hindu religion, they would at once recognise that Maoism is entirely 
superfluous and that India would be best governed in accordance with Hindu Dharma.   

  

As for caste, if it were indeed the “root of all evils”, such as poverty, exploitation and 
oppression, these evils would not exist in Africa, Latin America and other societies where 
there is no caste. In addition, we can see that while millions of Muslims from Pakistan and 
Bangladesh emigrate to India, emigration to Pakistan and Bangladesh is virtually non-
existent. The fact is that far from being “harmful”, caste (varna) in its original form is 
designed to ensure the harmonious organisation and functioning of society for the benefit of 
all citizens. When the caste system (varna-dharma) appears to be defective this is not due 
to the system itself, but to its malfunction resulting from incorrect implementation. And its 
incorrect implementation is the result of the corruptions and distortions caused by foreign 
domination and occupation. 
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If it be the case that from the malfunction of a system we can automatically infer the 
inherent unsoundness of that system, then we should also be able to infer the fundamental 
unsoundness of Marxism from its collapse in the Soviet Union and China. Accordingly, the 
admitted “restoration of capitalism in Russia and China” must be the result of the inherent 
fallacy of Marxism. But this the Maoists deny. While they insist on applying their faulty 
“logic” to other systems, they hypocritically protect their own system from any critical 
examination. Furthermore, only those who are completely ignorant of history, like Maoist 
theorists, can believe that Hindu culture could have remained intact through centuries of 
foreign occupation. In reality, as pointed out by Frantz Fanon in his The Wretched of the 
Earth, national cultures under colonial domination are often transformed beyond 
recognition and may become mere shadows of their own past. The degree to which this 
process takes place depends of course on the culture in question and on the nature of the 
colonial domination. However, it is indisputable that all colonised cultures inevitably 
undergo some form of distortion and corruption which disfigures them for the duration of 
their colonisation and sometimes even long after independence. Needless to say, Hindu 
culture is still under the colonial domination of Christianity, Islam, Capitalism, Socialism 
and other forms of Western cultural imperialism. Therefore, only when Hindu culture has 
been completely liberated from foreign domination, including Maoism, will it be able to 
function as intended and shine again in all its glory.                          

  

The Maoists assert that “no viable solution of the fundamental problems of the people can 
be sought using any parliamentary institution”. With this we can only agree. For, as we 
have demonstrated in our analysis of Capitalism, “parliamentary democracy is the capitalist 
bourgeoisie’s instrument of domination whereby it established its dictatorship over other 
classes …. parliamentary ‘democracy’ is another inseparable component of the Capitalist 
pathology, and is directly responsible for the creation of European Colonialism, Slavery 
and Imperialism”. Indeed, it was the British Parliament that authorised the occupation, 
exploitation and subjugation of India. It was the British Parliament (under the Labour 
Party) that engineered the installation of the illegitimate Socialist Congress regime in India 
and it was the British-created Indian Parliament that allowed Maoism and other related 
ideologies to proliferate and nearly take over the country. 

  

The Maoists say, “We must expose the opportunist Dalit leaders who build their own 
electoral fortunes in the name of taking up Dalit issues”. Again, one can only agree. One 
certainly must expose all leaders who build their own electoral fortunes in the name of 
taking up people’s issues – including Maoist leaders. For, it is evident that as their false 
prophet Mao himself, Maoist leaders are all conniving scoundrels “who build their own 
fortunes” in the name of “liberating the people”. Since land in the Maoist system is owned 
and controlled by the Maoist state, the Maoist slogan “land to the tiller” is nothing but a 
smokescreen deliberately designed to defraud and enslave the people, while Maoist 
“revolutionaries” indulge in indiscriminate terrorism, which is their preferred occupation. 
There is no evidence that the people want to live and work on land owned by the state, 
under the supervision and control of the state. On the contrary, as Marx himself admitted, 



the people want “to roll back the wheel of history” and “seek to restore the vanished status 
of the workman of the Middle Ages” (Manifesto of the Communist Party, pp. 52, 56). 

  

As a villager told the anthropologist, Professor Alan R. Beals, who studied Indian villages 
in the 1950s, “In the old days, there was plenty of food. Everyone was happy. There was 
justice; the King listened and gave proper decisions. There was a state of fulfilment and 
contentment. There were no quarrels. Now, there is a great difference. There is lying and 
thievery. Justice is absent. Many creations of intelligence such as airplanes and radios have 
been built, but crop yields have decreased. In the future the world will change. We will be 
unable to find food and there will be much fighting and knavery” (1980, pp. 76-7). If 
farmers want to return to a “Golden Age”, it is because that is their experience. That is their 
collective memory. That is their history. This is a very important point to understand. Nor is 
this phenomenon exclusive to India. For, it must be recalled that as late as 1871, that is, 
long after the 1789 Revolution, the majority of the French people wanted the restoration of 
the monarchy and not a republic. In this sense, they literally wanted to “roll back the wheel 
of history”. 

  

It is of course legitimate to ask whether a “Golden Age” such as the farmers wished to 
revive actually existed. The answer is that independent evidence seems to support the view 
that it did. As Professor Beals observes, “Few of the early visitors to South India mention 
poverty or underdevelopment. Most were impressed by the great wealth of the land and the 
great size of the cities. Frequently, they found their own cold or dry homelands poor and 
primitive in comparison to what they considered to be the fabulous wealth of South India” 
(p. 75). The Chinese traveller Fa Hsien who visited North India during the reign of King 
Chandragupta II (376-413 CE) wrote: “The people vie with each other in performing good 
deeds …. [They] are rich and contented, unencumbered by any poll tax or official 
restrictions. Only those who till the King’s land pay a land tax and they are free to go or 
stay as they please. The kings govern without recourse to capital punishment, but offenders 
are fined lightly or heavily according to the nature of the crime” (quoted in A. K. Roy and 
N. N. Gidwani, A Dictionary of Indology, Vol. 2, p. 95). It may be added that the capital 
city of Pataliputra (present day Patna) is acknowledged by historians to have been the 
world’s largest and most prosperous city at the time of the Mauryan 
Empire.                            

  

India’s legendary prosperity and wealth were such as to be admitted even by its enemies. 
According to 11th century Afghan warlord Mahmud of Ghazni, “The whole country of 
India is full of gold and jewels, and of the plants which grow there are those fit for making 
wearing-apparel, and aromatic plants and the sugarcane, and the whole aspect of the 
country is pleasant and delightful”. However, as a Muslim jihadi he also declared that 
“since the inhabitants are infidels and idolaters, by the order of God and His Prophet, it is 
right for us to conquer them” (H. M. Elliot, The History Of India As Told By Its Own 



Historians. The Muhammadan Period, 1867-77). The invasion and occupation of India by 
the Muslims in the 12th century, followed by the brutal Mughal rule, marked the beginning 
of the end for India’s fabulous wealth and prosperity. This process of economic and social 
deterioration was, of course, gradual. India was not completely under Islamic rule and 
centuries-old Hindu culture and civilisation was too strong to be destroyed rapidly. Thus, in 
the 1500s India together with China were still the world’s most advanced economies 
(Ferguson, Empire, p. 369). 

  

The complete collapse of India’s economy began in 1757 with the establishment of British 
domination in Bengal and subsequent conquest of the entire Subcontinent. Karl Marx had 
already exposed the predatory character of British rule in his The East India Company – Its 
History and Results, 1853. Similarly, Congress president Dadabhai Naoroji (1825-1917) 
demonstrated the systematic drain of wealth and resources from India by the British Empire 
(The Poverty of India, 1878). However, the British-trained Indian elite naively believed that 
this was a “mistake” on the part of the British. In contrast, Lokmanya Tilak (1856-1920) in 
his articles and speeches showed that the British deliberately destroyed India’s industries in 
order to subject the country to systematic Industrial Subjugation (Audyogic Paratantrya) 
and exploitation. The CPI (Maoist) itself admits as much in its Party Programme: “… 
beginning with the victory of the Battle of Plassey of 1757, the British colonialists began to 
occupy the whole country and succeeded in establishing their own direct rule during the 
next several decades. At that time India possessed flourishing trade and commerce along 
with thriving handicraft and cottage industry …. But the exploitative and oppressive rule of 
the British colonialists brutally ruined this development. They also mercilessly ruined 
indigenous artisans and traders. The self-sufficient natural economy of the village also 
disintegrated to some extent initially and later to a large extent …. During near about 200 
years of their direct colonial rule and exploitation, the Indian economy was converted into 
an economy completely dependent on imperialism”. 

  

As Marx put it, “The bourgeoisie has subjected the country to the rule of the towns …. it 
has made the country dependent on the towns, nations of peasants on nations of bourgeois, 
the East on the West” (Manifesto, p.46). However, although Marx condemned the predatory 
and exploitative nature of Western Capitalism and Colonialism, he failed to condemn 
Western cultural Imperialism. On the contrary, he sought to construct the cultural genocide 
perpetrated by the West as “progress”. According to this racist logic, “England has to fulfil 
a double mission in India: the annihilation of old Asiatic society and the laying of the 
foundations of Western society in Asia” (The Future Results of British Rule in India, 1853). 

  

Marx himself admitted the self-sufficiency and independence of Indian villages and even 
spoke of a “primitive communism”. But these self-sufficient and, it must be added, 
prosperous Indian villages were Hindu villages, just as Europe’s own self-sufficient and 
prosperous villages had been Pagan prior to Judaeo-Christian feudalism and capitalism. 



Thus, whichever way we look at it, Western Imperialism must be identified as the cause of 
India’s economic downfall and the misery of its population. Therefore, India’s economic 
problems and other issues resulting from Western domination cannot reasonably be blamed 
on Hindu religion, caste, or “feudalism”. On the contrary, India’s problems are the product 
of Western Imperialism which has systematically implanted on Indian soil the capitalist 
bourgeois “subjugation of the countryside by the cities” and “of the East by the West”. 

  

It follows that the subordination of the countryside to the cities in Asia is inseparable from 
the subordination of the East to the West. This is the key to the correct understanding of 
history. The Western pathology begins with Abrahamic religion, advances in the form of 
Capitalism and Socialism, and finally culminates in Marxism-Leninism-Maoism. The latter 
eventually collapses and reverts to Capitalism and Socialism, is taken over by Christianity 
and Islam, or succumbs to some other pathological development that might become 
fashionable at any given time. Thus, unable to regain its balance, the world reels from one 
manifestation of the Western pathology to another, blindly stumbling towards the abyss of 
self-destruction. 

  

As indicated above, the CPI (Maoist) believes that “no viable solution of the fundamental 
problems of the people can be sought using any parliamentary institution”. Firstly, this is 
because Western-style parliamentary institutions are the very instrument whereby the ruling 
capitalist classes keep the people in a state of domination, exploitation and oppression. 
Equally important, however, is the failure of parliamentary institutions to resolve the 
Maoist problem itself which – along with other forms of Western Imperialism – is the 
fundamental problem of the people. Although the Maoist problem is still relatively 
“minor”, in the long run it constitutes an incalculable threat to national stability and 
integrity, as acknowledged by Prime Minister Manmohan Singh who declared that India’s 
Maoists pose the “single biggest internal security challenge ever faced by our country” (13 
April, 2006). 

  

Now, if the Maoists alone pose such a threat, one can easily infer how much greater a threat 
they might pose in combination with other forms of the Western pathology, such as 
Abrahamic Imperialism, Capitalism, Liberalism and Socialism, all of which openly aim to 
replace Eastern society with Western society. Indeed, it is a well-known fact that Maoists 
collaborate with other anti-national forces such as Islamic extremist groups. As stated by 
CPI (Maoist) leader Ganapati, “Our Party supports the Islamic upsurge and seeks a unity 
with all anti-imperialist forces” (interview of April 2007, published on the South Asia 
Terrorism Portal web site). Significantly, Singh did not mention India’s other problems 
(Islam, Christianity, etc.) let alone doing anything concrete in the way of finding a remedy. 
As a result of official inaction, the Indian people continue to suffer, unaware that they have 
been sentenced to destruction by the demonic powers of the West. 



  

As a matter of fact, we may identify a revolutionary situation on the entire Subcontinent. 
Nepal was merely the first in which this situation developed into successful revolutionary 
action. The same may happen any time in Bangladesh and Pakistan, where the motivating 
ideology would, of course, be Islamic rather than Maoist. This is an additional reason why 
India cannot remain passive. Indeed, the developments on India’s periphery cannot but 
stimulate the emergence of revolutionary action in India and sooner or later force the Hindu 
majority to seize the initiative. 

  

In consequence, just as Marx believed that British Colonialism was good for India as it 
created the conditions for the emergence of Capitalism (an intermediate stage to 
Communism), it may be argued that the Naxalite “people’s war”, Islamic terrorism, 
Christian evangelism and other manifestations of Western Imperialism are of benefit to the 
Indian people, in particular, to the Hindu majority and other non-Abrahamic minorities (the 
Sikhs, Buddhists, Jains and Parsis), as it makes them aware of new methods of asserting 
their interests and of struggle against Western Imperialism itself. This national struggle 
must be regarded as a necessary step towards gaining full independence and the building of 
a new, free and independent Subcontinent.  

  

In view of the present system’s admitted inability to resolve the problem of Maoism and 
other manifestations of the Western pathology, it becomes evident that a revolution and, 
perhaps, civil war appears to be necessary and the only viable remedy. However, this 
revolution cannot be for the establishment of Maoism which, as we have demonstrated 
above, is a fraudulent and criminal ideology, and even less for “establishing Communism 
on a world scale”. One cannot combat one form of Western Imperialism such as 
Capitalism, etc., with another form of Western Imperialism, such as Maoism. Rather, such 
a revolution must be for the liberation of India from all forms of Western religious, cultural 
and ideological domination, including Maoism. On a larger scale, the goal must be the 
liberation of the East from all forms of Western Imperialism. For India, this entails the 
restoration of authentic Indian culture and the re-establishment of the rule of righteousness 
as opposed to the dictatorship of injustice, oppression and corruption. Above all, such a 
Revolution for the re-establishment of Righteousness (Dharma-Kranti) entails the 
liberation of the Hindus who are the majority, and therefore the people, from Western 
imperialist domination.       

  

Only when we have understood this fact can we begin to understand the lessons of history 
and the true meaning of revolution. The American, French, Russian, Chinese and other 
such “revolutions” were all dreams that never came true because those who carried them 
out never really understood the true nature of revolution. Some, like Marx, Lenin and Mao, 
even deliberately misunderstood the meaning of revolution in order to promote their own 



criminal agendas. Yet the truth of the matter is that revolution cannot be the destruction of 
the past, for without a past there cannot be a future. Indeed, the very word “revolution” has 
its origin in the verb “revolve”, that is, “roll”, “turn about”, hence “return” (to an original 
state). As such, it was first used in English with reference to the rotation of the sky and 
celestial bodies. Thus, the poet John Gower in his Confessio Amantis (1390) refers to the 
“revolution of heaven” (IV. 1:1783). This usage was popularised by astronomical works 
like Nicolaus Copernicus’ On the Revolutions of the Celestial Spheres (1543) and this has 
remained the primary meaning of the word. In political terms, the 1660 restoration of the 
monarchy in Britain (the English Restoration) under King Charles II was described as 
“revolution”, as was the restoration of parliament (the “Glorious Revolution”) which 
followed it. It is therefore legitimate, historically and linguistically speaking, to use the 
word in the sense of “restoration” or “return to a previous state”. 

  

To paraphrase Karl Marx, the meaning of revolution as understood by the “lower middle 
class, the small manufacturer, the shopkeeper, the artisan, the peasant”, that is, by the vast 
majority of the people, was “to roll back the wheel of history”. As in the 1660 English 
Restoration, in 1871 France, to “roll back the wheel of history” according to the majority of 
the people meant the restoration of the monarchy. Indeed, when the wheel of history has 
taken a wrong turn, it is only reasonable for it to be rolled back. The supposition that the 
wheel of history must move forwards at all times and at all costs is contradicted by the 
restoration of Capitalism in Russia and China, the re-creation of the State of Israel, etc. 

  

Even granting that history does move forwards at all times and at all costs, there is still no 
good reason why it should move forwards along the path chosen for it by the West and 
against the wishes and interests of the people of the East. To allow history to keep rolling in 
the wrong direction, which it patently does, would be not only to perpetuate a great 
injustice, it would be irresponsible and suicidal. Therefore, true revolution is necessarily a 
turning about, a revolving or returning to better times, to a golden age of truth, order and 
justice. In short, authentic revolution can mean only one thing: restoration of the rule of 
righteousness. It is only by turning the wheel back that man can come to his senses and 
regain his sense of direction. 

  

As the numerous “revolutions” which have shaken the world have on the whole been 
prosecuted by misguided, fraudulent and criminal interests, it is evident that the righteous 
of the world now have the duty to seize the initiative and conduct their own revolution in 
order to counteract the morbid effects of previous counterfeit revolutionary movements and 
re-establish justice on earth. In India, it is not the Maoist minority but the Hindu majority 
which is the dominated class. Therefore, the Hindus are the true discontented population. 
The Hindus are the revolutionary class. And Hindu Dharma is the revolutionary ideology. 
In consequence, to redress the wrong course of history it is necessary to revolutionise 



revolution itself, as well as our understanding of revolution and above all, our 
understanding of ourselves. 

  

As pointed out by Frantz Fanon, we may identify three distinct phases in the development 
of revolutionary consciousness among the intellectual classes of a subject people: 

  

1. The first phase is that of unqualified assimilation motivated by considerations of self-
preservation. In this phase, over-awed by the invaders’ military power, technological 
superiority and cultural arrogance, the traumatised native intellectual seeks to prove that he 
has assimilated the culture of the occupying power in order to be “accepted” and spared 
annihilation. Accordingly, he strives to copy his counterparts in the imperial mother 
country. He dresses like them, acts like them, speaks like them, thinks and even dreams like 
them. The sole aspiration of his life is to become a perfect copy of them. Indeed, he 
becomes almost indistinguishable from them (with the obvious exception of skin colour and 
accent). As belonging to this phase we may identify Indian Congress president W. C. 
Bonnerjee who liked to denounce Hindu culture as “inert, torpid, degenerate and in thrall to 
outmoded ideas”. 

  

However, in spite of his best efforts, the assimilated intellectual is never fully accepted by 
his colonial masters as one of their own. For, he is a mere pawn in their game of world 
domination. Thus, the imperial “mother country” proves to be an unloving and cruel 
stepmother who only uses her adoptive son for her own selfish purposes. Painful though 
this brutal truth might be, it is a blessing in disguise. For, it forces the colonised intellectual 
to review his survival strategy and question his own identity. This process of reviewing and 
questioning leads to the second phase. 

  

2. This phase is one of awakening, of remembering, of coming to one’s senses. While in the 
first phase, which was one of unexamined imitation, the intellectual was consciously 
striving to suppress and forget his true identity, he now makes a conscious effort to 
remember who he really is. He delves deep into his soul. He brings up memories of his 
childhood, of tales heard from his parents and grandparents, of customs he long rejected in 
favour of a borrowed identity in terms of which he still seeks to interpret his cultural 
heritage. To this phase we may count a wide range of intellectuals like Mahatma Gandhi 
and Professor Sarvepalli Radhakrishnan, who have reached various degrees of national 
awakening while still (consciously or unconsciously) remaining under Western influence. 
Such individuals have not yet identified the pathological character of Western (Abrahamic) 
culture. They still regard the crimes of Western Imperialism as anomalies or “mistakes”, 
rather than as part and parcel of the system. Thus, although Gandhi (rightly) denounced the 
British government as “satanic”, he failed to draw the logical conclusion, namely, that the 



government was satanic because of the system and the Western supremacist ideology 
behind it.   

  

3. Finally, the third phase is the fighting phase, the revolutionary phase proper, in which the 
colonised intellectual, having woken up to reality, firmly takes the side of his own people. 
In this phase he rejects the imperialist occupiers’ culture and seeks to immerse himself in 
that of his own race. He becomes a revolutionary who takes up the righteous struggle for 
the liberation of the oppressed from the hands of the oppressors. To this category belong 
revolutionary leaders like Lokmanya Tilak who not only reject colonial culture, having 
identified its pathological nature, but also fully recognise the revolutionary character of 
their own national culture. 

  

Thus far, Western revolutionary thought seems to be in agreement with the teachings of 
Indian revolutionaries like Tilak, who saw liberation (mukti) as a process of self-realisation 
or awakening of cultural, political and spiritual self-consciousness on the personal, national 
and world levels. Unfortunately, at this point Fanon abandons psychology and indulges in 
Marxist theory. He claims that “The desire to attach oneself to tradition or bring abandoned 
traditions to life … does not only mean going against the current of history but also 
opposing one’s own people” whose traditions “are now undergoing extremely radical 
changes”. Like his admirer Jean-Paul Sartre, Fanon believes that attaching oneself to 
tradition amounts to a “withdrawal into the twilight of past culture”. He believes that “the 
only true culture is that which is constantly in the making” – and, one may add, which is 
marching towards Marxism. 

  

Needless to say, this phobia of tradition and obsession with “permanent revolution”, with 
change for the sake of change, is a manifestation of the very same pathology which 
compelled Mao to launch his genocidal “Cultural Revolution” and to proclaim that “the 
more you kill, the more revolutionary you are” (Macfarquhar and Schoenhals, Mao’s Last 
Revolution, p. 102). Such line of thinking distorts and perverts revolution by equating it 
with destruction. It can be traced back to Karl Marx’s own phobia of tradition and before 
him, to the followers of Mohammad, Jesus and Moses who believed that following tradition 
was a heinous crime punishable by death and eternal damnation. In short, this is the essence 
of the Western pathology and the true cause of all evils in the world. Culture certainly 
undergoes changes. However, we need not for that reason discard either time-honoured 
principles and values or beliefs and customs which impart our culture its unique 
characteristics. The struggle for liberation ceases to be such if the liberated nation 
surrenders to the cultural domination of its former colonial masters, which culture forced 
that nation into a position of domination in the first place. 

  



Sartre has the common sense to concede in his preface to Fanon that: “The European elite 
undertook to manufacture a native elite. They picked out promising adolescents; they 
branded them, as with a red-hot iron, with the principles of western culture; they stuffed 
their mouths full with high-sounding phrases, grand glutinous words that stuck to the teeth. 
After a short stay in the mother country they were sent home, white-washed. These walking 
lies had nothing left to say to their brothers; they only echoed. From Paris, from London, 
from Amsterdam we would utter the words ‘Parthenon! Brotherhood!’ and somewhere in 
Africa or Asia lips would open ‘… thenon! …therhood!’”. However, what Sartre 
apparently fails to see is that this process is ongoing. While the Western-indoctrinated 
intelligentsia of the Third World no longer regurgitates anti-national slogans on behalf of 
the British Empire, it continues to do so, on behalf of International Socialism, Maoism, 
Globalism and other Western “isms”. In other words, contrary to the anti-imperialist 
rhetoric, one form of Western Colonialism and Imperialism has been exchanged for 
another. 

  

It is interesting to note that assorted Islamic “revolutionaries” from “progressives” like Ali 
Shariati to conservatives like Ayatollah Khomeini, whom Indian Maoists regard as “allies 
against imperialism”, invariably fall prey to the same cultural and political schizophrenia as 
Sartre and Fanon. While (rightly) rejecting European and American Imperialism, such 
elements still support Islamic Imperialism, totally oblivious to the fact that in the final 
analysis Abrahamic religion is alien to Iran and all other Islamic countries, including Saudi 
Arabia itself. As Shariati, paraphrasing Sartre, points out, the Western-indoctrinated 
colonised intellectuals of 19th century Asia performed the function of “loudspeakers for the 
West” and of “bridges for transferring the wishes of the West to their native people” (Man 
and Islam, pp. 68-9). However, the truth of the matter is that those who brought Islam to 
Iran and other nations were themselves loudspeakers for an alien ideology and bridges for 
transferring the wishes of the Abrahamic leadership to the subjugated natives of Iran. 

  

Typically, Shariati fails to see the fundamental contradiction between his opposition to 
alien imperialism and simultaneous support for Islamic rule. Accordingly, he praises the 
fact that “after only four decades the Persians turned into devout Muslims, so much so that 
they destroyed Arab sovereignty …. Despite the fact that the Persians’ traditional religion 
was Zoroastrianism, they abandoned their customs and collective spirit, walked under 
symbols other than their own, accepted it consciously, and believed in it”. He even boasts 
that “we Iranians were much better informed in Islamic principles than the Arabs” (pp. 90-
91). As if that somehow cancelled the destruction of Iranian religion and culture at the 
hands of the Muslim Arabs. Thus Shariati unconsciously, but very obviously, uses the 
nationalist theme of Iranian military and cultural superiority over the Arabs to conceal the 
humiliating historical fact of Iranian surrender to Abrahamic Imperialism. 
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Like Indian Congress nationalists who are boasting of having defeated the British Empire 
and achieved “Independence” while simultaneously embracing British Fabian Socialism 
along with British parliamentary democracy, British laws, English as national language and 
cricket as national game, Iranian nationalists pride themselves in having “destroyed Arab 
sovereignty” and in “surpassing the Arabs in knowledge of Islam”, while at the same time 
willingly swallowing the alien ideology of Islam. Shariati himself admits that “As for the 
Qur’an, it is a book resembling the Torah (Old Testament)”. He does not pause to 
investigate or reflect how the Koran came to resemble the Torah. It follows that men like 
Saidi Sirjani, who braved the pseudo-revolutionary and bloodthirsty mullah regime and 
fearlessly reminded his compatriots of the greatness of Iran’s pre-Islamic civilisation, are 
the true revolutionaries and the vanguard of true change. 

  

Finally, it is evident that Islam cannot be construed as a revolutionary system in the true 
sense of the word. For, irrespective of the changes it brings about in the nations it colonises, 
it is ultimately nothing but a manifestation of the Abrahamic drive for regional and global 
domination started by King Josiah of Judah in the 7th century BCE and carried on by the 
Christian Church in the early centuries of the current era. Thus, the objective examination 
of the historical evidence, both past and present, demonstrates that Western revolutionary 
consciousness is inherently superficial and misguided. Its defective ideology prevents it 
from penetrating to the core of the problem and identifying the correct remedy. As a result, 
far from achieving anything, its adherents merely indulge in self-deception and blundering 
in the dark while driving mankind to destruction. 

  

In contrast, Hinduism is not only demonstrably native to India, but as shown by Lokmanya 
Tilak in his Gita-Rahasya, Hindu belief in Dharma or Righteousness as an inviolable 
universal principle and unswerving commitment to man’s duty towards God and society 
make Hindu religion a revolutionary tradition par excellence. Indeed, in the Hindu religion 
God Himself provides the supreme revolutionary leadership and example through His 
promise to restore Righteousness whenever there is a rise in Unrighteousness and through 
His struggle against the latter (Bhagavadgita 4:7-8, etc.). Similarly, Europeans may find 
guidance and inspiration in their own pre-Abrahamic traditions. After all, the Democracy 
they borrowed from their Greek ancestors was neither Abrahamic nor Communist, but 
Pagan. Thus, ultimately, it is in authentic tradition that mankind finds true guidance and 
inspiration.      

  



For this very reason, it is imperative for the liberated intellectual, both in the East and the 
West, to “oppose one’s own people”. After all, Marxists themselves opposed the European 
masses which refused to bow down to Communist rule. Since Marxism has long been 
exposed as a sham, one has the duty to “oppose one’s own people” when the people, the 
white-washed intelligentsia, have lost direction and are going the wrong way. For example, 
when they allow themselves to be seduced and led astray by Marxist-Leninist-Maoist 
utopias and other Western lies. Nor is the charge of “going against the current of history” 
admissible. For, one cannot “make history” and at the same time allow history to run its 
own course. If we follow the course of history, then we give up on revolution and behave 
like a log carried by the tide. But if we choose to make revolution and thereby “make 
history”, then we necessarily choose to take the path of “changing the course of history” 
and thus “go against the current of history”. The latter is precisely what mankind urgently 
needs. To put an end to the Western-engineered Clash of Civilisations and restore 
righteousness on earth, the people of India, China, Japan and other Eastern nations must 
break the chains of their colonial past and roll back the wheel of Western colonisation and 
domination of the world.    

  

  

__________________________ 
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