that determine race, are important for
social, cultural, and historical events. I
do not suggest that race as a biological
reality is by itself sufficient to explain
the civilization of European man—if
race were sufficient, there would be no
problem—but race is necessary for it,
and it is likely that biological science in
the near future will show even more
clearly how necessary racial, biological,
and genetic explanations are to understanding social and historical events
more fully.
The civilization that we as whites created in Europe and America could not
have developed apart from the genetic
endowments of the creating people, nor
is there any reason to believe that the
civilization can be successfully transmitted to a different people. If the people
or race who created and sustained the
civilization of the West should die, then
the civilization also will die. A merely
cultural consciousness, then, that emphasizes only social and cultural factors as
the roots of our civilization is not
enough, because a merely cultural consciousness will not by itself conserve the
race and people that were necessary for
the creation of the culture and who remain necessary for its survival. We need
not only to understand the role of race
in creating our civilization but also to
incorporate that understanding in our
defense of our civilization. Until we do
so, we can expect only to keep on losing
the war we are in. . . .
As long as whites continue to avoid
and deny their own racial identity, at a
time when almost every other racial and
ethnic category is rediscovering and asserting its own, whites will have no
chance to resist their dispossession and
their eventual possible physical destruction. Before we can seriously discuss any
concrete proposals for preserving our
culture and its biological and demographic foundations, we have to address
and correct the problem we inflict on
ourselves, our own lack of a racial consciousness and the absence of a common
will to act in accordance with it.
What Benjamin Franklin told his colleagues at the birth of the American Republic remains true today as the Republic, and the race and civilization that gave
birth to the Republic, approach their
death: If we do not hang together—not
only as members of a common nation
but also as part of a common race, a common people—then most assuredly we
will all hang separately.
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Prospects for Racial and
Cultural Survival
In the February and March issues of
1995, several writers discussed approaches to ensuring the survival of
American whites and their culture. This
is excerpted from Dr. Francis’s typically
pugnacious reply to those who proposed
partition of the United States along racial lines.

E

nding . . . [the threat] to the white
European character of the United
States would involve no vast constitutional or political changes, but it
would involve an uncompromising assertion of white will and identity. The
fundamental problem with whites today
will not be solved by giving away any
more of what remains of their country
and their heritage but by asserting their
own will and identity in order to retain
the primacy of their heritage in their own
country. It is that lack of will and identity, that lack of racial and cultural consciousness, that must be remedied before we resort to any dissolution of the
country (or indeed any other resolution
of the racial crisis). . . .

The answer is, quite
simply, the reconquest of
the United States.
Nevertheless, though I am not convinced by their arguments, white separatists are correct that we do face what
is probably the most serious and threatening crisis in our racial history, a crisis
that, if it is not resolved in our favor,
will almost certainly result in the loss of
white control of the United States within
half a century, the disappearance of white
civilization, and eventually in biological extinction. If white separatism is not
the answer, what is?
The answer is, quite simply, the reconquest of the United States. This re-

conquest does not involve any restoration of white supremacy in the political
and legal sense that obtained under slavery or segregation, and there is no reason why nonwhites who reside in the
United States could not enjoy equality
of legal rights. But a white reconquest
of the United States would mean the supremacy of whites in a cultural sense, or
in the sense of what is nowadays called
“Eurocentrism.” There are essentially
three things that whites must do in order
to carry out this reconquest of the nation and culture they have almost lost:
(1) Whites must formulate a white
racial consciousness that identifies racial and biological endowments as important and relevant to social behavior,
and their own racial endowments as essential to the continuing existence of
Euro-American civilization. The formation of a white racial consciousness does
not mean that whites should think of
themselves only as whites, to the exclusion of ethnic, national, religious, regional, class, or other identities, nor that
individuality should yield to the collective category of race. It means merely
that we recognize racial realities, that we
recognize that racial-biological endowments are necessary to certain kinds of
human behavior (e.g., the political and
civic behavior appropriate to stable selfgovernment, the work habits and lifestyles appropriate to a dynamic economy; the intellectual behavior that is
necessary for science and scholarship,
etc.) and that because these endowments
are largely unique to whites, the behavior they make possible cannot be replicated by most nonwhites.
Nor does the formation of white racial consciousness mean that we should
conceive of ourselves only as biological beings to the exclusion of religious
or metaphysical identities. Racial consciousness means that we add recognition of biological and racial factors to
our traditional concepts of human nature
and modify both our biological and nonbiological conceptions of what man is,
as evidence and reason dictate. It may
be true that some traditional religious
and metaphysical conceptions would not
survive recognition of the scientific realities of race, just as some did not survive earlier scientific discoveries in astronomy, geology, and biology.
But the formation of white racial consciousness does mean that whites would
recognize themselves as a race and their
racially based behavior as legitimate,
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and hence it would mean the end of tolerance for nonwhite assaults on white
people and the norms of white civilization. Whites would simply no longer
countenance nonwhite aggression and
insults or the idolization of nonwhite
heroes, icons, and culture; white children
would be raised in accordance with what
is proper to being white, and norms
openly recognized as appropriate to
whites would be the legitimizing and
dominant norms of American society as
they were prior to the 1960s. Racial guilt
and truckling would end.
(2) Based on this racial consciousness, whites must counter the demographic threat they face from immigration and nonwhite fertility and whites’
own infertility. This means (a) an absolute halt to all future legal immigration
into the United States, deployment of the
armed forces on the appropriate borders
to cut off illegal immigration, and deportation of all illegal immigrants (and
perhaps many recent legal immigrants);
(b) the end of subsidies for the nonwhite
birth rate through welfare programs,
obligatory use of contraception by welfare recipients, and encouragement of its
use among nonwhites, and (c) encouragement of increases in white fertility.
(3) Whites must correct the political
and legal order to end the political power
of nonwhite minorities and their white
anti-white allies. This political effort
would involve a radical dismantling of
all affirmative action and civil rights legislation as well as a good part of the federal governmental superstructure that
entrenches minority power. It also would
require recovering an understanding of
constitutional law that permits local and
state governments to govern, and private
institutions to function independently of
government. . . .
In order to achieve these goals and
the reconquest of the United States they
involve, there must be an immense
amount of cultural and intellectual reconquest beforehand, a long march
through the dominant institutions and
apparatus of power by which the incumbent elites exercise control over the state,
the economy, and the culture of the
United States. I have outlined the theoretical framework of such a long march
elsewhere (see “Winning the Culture
War: The American Cause,” Chronicles,
December 1993). Recent political developments encourage me to believe that
such a movement remains possible and
is indeed beginning, though the danger
American Renaissance

is that it will be captured and betrayed
by agents of the incumbent elite.
However great that danger may be
and however remote the chances of victory today may seem, it remains a strategy that is far more likely to succeed than
the strategy of surrender that racial separatism involves. What white Americans
must do is get on with ensuring that it
does succeed before they lose their country, their heritage, and their posterity
forever.

The King Holiday and Its
Meaning
In this excerpt from a February 1998
cover story, Dr. Francis describes the
purpose and effect of celebrating Martin Luther King’s birthday as a national
holiday.

Y

et, incredibly—even after thorough documentation of King’s
affiliations with communists, after the revelations about his personal
moral flaws, and after proof of his brazen dishonesty in plagiarizing his dissertation and several other published
writings—incredibly there is no proposal
to rescind the holiday that honors
him. Indeed, states like Arizona and
New Hampshire that did not rush to
adopt their own holidays in honor of
King have been vilified and threatened with systematic boycotts. The
continuing indulgence of King is in
part due to simple political cowardice—fear of being denounced as a
“racist”—but due also to the political utility of the King holiday for
those who seek to advance their own
political agenda. Almost immediately upon the enactment of the holiday bill, the King holiday came to
serve as a kind of charter for the radical regime of “political correctness”
and “multiculturalism” that now prevails at many of the nation’s major
universities and in many areas of
public and private life. . . .
To those of King’s own political
views, then, the true meaning of the holiday is that it serves to legitimize the radical social and political agenda that King
himself favored and to delegitimize traditional American social and cultural
institutions—not simply those that supported racial segregation but also those
that support a free market economy, an
anti-communist foreign policy, and a
constitutional system that restrains the

power of the state rather than one that
centralizes and expands power for the
reconstruction of society and the redistribution of wealth. In this sense, the
campaign to enact the legal public holiday in honor of Martin Luther King was
a small first step on the long march to
revolution, a charter by which that revolution is justified as the true and ultimate
meaning of the American identity. In this
sense, and also in King’s own sense, as
he defined it in his speech at the Lincoln
Memorial in 1963, the Declaration of
Independence becomes a “promissory
note” by which the state is authorized to
pursue social and economic egalitarianism as its mission, and all institutions and
values that fail to reflect the dominance
of equality—racial, cultural, national,
economic, political, and social—must be
overcome and discarded.
By placing King—and therefore his
own radical ideology of social transformation and reconstruction—into the central pantheon of American history, the
King holiday provides a green light by
which the revolutionary process of transformation and reconstruction can charge
full speed ahead. Moreover, by placing
King at the center of the American na-

The hero reflects, in the presence of the
President.

tional pantheon, the holiday also serves
to undermine any argument against the
revolutionary political agenda that it has
come to symbolize. Having promoted or
accepted the symbol of the new dogma
as a defining—perhaps the defining—
icon of the American political order,
those who oppose the revolutionary
agenda the symbol represents have little
ground to resist that agenda.
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