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TECHNIQUE OF THE  

COUP DE BANQUE 
 

 

I 
 

 

 

“The metaphor of those who take protectors besides Allah 

is that of a spider which builds itself a house; 

but no house is flimsier than a spider’s house, 

if they only knew. 

 

Allah knows what you call upon besides Himself. 

He is the Almighty, the All-Wise. 

 

Such metaphors – We devise them for mankind; 

but only those with knowledge understand them.” (29:41/43) 

 

The present situation in which we find ourselves must be considered a 

global disaster from every aspect, and yet at the same time we are told that 

mankind is making enormous progress and moving towards a future of 

technological triumph and civic well-being. That there should be such a gulf 

between the reality and the rhetoric could be assumed, but what must be put 

in question is the effect that present realities have had upon the populace 

which prevents them questioning let alone resisting the massive fraud that 

has been practised on them.  

 

To have a clear picture of the calamities that have now descended on the 

majority of the human and animal species it is necessary first of all to 
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examine the roots of a system so bereft of reason and yet so stubbornly 

persisting in its rational foundations.  

 

The eighteenth century saw the flourishing of an intellectual movement 

called The Enlightenment which precisely enthroned reason and scientism 

alongside an elevated ethic purporting to break through to freedom and 

social justice for all. The claimed foundations of the current society, which 

still stubbornly insists it is a civilisation, lie with the Ancient Greeks. The 

complex and ritual patterns of their life were based around the acting-out of 

rituals which involve the killing and eating of virgins, mothers and fathers. 

Thus ancient man was defined as Homo Necans, sacrificial man. The 

turning point of this culture came with the event recorded in the Qur’an 

when Allah the Almighty withdrew the command to sacrifice and 

transformed it into the ritual of the sacrifice of a substitute sheep, thus 

ending forever a stage in the emergence of consciousness. 

 

“And we gave him the good news of a forbearing boy. 

When he was of an age to work with him, he said, 

‘My son, I saw in a dream that I must sacrifice you. 

What do you think about this?’ 

He said, ‘Do as you are ordered, father. 

Allah willing, you will find me resolute.’ 

Then when they had both submitted 

and he had laid him face down on the ground, 

We called out to him, ‘Ibrahim! 

you have discharged your vision.’ 

That is how We recompense good-doers. 

This was indeed a most manifest trial. 

We ransomed him with a mighty sacrifice 

and left the later people saying of him: 

‘Peace be upon Ibrahim.’” (37:101/109) 
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Within the Greek society the transfer from Homo Necans to Homo Sapiens 

saw the reduction of human sacrifice from an actual reality to an enacted 

reality, and this gave birth to what is now called the tragic theatre of 

Aeschylus and Euripides whose series of dramas revolve around patricide, 

matricide, fratricide and sororicide. 

 

We must make a distinction between the act of war, the act of engaging an 

enemy, and the state of helplessness which finds a human society without an 

enemy and thus without that essential element of its well-being on which 

depends its survival. Konrad Lorenz in his master-work ‘Das Sogenannte 

Böse’ states that: ‘What directly threatens the existence of an animal species 

is never the ‘eating enemy’ but the competitor.’ He goes on, ‘With humanity 

in its present cultural and technological situation, we have good reason to 

consider intra-specific aggression the greatest of all dangers.’ Lorenz’s 

book, when it emerged in 1963 in Vienna, caused outrage among the victors 

of the suicidal war that had stretched from 1914 to 1945. His thesis was 

simply, ‘we have never found that the aim of aggression was the 

extermination of fellow members of the species concerned.’ Also, ‘we find 

that aggression, far from being the diabolical, destructive principle that 

classical psychoanalysis makes it out to be, is really an essential part of the 

life-preserving organisation of instincts.’ 

 

In the Surat An-Nisa of the Qur’an Allah declares to the Muslims: ‘The 

kuffar are your clear-cut enemies.’  

 

What we will find on examining the foundational principles and dialectics 

of the miserable society now in its death-throes are conscious structural 

programmations whose inevitable fulfillment involves the massive slaughter 

and degradation by one part of that society visited on it by the other part. 

When we come to examine the fulfillment of the modernist politique in the 

twentieth century, when we come to the mass extermination of the jews by 

the National Socialists and the even greater extermination by the 
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communists of the Kulak peasants and the bourgeoisie, on the face of it 

persecution of a race and a class, we must not hide from the essential factor 

that in both cases what was involved was the genocide of the citizenry itself 

by the militant portion of that citizenry. 

 

With the Enlightenment one can observe the emergence into full daylight of 

a rigid application of that framework of thinking which finds its source in 

the Greek philosophers. The Ancient Greeks, having subdued the dark 

cthonic forces of the human species by the profound social therapy of the 

tragic theatre whose end purpose was that catharsis specifically designed to 

purge the instincts of family slaughter, then turned themselves to examining 

the social issues of being human in a systematic manner. That system was 

philosophy. The philosophers then took it upon themselves to make 

fundamental designs indicating how human society should be organised. 

Theory of the state became the subject of intellectual passion. The Platonic 

and the Aristotelian models remain the essential building blocks of all 

political theory emerging in Europe even long after the disappearance of the 

social patterns which existed at the time of their formulation, i.e. small city 

states, a limited elite electorate, institutional slavery, and direct, not 

representative participation. The eighteenth century saw a full enthusiastic 

plunge into the practices of structuralism and a systematic thinking, which 

in itself was rigid and confining yet whose emergence was also 

accompanied by a highly poetic exaltation of the individual and his 

independence. Despite the titanic warning and witness of the German sage, 

Goethe, that nature was not a system, the doctrines laid out during the 

eighteenth century were all too quickly to be applied in the context of the 

destinies of men. In what we are about to examine, bear in mind, that the 

bedside bible of Robespierre was Rousseau. 

* * * * * 

 

During the massive and extravagant celebrations of the bi-centenary of the 

French Revolution, an event costing hundreds of millions of francs paid for 
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largely by banking institutions, unsurprisingly, a significant array of new 

studies of the Revolution, along with the great classics like Michelet, 

emerged. After two hundred years one would have expected from this great 

rational society which claimed to be the child of the Revolution, an open 

and detached view of every aspect of that world-shaking event. Indeed, the 

monarchy was submitted to a generous and more fair appraisal. A television 

trial employing leading French advocates found Louis XVI acquitted by a 

jury of citizens. Yet in all the literature that emerged, one event and one 

people were marginalised, ignored or defined in such a manner that their 

tragic fate seemed the inevitable price to be paid by those who resisted the 

forward march of Progress. I refer to the heroic and indomitable uprising 

that took place against the forces of revolution in La Vendée. Those 

historians and analysts who were most ready to admit that what had 

happened there had indeed happened, still insisted on one element which 

assured that in fact it could never be seen in its own terms. Any examination 

of Nazi genocide which explained itself within the terms of the Nazi thesis 

would be rejected with horror. Those attempts that were made even by 

European intellectuals, both marxists and neo-marxists like Sartre, to justify 

the crushing of the Hungarians and the genocide of the Gulags from within a 

dialectic that contained a doctrine of class war, in the end had to be cast 

aside. There it was, two hundred years after the French Revolution, the 

shameless presentation of the mass slaughter in La Vendée as the response 

to counter-Revolution, precisely that term which had been used to 

rationalise—for these are the uses of reason—the tragedy in the first place, 

as we shall see. 

 

The modern construction of the political state system that finds its inception 

in the French Revolution has always produced an abstract vocabulary and 

method whose purpose is to de-humanise its enemies. From the Committee 

of Public Safety to the Politburo, terms like ‘an enemy of the people’, 

‘reactionary’, and ‘counter-Revolutionary’, far from being cold, scientific 

terms, have been used in the ordering and execution of mass murder. Facing 
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up to the ghastly contradictions that this tremendous event exposed even 

one century later was producing powerful and complex debate. On the one 

hand, we were offered Michelet, proclaiming the new rhetoric of idealism, 

and putting forward the great lie that The People were the heroes, when no 

such entity had biological or historical existence, and on the other hand 

Burke with his critical and pragmatic Reflections emerged with the 

pessimistic view that it was but the harbinger of worse to come. The titanic 

intellect of Carlyle raised the very issue of whether or not there was such a 

thing as a historical process. Recognising the speed and ferocity of events, 

he depicted all its characters as mere twigs and branches in a thundering 

white river in a foam of events hurtling to the sea. His viewpoint, more 

sophisticated with the passing of time, and with the bitter reality of his 

contemporary situation, ended up with the paradox of events—the Old 

Regime had to be swept aside, and yet what came was more terrible, but 

inescapable. Great writers like Scott and Stendhal wrestled with the enigma 

of a Revolution which ended with a monarchic dictatorship under a 

spectacular genius, Napoleon. However, since the days when great intellects 

applied themselves to the decoding of history, and with the relentless march 

of bourgeois capitalism, the French Revolution became enshrined as a myth 

of man’s urge to freedom and a religious authority for the creation of the 

modern state which declared itself democratic yet was the invention of the 

dictator Napoleon. Thus by the two hundredth anniversary of the 

Revolution, history had in effect been rewritten. La Vendée, that scene of 

heroic resistance, became a footnote and when it was mentioned at all, the 

authors hinted that the crimes had equally been committed by the Vendéens, 

paving the way for the same argument to be presented before the shame of 

the Kosovan and Chechen massacres. 

 

In the now official versions of the French Revolution the intriguing story of 

the Queen’s Necklace is preferred as the historic metaphor to indicate the 

corruption of a monarchy in decline. More appropriate a metaphor to herald 

the coming flood would be the story of the guillotine. The guillotine itself 
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makes its appearance in the Tribune of the people, first, as a model held up 

by a doctor-deputy for the consideration of the people’s representatives. 

Proudly, he declared, ‘The mechanism falls suddenly, the head flies, the 

blood gushes out, the man is no more. Even if he has lived as a villain the 

Nation allows him to end in dignity. A reciprocal dignity which will shine 

on the Republic and its Code.’ Mirabeau supported the project 

enthusiastically to such an extent that Dr Guillotin’s invention was nearly 

named the ‘Mirabelle’. It was democracy at work. A committee of experts 

were set up, anatomists, surgeons, mechanics and carpenters. Everything 

was debated. The height of the blade, the width of the instrument, the 

thickness of the cord, the pulley, the plank for the victim. The blade 

particularly became an issue of importance. Louis XVI, a locksmith by 

hobby, spent many hours on this part of the machine—should the blade be 

straight or curved or oblique? Then came the trials, first on sheep then on 

dead bodies. The ‘rehearsal’ took place in the courtyard of the Hospice de 

Bicetre and the ‘première’ in the Place de Grève. It was a great success. 

Louis XVI himself signed the decree of its adoption for the whole kingdom. 

One must bear Michelet in mind when one recalls the enormous popularity 

of this instrument of death. Right at the beginning of the French Revolution 

its particular character, quite new in history, can be discerned. The 

Revolution, for all its hurtling urgency, is driven by philosophy, and 

philosophy is a procedure designed to create a model of the state, and that 

state must in itself submit to the disciplines of that thought-out 

methodology. In other words, the state will be a system, and what is that but 

a machine? And what is that, but science itself? Once the state is a scientific 

instrument then the very nature of science itself appears to be in command. 

An inner logic, an analysed present, a projected future, a diagnostic of the 

past, all these dictate and order the path of action. The scientific 

methodology hides the inescapable and most terrible truth—that 

nevertheless, these procedures are only put into action by the will of a single 

person. If the guillotine is the perfect metaphor of the structuralist state in 

its primitive beginnings, then surely the concentration camp and the Gulag 
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are its superb, and to use a fittingly scientific adjective, evolutionary 

realisation. We can draw a direct line from the Public Prosecutor, Fouquier-

Tinville, in his cynical and arrogant enthusiasm to send people to their 

death, praising the guillotine and enthusing, ‘Heads fall by the dozen, like 

roof slates in a storm!’, and in his replying to the young man on the bench of 

the condemned who said to him, ‘But citizen-president, may I go, my name 

is not on your list?’ ‘What are you waiting for,’ said Fouquier ‘put it on the 

list!’—from that, to the cynical prosecutors of the KGB courts as told by 

Solzhenitsyn. At a local factory Stalin had appeared to the workers. The hall 

rose to its feet in applause and then, filled with fear, dared not stop their 

applause. Finally one foreman stopped and sat back in his seat, everyone 

followed. A month later he found himself being sentenced to life in the 

Gulag of Siberia, all the time protesting his innocence. As he left the court 

his prosecutor said to him, ‘That will teach you not to be the first to stop 

clapping.’  

 

The guillotine remains the perfect metaphor of political democracy. A cold, 

scientific instrument designed to make death swift, based on strong 

scientific principles. Its reality was the opposite. When the executioner held 

up the head of one woman victim particularly hated by the crowd (the 

People), he slapped her face and the face reddened. Observers at the 

scaffold noted the heads in the basket grimacing and active after the blade 

had fallen. The basket had to be changed every three months due to the 

victims biting desperately at its straw. The very programme of genocide 

itself, which was to mean torture and horrible death on a massive scale, was 

itself the product of a methodology, a calculation, a systematic plan and a 

philosophical doctrine. Fouquier’s ‘Soon we’ll be able to put a ‘House to 

Let’ sign on the prison doors!’ implies the same procedure to reach a 

statistically acceptable level of death as that of the Commissar deliberately 

plunging the work prisoners into the Volga to help solve the overcrowding 

problem. Solzhenitsyn, in his massive study of the Gulags, is very careful to 

demonstrate that the mass slaughter of the Stalin regime was not perpetrated 
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in an affront to the Constitution, but rather was the result of its meticulous 

application. Once every district was allotted the right to arrest a given 

number, say five hundred, and only fifty had been arrested under suspicion, 

the local police felt they had to find another four hundred and fifty in order 

to fulfil their constitutional obligation. 

 

It is this harmony between structural government and the act of sadism and 

murder itself that is the vital element that must be understood. The fact, and 

it is a brutal fact, that must be faced, is that government of the People, for 

the People and by the People until it perishes from the earth will guarantee 

civil war, concentration camps, executions, genocide and dictatorship, for it 

decrees that the lowest, most evil, most repressed, and most unbalanced 

individuals will lay their hands upon this instrument of power, the structural 

state, which they did not have the intellect or the vision to design in the first 

place, and use it, depending on the limits of their particular circumstances, 

to the utmost fantasy fulfillment.  

 

Bernard Shaw’s definition of democracy in his play ‘Geneva’ as ‘Anybody, 

chosen by everybody!’ is only one half of the disaster named democracy. 

The other half, which combines with the first element to create that disaster, 

is the placing of the unfit individual into the pre-existing set of mechanisms 

called Constitutional Government, thus releasing a randomly selected 

individual will to act out its inner drives through all the mechanisms of the 

fiscal and penitentiary state. Evidence of this relationship between the 

democracy of Representative Government and the empowered individual 

can be found again and again in the democratic Assembly halls of Europe. 

In one sitting of the French Assembly, twenty-two Girondin deputies were 

condemned to the guillotine. When one of them, Valazé, stabbed himself to 

death on the bench, Fouquier shrieked out the order to guillotine the corpse. 

One may say that that event is shocking, but what is truly shocking is that 

the elected Representatives of the People seemed to see nothing shocking in 

it. The discourse was about regenerating the French People, eliminating 
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rotten branches, cleansing the Revolution. These terms—the High 

Rhetoric—are in fact the command mode for genocide. The same exalted 

prose is to be found in the Senate of the United States as the authorisation, 

the structured Constitutional authorisation, used to eliminate the native 

American peoples from the face of the earth. One task force that examined 

the issue concluded that they were not human beings in the sense of 

civilised people, since they had created no stone monuments. The category 

of sub-human has been visited upon the race of the jews, the peasant class of 

the Kulaks, the Navaho nation, the Bosnian Muslims, the Kosovan Muslims 

and the Chechen Muslims. It is even now being applied to the millions of 

East Turkestan Muslims currently being castrated, sterilised, tortured, and 

imprisoned in their thousands by an elected government which defines them 

as sub-human and whose criminal genocide is politely ignored by the other 

democratic states. 

 

After the death of Danton, who in the end was not allowed to speak in his 

own defence, since the People would then have acquitted him, the 

executions accelerated. In Paris one hundred and fifty were being 

condemned at a sitting. At the high-point of Fouquier’s power, to intimidate 

the Assembly, he had an actual guillotine placed between the two sides of 

the Convention chamber so that there could be no doubt where power lay. 

Alexandre Dumas, while desperately committed to the Republican idea, was 

much too great a man to deny what he knew to be its intolerable 

contradiction. In the middle of his vast ‘History of France’ as his hero 

mounts the scaffold he declares, ‘It is fashionable to cry long live something 

as one dies. Before, one cried, ‘Long live the King!’ But now there is no 

king. After that, one cried, ‘Long live Liberty!’ But now there is no liberty. 

Let’s cry, ‘Long live the Executioner!’ which unites us all.’ So it was, that 

when the democratic government of the Revolution called for justice, what 

followed was inescapably a structuralist event, authorised by the Assembly, 

and through the whole command structure of the state from the 

Revolutionary Committee to the tribunal, to the military commission, to the 
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local government, all with that most terrifying of phrases designed to cause 

terror and assure it whenever used: Special Powers. Begun in the Terror, 

reaching its special horror in La Vendée, of course, it was to echo through 

two hundred years of application across Europe arresting the great, like 

Wagner and Bakunin, Hugo and Chenier, as well as countless unknown 

people from Odessa to Belfast. Georges Amiand, in his definitive study ‘Et 

La Vendée sera Détruite’, insists that the horrors perpetrated in La Vendée 

were applied with rigor and method. He defined five stages: constitution of 

contingents, placing in detention, judgement, execution, evacuation. All five 

stages were governed by local administration, but the first three depended 

on the citizen-representative of the People. The results, far from being cold 

scientific procedures, are horrific. Amiand, for example, describes a day in 

which, on the demand of the People’s Representative, the tumbrils filled 

with young girls and children, whom the government had even forgotten to 

pass judgement on, were driven across the city of Nantes to the Place du 

Bouffay where the guillotine awaited. Mothers helped their daughters onto 

the scaffold and the People watched respectfully as the women and children 

were guillotined. Carrier, the first commander of the Republic in the district, 

had painted the pavements of the square red to mask the sight of the flowing 

blood. As the girls lined up to be executed they began to sing hymns. Two 

days later the executioner was to die of shame. Yet the crushing of the La 

Vendée uprising was to record twelve thousand burials in eight months. 

Carrier found that the guillotine simply was not up to the job. Something 

had to be done. He declared the river Loire to be a Republican river and a 

Revolutionary torrent. The new system was put in place. On the night of the 

18th November 1793, ninety priests who had refused the oath of the Civil 

Constitution were led onto a barge named La Gloire, taken onto the river, 

sealed in the hold, and in the darkness of the night their guards sank the 

ship. The prison was empty and ready for its next batch. Carrier joked, ‘If 

these brigands in the prison complained of hunger, now at least they will not 

complain of thirst!’ The term used for this popular method was ‘Vertical 

Deportation’.  
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On 10th December fifty eight priests from Angers met the same fate. 

14th December, one hundred and fifty civilians. 22nd December, three 

hundred and fifty. 23rd, eight hundred. Christmas Eve, three hundred. 

Christmas Day, two hundred. 27th December, five hundred. District after 

district began to apply the same method of mass execution. It was called the 

Patriotic Baptism. In one month alone five thousand were drowned. This in 

itself was only part of the genocide, to it must be added the firing squads of 

Gigant, and the daily tumbril-loads sent to the guillotine by Bouffay. A total 

of twelve thousand people—men, women and children—were thus 

slaughtered for reasons of state, and all this in La Vendée. General 

Gringnon boasted, ‘We are killing more than two hundred a day!’ General 

Huché, ‘In two days we have killed two hundred!’ General Cordelier, ‘We 

have bayoneted a whole population.’ And the great executioner of La 

Vendée, Turreau, could boast five hundred and sixty four killed in Lucs-sur-

Boulogne, three hundred at Rocheservière, five hundred at Gaubretière, 

three hundred and fifty at Verrie, one hundred and sixty in Brouzils, and 

hundreds more at Herbiers, Loroux-Bottereau, Legé, Cholet and Vézins. 

The order was: Vendée, the National Cemetery. 

 

The army of La Vendée repelled the Republican army, to the shock of the 

Convention in Paris. Robespierre waxed eloquent, declaring to the 

Convention: ‘This defeat is not a mere military failure. In the struggle of 

Liberty against Tyranny, it is necessary to make an example!’ One word 

was enough. Marcé, the Republican commander was condemned to death 

and guillotined a few weeks before the arrival of Turreau. Amiand, the 

Vendéen historian makes an inescapable case against the new Republican 

democratic government as being the direct authors of the slaughter in the 

province of La Vendée. General mobilisation was called to fight the 

Vendéens, their goods were expropriated, their woods and forests destroyed, 

their harvests seized, populations deported, even revolutionary intellectuals 

to brainwash them from religious ideas, the re-settlement of colonists, even 
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science itself was put to the task of resolving this crisis. In the Palais des 

Débats research by a scientific Committee began to put in place chemical 

weapons. The toxic gases were tested on sheep. Half the animals tested died 

asphyxiated. Carrier exalted, ‘Now we only have to put arsenic in the 

wells!’ And so the first gassing of those who held previously the title of 

citizen was initiated into the history of Europe. The arrival of Turreau saw 

the worst atrocities and on the greatest scale. On 21st January 1794, 

anniversary of the execution of Louis XVI, La Vendée was surrounded and 

the mass slaughter began.  

 

Turreau ordered: ‘To wipe out this horde of brigands I consider it 

indispensable to burn hamlets, towns, villages and farms. I demand an 

express authorisation or a decree to do this.’ Women and children were to 

be put to the sword. ‘If my intentions are carried out, in two weeks neither a 

house nor a settlement nor an inhabitant will remain alive.’ In Turreau’s 

hand is written the order: ‘Villages, hamlets, woods, lands must be put to 

the flame. Employ every means to discover the rebels. Every rebel must be 

put to the bayonet. Do the same with the women, the girls and the children.’ 

Signed, Turreau, General and Chief of the Army of the West. The 

Convention gave their authority. It was a rational and scientific argument. 

The job would be done by the third or fourth of February, and so by that 

time the Republic would have twelve thousand men at its disposal to send to 

another battlefield. Humanism, working on its foundational principles and 

methods, had fulfilled its highest possibilities. 

 

And so the soldiers of the new society rampaged through the western 

provinces of France, their motto still ‘Liberty, Equality, Fraternity!’ 

unaware that the inventor of the phrase, Mémoro, the publisher, had already 

gone to the guillotine. On 5th December 1790 Robespierre outlined the 

principles of the motto to the same Convention which had sent its author to 

the guillotine. Robespierre announced, ‘The human species is the sovereign 

of the earth.’ 
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The defenders of this exalted new religion drank and raped and murdered 

their way across La Vendée, necklaces of human ears around their necks, 

the heads of new-born babies on the end of their bayonets. In Nantes, pots 

of human fat were drawn off from the bodies in the furnace. At Ponts-de-Cé, 

surgeons selected certain victims to have their skin removed in a special 

tannery for scientific experiments. From these horrors to the regular 

crucifixion on farm doors of new babies, there was not any horror unthought 

of or unpractised. One general wrote on 17th February to Turreau, his 

superior officer, that he had slaughtered the entire population of La Verie, 

five hundred men, women and children, to which he replied, ‘Courage my 

comrade! If every officer kills as many as you by the hundreds, we will be 

all the sooner finished!’ When one officer questioned the mass murder of 

the children, he was told, ‘They are wolf-cubs!’ The same term was used, 

with the tacit acceptance of the European Union, by the Russians as they 

massacred the Chechens. 

 

On Monday, July 15th 1974, Greece, a member of NATO and the European 

Community, began to put in place its plan for the transformation of the 

island of Cyprus into a Greek national entity. H.S. Gibbons has written a 

detailed history of what happened. The files he produced show clearly that 

the Greeks of Cyprus intended to wipe out the entire Turkish population. 

The extermination plans are documented in detail in File no. 216/5/296 

dated 7th March 1974. It was issued by the National Guard’s third High 

Military Tactical Command in Nicosia, and signed by its commander 

Mikhael Georgitses. The entire Greek population was to be mobilised in the 

genocide of their fellow citizens. The whole plan was code-named 

‘Iphestos’, Volcano, and was described as an Internal Security (SEA) 

operation. The File describes in detail how Turkish bodies were to be buried 

in the vicinity of Turkish Cypriot graveyards. Brainwashing personnel were 

assigned to the first, second and third Bureaux of the Tactical Group 

Command to help prepare the citizen-murderers in swiftly carrying out their 
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task of purifying Cyprus for Greek national status. That process of genocide 

was embarked upon and significantly advanced in its successful operation 

before the errors of the military command structure and the failure to 

remove Makarios, as well as the too long delayed intervention of the United 

Nations, to say nothing of the British reluctance to do anything at all, 

brought it to the point where Turkey was forced to intervene to save the 

remaining Turkish population. 

 

The manner in which modern history is presented and taught, both at the 

popular supermarket level, and television programme, and at the level of 

scholarly discourse, in all matters concerning the republican state, takes 

pains to separate the high ideals and values of the modern nation from its 

continuing ugly record of crime and genocide. To say that National Socialist 

Germany was not a democracy, that Communist Russia was not a 

democracy, is a cynical and deliberate deception. Existentially the 

relationship of state to citizen in Nazi Germany, Stalinist Russia, Nixon’s 

America or Churchill’s Britain is in effect no different. No Liberty. No 

Fraternity. And, certainly no Equality. The reduction of the population of 

Bosnia-Herzegovina to protectorate status, the withdrawal of their so 

famous Rights of free press and speech, the censorship of texts, the 

expulsion of Mayors and Ministers from high office by the NATO 

Protector, all these are the result of exactly the same pattern of procedures 

which authorised the mass murder of the Vendéens, the rounding-up of the 

jews, the activation of the Gulag system, and the dropping of hundreds of 

unexploded personnel bombs in the Kosovan countryside to assure their 

continued terror and control once the Serb orthodox-christian hordes had 

been pushed back. 

 

Once the evidence of La Vendée is examined, and alongside it we must lay 

lesser but still horrendous massacres in other provinces, it is clear that the 

Terror was not just an urban event at the heart of the Revolution in Paris but 

was itself the very working-out of what was implied by turning humanism 
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from a poetic fantasy into a civic condition. ‘Thank you,’ wrote Voltaire to 

Rousseau, ‘for sending me your latest book against the human race!’ 

Voltaire did not fail to see that the doctrines of the Social Contract were a 

declaration of war against people. Humanism is murder. 
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 II 

 

On the advent of the calendar date 2000, billions of paper money notes were 

spent in the apparently vital task of correcting an endemic computer error 

brought about through the failure to programme in the capacity to register 

the date-line beyond the twentieth century. A vast propaganda programme 

went out to all the world’s nations warning them of the imminent disasters 

which might occur through this digital failure to transform the first letter of 

a four-letter sequence from one to two. 

 

Nineteen eighty nine marked the bi-centenary of the French Revolution. 

This event was to produce in itself all the essential elements and 

reconstructions and institutional principles and methodology from which 

would derive every single national state in the world from then on until 

now. In the massive celebrations held in Paris, in the presence of all the 

world’s main heads of state, the Russian president declared that their 

revolution could not have happened but for the tremendous achievement of 

the French Revolution. At the climax of the celebrations, and remember, the 

enormous cost of which was paid for by the banks, a large black opera star 

draped in an enormous tricolour singing over the military band’s La 

Marseillaise, was dragged on what looked unfortunately like a tumbril 

towards the Place de la Concorde, the main historic site of the most 

important of the two hundred guillotines once operating in the city. 

Somehow this ludicrous spectacle embodied all the elements of the 

enormous deception practised on the masses. The singer was black. The 

singer was American. She was draped in another country’s flag. She sang 

the French National Anthem. That song had initially been a revolutionary 

song, but after all the ruling party that has controlled Mexico for the last 

half-century is called the Institutional Revolutionary Party. The spectacle of 

which the unfortunate lady was a part was in itself a totally pagan 

celebration. She herself was almost certainly a christian. The North African 
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‘citizens’ who watched her on her tumbril, just over a decade before had 

themselves in large number been beaten and tortured by the Paris police. On 

one particular morning the city awoke to find uncounted corpses bobbing up 

and down in the waters of the Seine. In both Morocco and Algeria, tens of 

thousands had been murdered in the brutal tradition of democracy as had the 

people of La Vendée. All the mottoes of the French Army and the O.A.S. 

during their massacres accompanied their killing to the same cries that rang 

out in the bi-centenary celebrations. Indeed, aloft in the highest place of 

honour of Napoleon’s Arc de Triomphe was carved in glory the name of 

General Turreau, the Butcher of La Vendée.  

 

The national and democratic states that form the European Union, and 

beyond that almost every state in the world that now so ignorantly boasts of 

being a nation state and of being a democracy, would have been wiser to use 

their energy solving the root causes of the abject failure of national 

democratic states and their more ghastly inter-national institutions, in order 

to grasp the reality of what was taking place at the end of the eighteenth 

century. It is vital to recognise the changes that these new ideas brought on 

a society that had functioned for years under another set of modalities and 

laws. Voltaire declared that in the space of fifty years everything had 

changed. To what was he referring? If we go back to examine the earlier 

model functioning in its fullest manner we would of course turn to the reign 

of Louis XIV. It is important to emphasise that this is not an idle historical 

exercise, but rather we are in the process of a complete reappraisal of the 

point to which we have reached, in order to make just such another claim as 

Voltaire did two hundred and fifty years ago. Louis XIV is reputed to have 

said, ‘L’Etat, c’est moi.’ Of course he did not say it. He was not the state. 

He was the animated doll in the centre of a toy theatre of court and courtiers 

designed to form a symbolic representation of the State, like a complex and 

well engineered music-box. Louis XIV based this representational structure 

on the palace of his Surintendant des Finances, Nicholas Fouquet. In his 

perfect and reasonably proportioned palace at Vaux-le-Vicomte, Fouquet 
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had gathered around him the very great geniuses who represented a set of 

values which were to end with him, La Fontaine, Molière, Corneille and 

Madame de Sévigné. The values they represented were indeed those of the 

epoch of Louis XIII: personal honour, valour, loyalty, and affection for the 

King. It could be said that Louis XIV nationalised Fouquet. In place of a 

private and magnificent palace there rose a great geometrically laid-out 

Versailles which was a vast and glorified housing settlement. With Fouquet 

cruelly condemned to a lifetime in prison, the ugly Bourbon dressed himself 

in absurd but cleverly emblematic costumes and set to ritualise and 

formalise what had once been the swirl and rush of aristocratic courtesy. On 

the face of it he had merely institutionalised the aristocracy into one body 

surrounding the Sun King. Yet behind the scenes the true dimension of what 

we may more appropriately call modernism was taking place. The elite of 

the Old Régime was the clergy. Thus, their leader, Cardinal Richelieu was 

in fact the figure who commanded the king’s and the nation’s budget and 

wealth. With his death Colbert took over and encouraged the young king to 

incarcerate Fouquet, permitting him to hold all the financial power of 

France in his hands. What had happened was the emergence of a mercantile 

economy, which although built on the old feudal system of aristocratic 

power, through the Versailles machine was able to reduce the nobility to a 

high bureaucracy, forcing the once baronial taxes into a central national 

finance system. The state was not Louis nor was it Colbert, but rather a new 

system still run by an old gang. Its motto had been ‘One King, one Faith, 

one Law.’ French society was divided into three orders: the clergy, the 

nobility and the third estate. The first two orders were the privileged orders 

and their most striking privilege was their immunity from the land tax which 

was uniquely the obligation of the third estate. What we are going to 

observe is the seismic shift that took place with the destruction of the Old 

Régime and the emergence of what was to be the New World Order. The 

much-vaunted ‘Rights’ claimed by man, was in particular nothing other than 

a positive language to define the abolition of the Privileges. On 26th August 

1789 came the Declaration of the Rights of Man which proclaimed equality 
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before the National Assembly. Its first article declared: ‘Men are born free 

and equal in rights.’ One counsellor of the Parliament of Paris, Morel de 

Vindé, in a study of the Declaration in 1790, had to expand somewhat on 

this famous statement. He warned, ‘Take care my friends. It will be 

dangerous if this word equality is misunderstood. This would draw 

consequences which would trouble society. […] There is in society a 

necessary equality of rights but there is also an indispensable inequality. [...] 

The respect of this natural inequality is even one of the first duties of man 

who lives in society, because each citizen has essentially and equally the 

right to keep his property, however little or however considerable it may 

be.’ This Declaration in fact provided the means by which the Assembly on 

5th November could smash the old order, abolish the clergy, for they were 

no longer clergy once they had become citizens, and abolish the hereditary 

nobility, their inheritance, their titles, liveried servants, and private arms. 

The abolition of serfdom, tying people by obligation to a particular land, 

was also established. So it was that within the new Republic of France, the 

roman catholic church on that day came to an end. The completion of that 

absolute financial and political abolition was to be accompanied by a series 

of acts which guaranteed that by extension the catholic church itself was 

finished. We will detail one by one the steps that led to the final and 

irreversible abolition of christianity later, but first we must note the 

beginning of the process. This was its first stage. Note, it was not 

theological, it was about the removal of access to wealth and the removal of 

the Privileges which gave access to political power by influence and 

proximity.  

 

In 1763 Voltaire wrote a pamphlet entitled ‘Traité sur la Tolérance’. The 

revocation of the Edict of Nantes in 1685, in forbidding the existence of the 

protestant religion in France, guaranteed the foundation of a totalitarian 

catholic state, but as the Voltairean philosophy began to spread, that series 

of ideas was to bring to an end the Old Régime and replace it with a 

completely new social order. On 19th November 1787, Louis XVI issued 
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l’Edit de Tolérance restoring the protestants’ civil state but not their right to 

worship.  

 

Article ten of the Declaration of the Rights of Man defines this matter. ‘No-

one should be disturbed because of his opinions, even religious ones, 

assuming that their manifestation does not disturb the public order 

established by law.’ Mirabeau, less gullible than most, protested: ‘The most 

unlimited liberty is in my eyes a right so sacred that the word ‘Tolérance’ 

seems to me to be some sort of tyranny, because the existence of an 

authority which has the power to tolerate destroys the liberty of thought.’  

 

Three stages can be identified in the emergence of a new religion from out 

of the ruins of christianity. The first stage lies under the sceptical deism of 

Voltaire. His grinding, oppressive reason forbad him to deny that he had 

observed structural organisation throughout the whole of creation. In that 

fussy, obsessive nature of his he had to deduce from his observations God 

the Watchmaker. Then, riding on the Voltairean scepticism which put 

everything in question came the restless and deeply disturbed personality of 

Rousseau. One could say that in his astute recognition of his own turbulent, 

passionate and pustulating personality he needed the looser and more 

vibrant concept of a God of Nature. Standing as he did at the threshold of 

the new era, he was to lay out the fatal instructions which were to be 

adopted by his greatest historical disciple, Robespierre. With him, onto the 

world’s stage strode an even darker, more troubled and more punitive soul. 

 

Rousseau, in outlining his utopian vision of the new society, insisted that the 

democratic organisation of men could not be left to them alone. How the 

humanists hate human society! He proposed a deity without identity. A 

Divine Power which somehow enthroned reason, corralled men into 

democratic entities, and imbued them with reason and justice. He 

considered his social project basically unworkable without this blank 

enthronement of a Divine Being. 
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The emergence of the new religion was marked by a flurry of 

anthropological enthusiasm. With christianity abolished, the task fell upon 

the Revolution to create the new religion. Having abolished Christmas and 

Saints’ days and Easter, now it was time to replace them. In place of the 

christian calendar came the Revolutionary Calendar. The Committee of 

Public Safety instituted the cult of Reason on 10th November 1793, now 

become 20 brumaire, year II. Robespierre proposed the introduction of 36 

secular holidays throughout the year, with a special day to celebrate the 

religion of the Supreme Being. The festival of the Supreme Being was held 

in June 1794, 20 prairial, year II. This festive celebration marked the climax 

of Robespierre’s power, and the height of the Terror with its two hundred 

Parisian guillotines working day and night. All this coincided with the 

glorification of the Revolution’s Supreme Being. Since it was at the heart of 

this invented doctrine that the Supreme Being was busy with atoms and the 

works of nature, its supremacy had to be totally removed from the actions, 

both personal and social, of the human creatures. It was the philosophers’ 

God, and that meant it was a Being, and unfortunately for them this Being 

was only an Idea. In order for humanism to burst out in the New Order, their 

divinity had to mind its own business, creation, and humans took upon 

themselves the governing of their lives. Government of the people implies 

the self-governing individual, yet Voltaire had mocked the optimism of the 

one who declared that all was for the best, in the best of all possible worlds.  

 

In the Qur’an Allah repeatedly reminds the muminun:  

 

“Allah is the Creator of everything 

And He is Guardian over everything. 

The keys of the heavens and earth belong to Him... 

Say: ‘Do you order me to worship something other than Allah, 

you ignorant people? 

It has been revealed to you and those before you: 
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‘If you associate others with Allah, 

Your actions will come to nothing 

And you will be among the losers.’ 

No! Worship Allah and be among the thankful.” (39:59-63) 

 

Explaining about the kuffar, Allah says: 

 

“If you ask them, ‘Who created the heavens and the earth?’ 

They will say, ‘Allah.’ 

Say: ‘So what do you think? 

If Allah desires harm for me, 

can those you call upon besides Allah remove His harm? 

Or if He desires mercy for me, 

Can they withhold His mercy?’ 

Say: ‘Allah is enough for me. 

All those who truly trust put their trust in Him.’” (39:36) 

 

From this we can deduce that this procedure which has since evolved and is 

now established in an almost absolute manner across the world, is according 

to Islam what is called ‘association’, that is shirk. Shirk means that you take 

powers that belong to the Divine Creator and attribute them elsewhere or 

even assume them. This allows us to say humanism is the Great Shirk, and 

the enemy of Allah and His Messenger, may Allah bless him and give him 

peace. Once this Shirk has transferred the Destiny from the attributes of the 

Divine there is nowhere that attribute can go. Once you have said you are 

the master of your fate and men are the rulers of their collective fate, they 

still cannot break the bounds of time and space. They cannot anticipate the 

military movement of their enemy, the outbreak of a plague, the unforeseen 

lethal blow in the night, or even the bite of the malarial mosquito. So it is 

that while our brave humanists find themselves landed, right in the middle 

of the agoraphobic field of their freedom, governed by reason, there is still 

an unforeseen and unpredictable power at their elbow. Napoleon, the Great 
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Kafir, acknowledged with his bitter realism, that he was under what he 

called ‘La force des choses’. Yet even he said, for he was after all a genius, 

that he could master events until that moment when Destiny was finished 

with him, and then he admitted he would be thrown aside like a used rag. 

This is, of course, precisely what happened. The ordinary masses, who were 

now kuffar and who lacked the tragic momentary shaft of insight granted to 

Napoleon, had to replace the doctrine of Destiny with another explanation. 

That explanation was Chance. So it was that by order of the Commune de 

Paris on 15th November 1793, was ordered the establishment of 

institutionalised state gambling. The National Lottery became part of the 

religion of the Supreme Being. 

 

Ironically the doctrine of Chance, which is the doctrine of the Lottery, is the 

reduction of a person to complete ignorance. At that point one is utterly 

submitted to the force of things, and these things, not understood. Within 

two hundred years, the religious doctrine of the Lottery was itself to form a 

foundational principle of humanist materialist biology. So great had been 

the descent of the human creatures under these doctrines that their leading 

scientists were to apply the principles of the gaming house to the vast 

creational process of the cosmic soup from which the living proteins were 

considered to emerge. 

 

Let us look for a moment at the perfect example of Chance. The gambler 

throws the ball onto the turning roulette wheel and an unpredictable number 

comes up, so that all lose except the one ‘lucky person’. This is called 

taking your chance. It is not of course chance. The event itself is totally 

determined. The wheel spins, starting at a certain moment, at a certain 

speed. The ball is thrown and revolves at its speed around the perimeter. 

The distance of the perimeter and the decreasing speed of the ball, which 

has a certain dimension and weight, are utterly determined. Its coincidence 

with the slowing of the wheel is utterly sure. The two revolutions, the force 

of their turning expended, come to a halt and the ball lands exactly and only 
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where it could given the total process. To stand in front of something itself 

absolutely determined in every detail and declare yourself submitting to 

chance is to define yourself as utterly ignorant, and utterly unaware of how 

existence in front of you functions. 

 

This, the gravest of errors has been the path the whole world has been set 

upon at the hands of the dark and disturbed figure of a mass executioner, 

Robespierre, in a desperate metaphysical construct projected onto the people 

of France, but in reality only to persuade himself that he would not have to 

answer for what he had done. 
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III 

 

One further dimension of the closing of the cathedral and the abolition of 

the Saints, was the Republican need to provide substitutes. To this end the 

Panthéon was set aside to receive the ashes of the Heroes of the People. 

From then on it became a practice to bury illustrious kafir figures, or their 

dust, in the halls of the Panthéon. In less than a hundred years the French 

State was celebrating a massive funeral to place there the remains of Victor 

Hugo who had spent his whole life in bitter and heroic struggle against the 

tyranny of that very institution. Recently, the tottering forces of Gaullism 

decided thus to honour the ashes of their great writer, André Malraux. On 

the face of it he seemed an appropriate subject for this honour having been 

first the hero of the Left, that is communism, and then the hero of the Right, 

as a Minister in De Gaulle’s government. Many writers and friends 

nevertheless were deeply distressed at subsuming Malraux under the 

equation of French monetarist democracy. One colleague went on record 

saying, ‘It must not be thought that Malraux was one of those people who 

believed that the end of the human process was to be that the whole world 

should be governed by democracy.’ 

 

Indeed, this dismal miasma has spread across the face of the earth. The idea 

of a country governing itself by any other procedure or structure than 

political democracy, and not only that but party democracy, is the anathema 

of the New Religion. Before one moves to a deconstruction of the 

democratic system, thinking people have to practise using their intellect in a 

different manner to that within which they were brought up, educated and 

manipulated, from childhood and its games, through education and its 

stagework, into adulthood, where the conditioned creature then responds to 

total media indoctrination and rewards which establish that person in a 

virtual state of historical passivity, from which the only breakout is to 

transfer a sum of money electronically in response to a television marathon 
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in order to send medical aid to distant victims of some doomed process they 

had become involved in, simply to escape the punitive fury of democracy in 

action. 

 

Stage One—The Machine. Political democracy is a machine. It functions by 

interfacing with the public through media and public attendance in its 

hallowed halls. The Assembly may be one such hall, or it may be bicameral. 

Here gather the assembled representatives of the people. They have been 

elected from an electoral roll defined by geographical district. The time of 

their election is a limited span around four to five years. The method of their 

election has been by specified technique of counting votes, either by overall 

proportional representation or by the individual winner within a particular 

constituency. These representatives are not in turn individuals but are 

standing as representatives of a political party proposing a political agenda. 

Two adversarial parties are preferred, though other smaller parties and so-

called independents can find their place on the edge of the scene. When the 

arithmetic fails to give the working majority, coalitions may form until a 

majority vote is reached. To this end two parties with diametrically opposed 

doctrines may come together to defeat another party assuring that by it they 

will have ministerial status. 

 

The parties in turn, in every case, prove to be incapable of being sustained 

by their own party members. Thus the Left wing parties tend to depend on 

small trade union contributions, Left wing newspaper tycoons, and that most 

strange figure, the socialist millionaire. The Right wing parties, in turn, tend 

to receive their funding from large Corporations, Right wing newspaper 

tycoons, and that significant body of Right wing billionaires. The people’s 

representative can be seen at the moment he takes the oath to belong to 

others. The mastery that controls him, uniquely within the political 

framework is his party, his financial sponsors, and only then the pressure of 

realising that he is bound by the rules and the regulations of the Assembly in 

which he sits. 
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The matter however does not end there. While the onstage Representatives 

play their part for only a few years, it is very clear that no modern state 

could possibly survive with a complete change of organisational leadership 

over such a swift cycle of time. Behind the scenes is the governing, deciding 

and dictating system of bureaucracy which is called the Civil Service, which 

in European countries often simply goes by the name of the Palace from 

which their offices now function. It cannot be emphasised enough that this 

system alone completely mocks the illusion that the Representatives govern. 

Later we will find that the trail of authority leads even further down the dark 

corridors of power to a hidden elite. 

 

One brief narration exemplifies this, disturbingly enough. During the first 

Chechen War our representative asked for a meeting with a government 

representative of the Foreign Office in order both to brief them from our 

first-hand knowledge and to ask for their intervention to put pressure on the 

terrible crimes being committed by their fellow political democracy, Russia. 

The parliamentary member attended the meeting accompanied by an F.O. 

civil servant. Each time the minister tried to respond sympathetically, he 

was silenced and at times contradicted. In the end the bureaucrat did all the 

talking and not unsurprisingly handed out the official line on the matter. 

This line was nothing other than the official Kremlin line being taken to 

justify the shameful slaughter. What I have just described, of course, is the 

staged event. Behind that, as will later be examined, lies that arena in which 

the categorical imperatives of the present-day world are laid down, and that 

in a setting which has no place for either elected representatives or the 

salaried employees of political democracy.  

 

Stage Two—The Personnel. Given the nature of the machine it follows that 

only a certain kind of person can submit to the requirements and indeed the 

punishments of this machine. The naive might imagine that the required 

quality of such a person is a confidence which lets them know when to 
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speak up as well as a rhetoric which makes them able to speak up. There 

was a lingering tradition of rhetoric, but that came to a resounding end with 

Churchill’s decline into mumbling decrepitude. Since then the clarity of 

pronouncement from official representatives has diminished to a point of 

something bordering incoherence. This political corruption in Europe has 

been marked by the decline in linguistic command, but inevitably, in 

America, it has had a different character. As the U.S. Senate and Congress 

have hurtled into irrelevance, enthusiastically abandoning the powers 

inherited from their Founding Fathers, their rhetoric has grown more exalted 

and more comically idealistic with every step of their way into oblivion. On 

the Senate floor that had once resounded to the rich diapasons of Jefferson 

loftily defining the U.S. as the liberators of the world by the lamp of 

democracy, the contemporary senators applied the same sublime metaphors 

while debating the matter of President Jefferson Clinton’s sexual leisure 

activities inside the sacred precinct of the Oval Office. Right there, in the 

middle of this farcical Impeachment, the senators still rose one after another 

and somehow managed to invoke the great meaningless phrases that seem to 

accompany democracy’s great and even comic disasters. ‘In this 

Constitution we have been given a sacred text...’ ‘Let us go out from this 

place sure in the certainty that we have done our duty...’ ‘Let us move 

forward together, onto the broad uplands of growth and success.’ In every 

case, the democratic machine has had to accommodate men and women of 

worthless character, every election throwing up a more despicable group of 

individuals. If there is one matter on which there is no debate from Los 

Angeles to Lithuania, it is that politicians are corrupt, unprincipled and 

hypocrites, at best. It is in the nature of democracy to produce the Lowest 

Common Denominator in order to guarantee such a person the greatest 

possibility of selection by the ignorant masses. So it is, that the important 

role of the politician is not to know when to speak, but when to keep silent. 

The politician must acquiesce. The politician must toe the party line. The 

politician must unprotestingly accept demotion. In other words he must be 

without honour. His loyalty is never to principles but to pragmatism. In 
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other words, an altogether despicable creature.  

 

Stage Three—The Party. The bicameral assembly in its modern form 

undoubtedly derives from the founding Assembly in Paris before and after 

the death of Louis XVI. The two main parties evolved slowly during the 

revolutionary year but crystallised during the momentous events of 1789 to 

1792. On the one side was the Gironde which represented those members 

who wanted to see some kind of continuity in governmental rule, opposing 

regicide and what they considered the anarchism represented by Marat and 

Robespierre. On the other side from the Girondans were Les Montagnards. 

The word Montagne was launched in October 1791 by deputy Lequinio. 

The term had echoes both messianic and masonic. The Mountain 

represented the heights of revolutionary principles and the ‘rock’ on which 

would break all dangers. There they faced each other, the Girondans 

hurtling themselves against La Montagne. By the time they were finished 

they had between them guillotined half their members. The Right and the 

Left was born. This conflict in two hundred years of history has seen the 

opposing parties, depending on the intensity of the situation, hurtling 

everything from the invective to the explosive device. A further matter 

should be recalled, which while known to everyone is often forgotten. 

Party A assumes power on the grounds that Party B has ruined the economy 

and brought the nation to its knees. Once in power they explain that the 

reason they have not fulfilled their electoral promises is because they have 

been mopping up the disastrous errors of the previous administration. After 

a time their failure to take the people out of the marshlands sees them flung 

out of office. The opposing party get in on the promise to undo the disasters 

of the incumbent government. Once in, they delay and change their 

programme because they tell the People that they had no idea what a 

disaster they were inheriting until they took office. What is intriguing, is 

that if the People are so smart that they can choose those who will govern 

them, why do they continue to choose a system and individuals who have 

cyclically proved to bring utter failure upon the society.  
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Stage Four—The Crisis. It is necessary to reiterate one of the main themes 

here presented in order continually to dismantle the set of false dialectics 

which have been taught to the masses to convince them that democracy is 

both just, People-governed and an evolutionary end-station. The reality that 

we have laid bare is that the hallmark of the democratic state is not the 

mythic or should one say the fantasy procedure of the ballot box, but rather 

is that it in itself represents the State as machine. Hitler, Stalin, Thatcher, 

De Gaulle, Kohl, are but operative command modules within an identical 

system, each one of which represents a variant model of the modern State as 

designed by Napoleon. Metternich knew perfectly well that the victory over 

Napoleon had only been military but in fact it was his societal model that 

had won the day. This was the message of Napoleon himself as he dictated 

his memoirs transforming his island prison into the rock of Prometheus, the 

masons, and the Montagnards. 

 

It is utterly false to make a distinction between modern states in terms of 

dictatorships and democracies, since in political and existential terms these 

two modes are synonymous. For example, it should be pointed out that state 

control and access to the citizen’s wealth and movements is now almost 

total. The modern State can freeze the funds of an individual, examine in 

minute detail the character of their expenditure, and trace their movements 

inside and outside state boundaries, while virtually none of these powers 

were either held or practised by the National Socialist State of the Third 

Reich. A glance at modern post-Revolutionary history, Italian history, or 

Russian, and so on, shows us that because of the abject failure of 

democracy, or would it not be more appropriate to say because of the 

essential nature of democracy, breakdown and crisis are inevitable.  

 

Again the dialectic tells us that the cause of the breakdown has been 

economic, and that the anti-democratic solution, i.e. Communism or 

Fascism, has broken in and then been swept aside by the heroic forces of 
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political democracy. Only a fool can believe this.  

 

The overthrow of the democratic State as a result of a coup d’Etat, in the 

dialectical model, represents a crack in social continuity, the rising up and 

sweeping into power of a discontented minority who overthrow the helpless 

mass of democrats by the ferocity of their ideological power. In other 

words, social revolution, post-1789, is sans-culottisme, the uncontrollable 

surge from the lower depths. Curzio Malaparte, in his masterwork 

‘Technique du Coup d’Etat’, laid bare the mechanism of the post-

Napoleonic coup d’Etat. The Communists have never forgiven him for 

establishing once and for all that the author of the Bolshevik seizure of 

power was Trotsky, who designed the coup d’Etat-machine, and not Lenin, 

who was but the author of the Revolutionary ideology and the rhetoric of its 

fulfillment. In the famous words of Malaparte: ‘The coup d’Etat was 

Trotsky. But the Etat was Lenin.’ Thus a machine was expertly designed 

and set in place in order to put there the new machine of modern statism. 

The idea that the point of modern democracy was a governing Parliament 

had been swept away by the Napoleonic genius. He saw perfectly well that 

the nature of the modern State was to be a unitary functioning machine in its 

own service. Napoleon placed before the Directoire members one by one the 

same question, ‘Which is more important, your safety or that of France?’ So 

it was that the coup d’Etat of 18 brumaire was simply the machine to 

revitalise the democratic system through its modernisation. In democracy, 

dictatorship is either latent or active. It is simply one of its modes. La 

Directoire, Weimar, Kerensky’s Duma, Churchill’s wartime Coalition, 

De Gaulle’s Fifth Republic, are all the ongoing crisis management of the 

totalitarian system called democracy.  

 

Stage Five—The Leader. The function of the coup d’Etat-machine is neither 

about recognising an oppressed undergroup, nor oppressing a too liberal 

establishment. Since the function of democracy is to ritualise and act out a 

mutual and ferocious internal State war, as has been demonstrated, until the 
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battle that is first enacted between the adversarial parties spills over into 

internecine warfare, citizen against citizen, the malfunction, that is to say 

the normal functioning, of democracy has to find its true equilibrium, and 

so, its true identity. The true nature of democracy is war. Fighting in the 

streets, the hooligans, the race riots, the murdering schoolchildren mowing 

down their classmates, the poll-tax riots, all these at a given point have to be 

siphoned off to the edges of the Republic. War on the frontier is the 

guarantee of peace at home. Napoleon’s European invasions meant Second 

Empire, social pleasure and ease in the salons of Paris. The 1946 

englishman longs for the good old days of brotherhood and harmony and 

sexual pleasure in the heady days of the Forties. In Russia, Prokofiev, 

Shostakovich, Akhmatova and Eisenstein produced their great works in a 

flurry of patriotic enthusiasm, the terrible persecution of the KGB set aside 

in the war effort only to be resumed again after the victory. In order to 

assure the transition from democratic Mode One to democratic Mode Two, 

an aesthetic focus is required at the centre of the machine. Peace needs 

cabinet, committee, and the theatre of debate. War needs a Leader. The 

Leader’s function is to keep everything going exactly the way it was during 

the peace, but at that point the masses are told that their Leader is the Great 

Helmsman, the Father of the Nation, or the Captain of the Ship of State. 

Once the war is over, the Leader has to be discarded in what is itself 

something that one might describe as a staged coup d’Etat, in order to 

switch modes. This can be done at the ballot box—‘He was an excellent war 

leader, so he is not the kind of man we want for peace!’ It can be done by 

expulsion from a Cabinet or, where the war has been lost, by suicide as with 

Hitler, and ignominious murder, as with Mussolini. The importance of 

replacing the Leader is that if the Leader remains in place, the constant and 

permanent truth of democracy is laid bare. Democracy is itself dictatorship.  

 

‘At 10.30 p.m. on 4 August 1914, King George V held a privy council at 

Buckingham Palace which was attended only by one minister (Lord 

Beauchamps, first commissioner of works) and two court officials. This 



 34

council sanctioned the proclamation of a state of war with Germany from 

11.00 p.m. That was all. The cabinet played no part, once it had resolved to 

defend the neutrality of Belgium. It did not consider the ultimatum to 

Germany which Sir Edward Grey, the foreign secretary, sent after 

consulting only the prime minister, Asquith, and perhaps not even him. Nor 

did the cabinet authorise the declaration of war.’ This is taken from ‘English 

History 1914 to 1945’ by A.J.P. Taylor.  

 

The clearly unbalanced prime minister, during the Malvinas war, gave 

orders for the sinking of the Belgrano, which caused enormous loss of life, a 

unilateral act never submitted to Parliament and for which she was never 

called to account. The massacre at Arnhem, the disastrous campaign of 

Crete, and others, were the dictatorial achievement of the even more 

strange, certainly complex, but psychologically unbalanced Winston 

Churchill. 

 

There is a depressing and inescapable element to every single Leader of a 

modern state from Napoleon down, and down is certainly the indicated 

direction. Recalling Shaw’s definitive phrase, democracy is anybody chosen 

by everybody, it automatically follows that the official elected government, 

as has been demonstrated, represents the lowest common denominator of the 

masses. It should not therefore come as a surprise that the Leader, when he 

is needed, far from being the Highest Common Multiple of the masses, is in 

fact their very nadir. If the tragic knowledge of events had not shown us, it 

would seem scarcely credible that such utterly worthless people should 

control the destinies of millions, or at least appear to, for they are in fact 

nothing other than miserable historical products.  

 

Look at them! Churchill. The son of a high-class political whore and a 

degenerate and rejected leader of his Party. Winston, the son, himself a 

chronic alcoholic given to overpowering bouts of manic depression. A 

personality split right down the middle. It could indeed be argued that this 
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man, the aristocratic descendent of the hero of Blenheim, held to be the 

greatest englishman who ever lived, and the pride of the Conservative Party, 

was a very different kettle of rotting fish. The only person Churchill loved, 

indeed venerated, was his father, whose rejection by his party as prime 

minister destroyed him and Churchill never forgave his Party for this, nor 

indeed England. In 1940, during the mythical Battle of Britain (a series of 

dogfights over the Downs), he declared that if the British Empire was to last 

a thousand years, they would say this was their finest hour. This meant 

naturally, that from then on it was downhill all the way! When, after the 

war, the Democratic Government planned to give India its independence, he 

thundered, ‘I will not participate in the dismantling of the British Empire.’ 

Yet the disintegration of the Empire was the utterly inevitable result of the 

unnecessary war into which he had thrust the British People, against their 

will. Was the war Churchill’s revenge? 

 

Hitler. Not for a moment the operatic embodiment of Evil, but rather, as 

Ernst Jünger defined him to me, ‘Er war nur ein kleiner Mann!’ His 

genocidal adventures, without diminishing them, are but part and parcel of a 

pattern we have traced from La Vendée to Siberia. The astonishing thing is 

that he was a kind of Biedermeier dictator. Look at him. His Alsatian dog, 

his waitress-mistress, his middle-class vegetarianism. And the undeniable 

Gemütlichkeit of his taste for afternoon tea and scrumptious cream-cakes. 

He liked Léhar, Dietrich and cowboy novels. This was the man who was 

going to build a state that was to last a thousand years!  

 

Stalin. There was never a more depressing character. But see how perfectly 

he fits the role of the figure from the Lower Depths. The Georgian Muhjik. 

A student of the Orthodox Seminary, ground down first by liturgy and 

doxology, and then by the even grimmer slogans of marxism. Reared to 

believe that everyone was a sinner, it became easy to believe that everyone 

was a traitor to the secular State. He was a compulsive drinker, given to 

rowdy drunken dancing, his whole existence as a typical lowlife 
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revolutionary prefigured by Dostoyevski.  

 

Reagan. The man the democratic rhetoric liked to call the leader of the 

greatest democracy in the world, or even the Leader of the Free World, is 

even more of a cypher. A leading biographer contracted to write his life for 

an enormous sum, after two years of research as well as close proximity, 

was forced to write the biography in the form of a novel. He had to admit, 

basically, that there was nobody there. At the end of his life Reagan slid into 

senility, a movement that took only a few centimetres. In his final stage, 

basically a vegetable, he stared across his desk at a pile of Presidential 

Papers and said to his biographer, ‘Take away all these trees!’  

 

Napoleon. As the father figure of the modern State he is unsurprisingly true 

to form. Having granted him an undoubted genius, both as a military 

commander and as the designer of the modern State in all its intricate details 

and inter-relatedness, a model which is functioning now in every place, its 

form having completely overridden the State models of constitutional 

monarchism, the very same banality of personality has to be recognised. The 

crudity, the brutality, the ability to work with people he totally despised, all 

these aspects are clear. Of Talleryrand, one of his closest ministers, he said, 

‘You are a shit in silk stockings!’ His very assumption of Empire has in it 

an inescapable vulgarity. The Empire style is not the image of glory but 

somehow seems to be the perfect decor of the Pigalle night club. The 

women’s dresses, the epitome of strip-tease, décolleté, see-through and 

sparkling. All that gold. All that royal purple. All that crimson. How 

supremely petit-bourgeois! The flashy French equivalent of Nazi afternoons 

in the Berghof.  

 

What we find in all these low characters is that alongside their extreme 

deficiency of character, or in some cases their damaged characters, is an 

extremely developed technical ability. Napoleon had his dual capacity to 

design the architecture of a modern state and the technical procedures of 
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mass battles. Thatcher dismantled the trade unions and the outmoded 

nationalised industries. Hitler’s brilliant creation was the Nazi party 

apparatus. Stalin’s modernisation plans are his brutal technical achievement.  

 

It is sad to observe that while different Democratic governments have 

aesthetically a different style, they are all trapped in these fundamental 

contradictions that have been outlined. Indeed, in every place one can see 

the reliance of the specific government on its own past pre-democratic 

models. Hitler, with his persecution of the jews in Germany had merely 

projected a reformed Lutheranism. His hatred of the jews in Mein Kampf is 

both less terrible and less eloquent than that in Luther’s anti-jewish 

diatribes. One could say that the Germans were Lutherans at the beginning 

of the week, Nazis in the middle of the week, and then were back in the 

Lutheran church the following Sunday, if we say that 1933 to 1945 is the 

middle of the week. Stalin’s quite extraordinary Show Trials are nothing 

other than the staged Confessionals and interrogations that tyrannised him 

all through his adolescence in the Orthodox Seminary. Both the Trials and 

the subsequent banishments are inescapably a secular version of the grim 

orthodox clergy’s social order. All Russia was orthodox christian until 1917. 

It was communist and secular until around 1987. Miraculously over the next 

couple of years the Russians reawoke to cathedral bells and without a 

moment’s thought they crossed themselves again.  

 

Stage Six—The Money. In the new world model of the Democratic State its 

citizen, clutching his Lottery ticket and seated before his interactive 

television set, flicking through two hundred channels in order to participate 

in life by interrupting the football match he views by re-running some 

excellent goal, may in the back of his mind have a darkening thought—that 

his political choice has now been reduced to choosing his Lottery number 

and his TV channel. It is to this that the great Enlightenment has brought the 

diminishing world of the Democrat. What will guarantee his inability to turn 

off his TV and start to ask the vital questions which might begin a liberating 
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train of thought, for he is already far from rushing into the streets to 

demonstrate like his grandfather, is that he is already beset with deep 

financial anxiety. The Citizen has become the Debtor. A child born today 

into the deserts of the Sahel in Mali or Niger is born owing five hundred 

dollars. This is his birthright. Debts are the Rights of Man. This debt is the 

debt of the citizens of his country to its National Bank, wholly owned by 

foreigners, as well as to international financial institutions whose loans his 

fellow citizens never asked for, but whose Democratic governments had 

acquired on his behalf. In all his life it is fairly certain that he will never see 

five hundred dollars. In all his life it is absolutely certain that he and his 

children, if they reach maturity, will live in abject poverty devoid of proper 

nutrition, health care, education, and housing. The main political instrument 

to prevent the First World citizen from understanding the plight of the Third 

World citizen is, this must be repeated, his own financial anxiety, which the 

whole psychiatric system of the West has predefined for him as in some 

untapped way being his fault. Either he is to blame for his economic 

difficulties, or it is a sign of his evolutionary inferiority that he has not risen 

to be among the elite who are financially successful. He has no idea that his 

experience of money, spending, buying, debt, and money accessibility are 

simply of a different nature and calibre from everything that was known in 

the last two hundred years up to 1945. 

 

Again the primal model is to be found in the Napoleonic state. The event of 

the Revolution could not have been accomplished without the creation of 

the Assignats, the paper money printed by the Revolutionary State and 

devoid of collateral. One of the key institutions Napoleon founded was the 

Banque de France. There are not really any history books that have the 

remotest grasp of the relationship between finance and government, 

although in recent years there have come the first indications that perhaps 

after all these two are connected. The understanding of events is best 

exemplified by the Dreyfus Affair. In popular and now media-governed 

education it is held up as a wonderful example of how a martyr to justice, 
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after a tremendous struggle, was exonerated from the charge of treason. He 

is presented as the victim of anti-jewish public prejudice, and part of the 

heroic nature of his defence as having been the great ‘J’accuse!’ pamphlet 

by Emile Zola. While that was certainly the ethos in which this happened, 

its political reality is that in the previous fifty years the wealth of the French 

had slowly moved from French capitalist industrialists into the hands of the 

banking class, the majority of which were jewish. If banking is not 

understood by our modern citizen, it is surely understandable that it could 

not be understood then. The growing rage of the new bourgeoisie against 

the banking class found its perfect object of vengeance in the unfortunate 

Colonel. What was to happen during the whole of the nineteenth century 

was the slow emergence and evolution on the world stage of banking. The 

brilliant deception of the bankers was in their taking advantage of all the 

great leaps of technological development happening around them. Between 

the technical project and its execution they were to step. This project will 

cost so many million. You do not have this. We will get it for you. We will 

set up the deal. And so the bank, from being a usurious clearing house of 

currencies, evolved into enormously wealthy institutions of technological 

project investment.  

 

This in itself had massive political implications, but an even more sinister 

and more brilliant element entered the growth of banking. This was, that 

individual banks, or amalgamated banks would come together and offer to 

the politicians a National Bank. And so it was that the Deutsche Bank was 

not German. The Banque de France was not French. The Ottoman Bank was 

not Turkish. The Bank of Egypt was not Egyptian. The Bank of Morocco 

was not Moroccan. And so on across the world.  

 

The distinction between the pseudo-national bank and the stored repository 

of a nation’s wealth soon became blurred until it had disappeared. With the 

great industrial countries, the Bundesbank, the Banque de France, the Bank 

of England were to resemble the American model, in which the Federal 
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Reserve Bank was not Federal, but in completely private ownership. Among 

the most famous nineteenth century bankers were the sons of Rothschild, 

and their financial genius saw them appearing in two modes, within the 

structure of individual state banks and as a seemingly separate private 

financial institution offering capital sums for investment in the great 

technological projects. No project more clearly demonstrates this dual and 

evolving role of the bankers than the building and purchase of the Suez 

Canal. 

 

The nature in which a political phenomenon began to take on the lineaments 

of a financial adventure indicate that an irreversible process had been set in 

motion, the end result of which was the disestablishment of political power 

before the commanding nature and structure of international investment 

banking. 
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IV 

 

The design of the Canal and its construction themselves provide a mapping 

of the new forces governing society. There is Ferdinand de Lesseps, the 

visionary designer, there is the tragic separation of Egypt from the Osmanli 

Dawlet, and there is the pseudo-nationalism of Muhammad Said Pasha, the 

Viceroy of Egypt. Egypt, the new nation, already burdened by a series of 

debts at outrageous interest, with a new 1872 loan of thirty two million 

pounds, still tottered on the edge of disaster, and by 1875 the public debt 

had reached a hundred million in the money of the time. The annual interest 

to the banks was more than the total annual income of Egypt. France and 

Britain, as political entities, saw themselves as the protagonists and 

antagonists of the Canal venture. Behind them stood the growing network of 

investment banks which took on themselves the task of commissioning the 

great projects. Pressure on the Khedive soon made it clear that he would 

have to sell or mortgage his Canal shares. In Paris the banking brothers 

Dervieu and Edouard and in Alexandria the banker André began to 

manoeuvre to get their hands on the shares. They were closely linked to the 

massive financial institution Société Générale. At the same time the Crédit 

Foncier, through their agents the Anglo-Egyptian Bank, made their move. 

One of its associates, Henry Oppenheim, revealed the Dervieu plan to the 

British Government. 

 

Lord Derby proposed that the British Government should buy the shares. 

D’israeli, the new Conservative Prime Minister, dined every Sunday with 

Baron Lionel de Rothschild. As he said, ‘At his house there is ever 

something to learn.’ The Cabinet decided in principle that the purchase 

should go ahead. Despite all the intrigues the Khedive came down in favour 

of letting the British Government buy, should he sell. In the end Lord Derby 

was able to telegraph: ‘The Khedive’s offer is accepted. Her Majesty’s 

Government agree to purchase the 177,642 shares of the Viceroy for four 
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million pounds Sterling, and to recommend Parliament to sanction the 

contract.’ This was the deal, with five percent interest. Within six years the 

shareholding rose from four million to five and three quarter million. By the 

end of the century it was rising at the rate of two million a year up until 

World War I, and had become worth ten times its original purchase price. 

D’israeli sent his much-quoted message to Queen Victoria: ‘It is just settled. 

You have it, Madam.’  

 

D’israeli was to write to his friend Lady Bradford: ‘We have had all the 

gamblers, capitalists, financiers of the world, organised and platooned in 

bands of plunderers, arrayed against us, and secret emissaries in every 

corner, and have battled them all, and have never been suspected.’ The 

Times realised there were far-reaching implications, and asked ‘If Britannia 

sits as a directress in one board-room, or interpolates in one meeting of 

continental shareholders, why not in another?’ Some warned that this could 

bring about ‘a change in our political habits’. 

 

The actual procedure, which secured the loan which bought the Canal, most 

perfectly reveals this pivotal change in power that was to mark the 

beginning of a new relationship between a talking Assembly and a buying 

and selling Investment Bank. When the authorisation of the loan to purchase 

went through, Parliament was not even in session. If it had been, the deal 

could not have been secured. D’israeli said, ‘We could not call them 

together for the matter, for that would have blown everything to the skies, or 

to Hades.’ So it was that D’israeli raised the loan, unsanctioned by the 

Mother of all Parliaments. D’israeli asked the Rothschilds. The matter went 

like this: in Westminster, Montague Lowry-Corry, later Lord Rowton, 

waited outside the cabinet room. Once the principle of the purchase was 

decided the Prime Minster shot his head round the door and said, ‘Yes.’ At 

this, Corry went straight to Baron de Rothschild and informed him that the 

Prime Minister wanted four million pounds. Rothschild asked, ‘When?’ He 

was told, ‘Tomorrow.’ The banker picked up a large grape, chewed it, then 
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spat out the skin. ‘What is your security?’ He replied, ‘The British 

Government.’ Within a few days the money had been transferred at a 

commission rate of two and a half percent, which amounted to an average 

interest rate of thirteen percent per year. From then on a triangle of 

relationships was to develop between the members of the great banking 

houses of Europe, their heads of state, and the prime ministers of their 

parliaments and assemblies. From then on until this day, for example, an 

intimate financial and social relationship has existed between the English 

branch of the House of Rothschilds and the House of Windsor, formerly the 

House of Saxe-Coburg and Gotha, and now in fact the House of 

Mountbatten, formerly Battenburg. All these relationships have continued, 

not weakened but strengthened, by the series of terrible wars which have 

shaken the continent. In less than a hundred years, in 1956, the Canal 

secured by D’israeli was to be invaded by Britain and France, and this time 

the collaborating agent was Israel itself, another appropriate transformation. 

From then on, through every major technological project from the building 

of the Baghdad Railway to the series of national gas and then electricity 

installations and the vital central act of any national state, its armament 

spending and purchase, an increasing evolution and expansion of banking 

procedure and power can be measured and a diminution of the power of the 

State debating chamber or Parliament. 

 

In the close-up experience of the Parliamentarians it must be remembered 

that they are distracted from, or incapable of grasping the true nature of 

modern finance. They are distracted by two factors. The first is the need of 

the Party to acquire the funding that will permit it to stand before the 

country for election and to continue functioning with a grassroots support. 

The second is the increasing pressure to respond to the scrutiny and 

criticism wielded through the media, now press and television. So involved 

are they in dealing with individual TV programmes and columnists, that 

they even lose sight of the fact that behind these organisations stand media 

tycoons with their own personal programmes geared to fulfil the success of 
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their capitalist international enterprises, and with very little interest in the 

survival or demise of a parliament that, as far as they are concerned, is only 

passing through. Add another layer of obfuscation for the parliamentarian, 

the influence, policy-forming and pronouncements of the City, Wall Street 

or La Bourse, and he is reduced to political helplessness. Yet the stripping 

of power from the freely elected representatives of the People was not yet 

complete. In the second half of the twentieth century, that abrogation of 

authority was to become absolute. 

 

In a meeting in Freiburg with one of the authors of the post-war German 

Constitution I listened, astonished, as he made his boast. What he had to say 

was this: The great achievement of the German Constitution which they had 

drafted was that once and for all, the power to create money and to control 

interest rates had been removed from the Bundesregierung to the 

Bundesbank. He proudly declared that he saw this as an act of assurance by 

which democracy was saved. He was looking backwards, thinking political 

power over the currency had permitted the rise of the Third Reich, and with 

this new legislation that could never happen again. He was hopelessly inside 

the liberal dialectic which imagined that democracy and dictatorship were 

two different things. If he had been looking forward, he would have grasped 

that if you abolish the power of dictatorship, you also abolish the power of 

democracy. What had been decreed there with that Constitution was step by 

step to be imposed on all the countries within the European Community, 

ending with the British socialist regime granting similar autonomy to the 

Bank of England. Yet again, we find ourselves before the dysjunction that 

we had observed previously between democracy and dictatorship, only now 

we have passed from that state of affairs which had existed for two hundred 

years to a completely new one. 

 

It could be put that the boast of Democracy was that it secured the safety of 

its citizens and the wellbeing of its society through a separation of powers, 

that is the Judiciary was free of the Executive, so that in a Democracy 
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someone in opposition to the State would be assured their voice and justice 

in resistance to it. This was the character of the political society. Now, the 

political society is over. Political practice, institutions and procedures, all 

governance in short, has been reduced to an empty shell, and what remains 

has been completely reconstituted. Now we live in an economic society. 

What exists in the new situation is a separation of the Executive from the 

Financial. 

 

This new perception of electoral politics, representation, law-making and 

budgeting shows them to be all subservient to and under the diktat of the 

supra-national financial institutions and processes, that is the super-banks 

and the world Stock Exchanges. Added to this comes the bitter realisation 

that the founding document of the modern State, its Constitution, is utterly 

fraudulent. One could add that the higher its rhetoric, the lower and more 

deceptive its application. It is therefore of primary importance that the act of 

liberation from the tyranny of Democracy should be preceded by the 

demythologising of the Constitutional text. 

 

There is no doubt that in the U.S.A. the Constitution has been elevated not 

to a position similar to revealed scriptures but as something even more than 

a Divine text. In schoolbooks and museum guidebooks the language is 

unequivocal. It was a document written by men in a state of Divine 

inspiration. No attempt is made to explain whether the few hundred odd 

politicians required to make an Amendment somehow also enter into this 

same state of bliss. In the hilarious media pantomime that surrounded the 

causes and effects of the President Clinton Impeachment, among all the 

comic attempts to lend gravity to the trial there was long and tortured debate 

as to what constituted ‘high crimes and misdemeanours’, the clause on 

which he was being impeached. The abject failure of the senators to imbue 

this inadequate phrase with a majestic hidden content revealed to everybody 

that in the words of one tired observer, ‘It doesn’t mean a damn thing!’ Not 

only did the Constitution fail to bring its Leader to account through a legal 
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frame of reference, but far more seriously than that, it had miserably and 

tragically failed, firstly, to protect the indigenous American population, save 

them from genocide and protect their lands, and secondly, having permitted 

slavery in the early days of the States, it was then unable to reinstate them as 

citizens with the constitutionally vaunted Human Rights of which it 

declared itself the champion. It has approved alcohol. It has prohibited 

alcohol. It has reinstated alcohol. Most seriously of all the Federal Income 

Tax levied on all U.S. citizens is a flagrant breach of this sacred text, since 

wealth may be taxed while earnings are not deemed an increment of wealth 

but an exchange for labour given. It is worth noting that not a penny of that 

tax goes to the welfare of the citizens, but all goes into the hands of the 

private owners of the Federal Reserve Bank. 

 

The Constitution is the defining document of the Democratic Republic. It is 

in itself a conscious instrument for the destruction of natural culture. Before 

the Napoleonic state French was a minority language, surrounded by several 

rich and dynamic ancient languages. Within the shortest time French had 

been forcibly imposed on the citizenry which had just moved into the heady 

realms of Liberté. The minority ethnic group in itself is considered a hostile 

phenomenon which represents an affront to the glories of the Democracy. 

Assimilation is the doctrinal term that calls for the abandonment of a 

culture, its traditional costume, its higher traditional moral behaviour, and 

its inherited ancient language. When the Highlands rose against the English 

political Democracy they were brutally put to the sword. The survivors were 

driven off their land, in the end quite literally into the sea. They were forced 

into boats and sent off against their will to Tasmania and Nova Scotia. Since 

they were not slaves, the English permitted that the number shipped on 

slave boats could be tripled. The kilt was declared illegal and for years its 

wearing carried a sentence of death. Children speaking the Gaelic were 

forced by their english teachers to put hot pebbles in their mouths. 

 

This story repeats itself in Brittany, in Provence, and even more brutally in 
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the Basque regions of France and Spain. The Atatürk State, structurally an 

almost complete replica of the French, meted out death sentences and 

similar punishments to its Kurdish citizens, so-called.  

 

Perhaps the most relevant of the iniquities visited upon the People by the 

curse of their Constitution is its hidden function in the financial realm. It 

could be asked why one should bother to have a Constitution and a National 

State since this pattern of cyclical civil war and enemy war has stripped 

central government of all authority. Under the new hegemony of financial 

power there can be recognised the true function of the National State and its 

citizen-defining document, its Constitution. Citizenship of a democratic 

state guarantees, as Anatole France pointed out over a hundred years ago in 

his novel ‘Penguin Island’, that for this high honour you are on a National 

Census. The purpose of a Census is to assure your submission to the State’s 

taxation system. This is a record of your undertaking to bear the burden of 

your share of that State’s National Debt. At every stage of your life you 

carry on your shoulders not only those debts that you have, for good or ill, 

taken upon yourself to owe, but also to bear the burden of an enormous 

series of negotiated loans, expenditures and programmes, and indeed wars, 

none of which in truth, you have sanctioned. Here the full deception of the 

modern state’s relation to its citizen comes into the exposing glare of 

historical events. In the relentless slaughter of the trenches in World War 

One the British soldier was first told that he was fighting to liberate ‘plucky 

little Belgium’. When the War was at full strength the cause was elevated 

and his death was for ‘King and Country’. As both sides began to fall 

exhausted, to urge passion into the rebelling soldiers they were told they had 

to fight ‘the Evil Hun’. 

 

Only in the first days of that war did soldiers go willingly to their death, and 

very soon national conscription was ordered by the Democratic 

Government, thus condemning a generation to oblivion. Throughout Europe 

conscription has been and in many cases remains an enslaving obligation, 
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the avoidance of which is punishable by social disgrace and imprisonment. 

In the Qur’an for Muslims there are clear legal ayats which place the choice 

of going into battle on the individual concerned. Since forced conscription 

led to the enormous carnage of the trenches and the landings in two World 

Wars, this ruthless compulsion must be seen as one of the key dimensions of 

Democracy’s failure. Even those naive enough to cling to a vain hope that 

Democracy is not an absurd deception end up defining these wars as 

national suicides and bitterly say that the only Egalité that has been 

achieved lies in death. The Divine compassion for those who do not want to 

fight, and their pardon, announced in Surat At-Tawba is thus another 

powerful dimension of the new Nomos which Islamic governance offers to 

its community.  

 

At the very moment when each people is encapsulated within a Democratic 

framework, Constitution in place, flag designed, Anthem written, currency 

printed, the categorical imperative that drives usury capitalism finds itself 

making yet a further demand on the already helpless and tyrannised 

Democratic citizen. The federal principle englobes and crushes into a unity 

the prior individuated political groupings of primal States. It must be 

remembered that Napoleon’s France was a series of multilingual 

autonomous entities bound only by geographic proximity. The modern 

Italian state forged by Mazzini and Cavour prior to that had been a similar 

patchwork of languages and individual state and city histories. So too, Spain 

and Russia. The victory in 1945 of masonic America over the prostrate and 

exhausted body politic of Europe gave even further fevered inspiration to 

the atheist and kafir leaders who redesigned the social nexus of the indebted 

and worn out Allies. The League of Nations which had failed so abysmally 

to protect the Kingdom of Abyssinia had to be reconstituted, again with that 

sickening idealistic rhetoric about unity, One World and everlasting peace, 

into a new supranational Government, the United Nations Organisation. 

Those who would still tremulously insist that this was for the protection of 

these exalted principles should bear in mind that without debate its 
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headquarters were in New York, only minutes away from the bankers’ 

district of Wall Street, and that its command module, the Security Council, 

gave the American and the victorious powers a veto over decision-making. 

The creation of the tiny state of Israel was forced through the Assembly 

under accusations of bought African votes, mysteriously turning already 

occupied territory into a sovereign State still in the process of inventing its 

language from the fragments of its societally unused sacred texts, and in the 

shortest time to become a country which could dictate terms to the major 

industrial powers, boast the world’s most extensive and brilliant intelligence 

network, and gain an intimidating authority over both the U.S.A. and 

Germany—all this with a population similar to that of Togo. 

 

Another crucial event in this redesigning of all human society was the 

Bretton Woods Agreement, on which much literature is available. Vital to 

our concern however is that the application of new procedures and the 

exploiting of new political and financial institutions, alongside an 

unpredicted and even more important evolution in telecommunications, was 

to bring about an utterly new set of parameters and integers that were to 

govern all human affairs. 

 

The world that we have entered in many ways outstrips the imaginings of 

the novelists and film-makers who have merely seen the future in terms of 

some kind of streamlining of mechanical processes. From 1945, over the 

next half century, leading up to the significant and yet utterly meaningless 

celebration of a third Millennium, the complete fabric of moral standard and 

evaluation, the whole accepted web of human relationships, civic inhibitions 

and acceptable behaviour were swept away. Marriage has been abolished. 

Virginity has become shameful, and to be done with, fidelity is a passing 

possibility. Family life stands utterly condemned. Adultery, from being a 

crime to some and a sin to others, has simply been brushed aside, in an open 

bedroom door policy. Inversion has been established as a fashionable social 

mode, guaranteeing a further erosion of social patterns and producing a 
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significant social group utterly diverted from political activity through their 

involvement in an all-pervasive sexual philosophy.  

 

Wyndham Lewis in his ‘The Art of Being Ruled’ said: ‘It is round the 

question of the family that all the other questions of politics and social life 

are gathered. The break-up of the family unit today is the central fact of our 

life: it is from its central disintegration, both in fact and in our minds—the 

consequent readjustments of our psychology—that all the other 

revolutionary phases of our new society radiate. The relations of men to 

women, of the child to the parent, of friendship and citizenship to the new 

ideals of the state, are all controlled by it.’ That was written in 1926. As 

early as that he could perceive that ‘feminism is a movement directed to the 

destruction of the family.’ Proudhon, the great unread anarchist, in his book 

‘Contradictions’ said: ‘Love and marriage, work and the family circle, 

property and domesticity... all these terms are equivalent. On that point all 

mankind is unanimous—all except the socialists, who alone, in the ideologic 

void, protest against this unanimity of the rest of mankind. Socialism wishes 

to abolish family life, because it costs too much. It wishes to abolish 

property, because it is prejudicial to the state.’ In Wyndham Lewis’ analysis 

of Proudhon he suggests that the latter saw the threat of a new slave-state 

worse than any previous one. He saw that if man and woman were forced 

apart ‘by economic exigence or political intrigue they would fall—that is, 

no longer be free.’ The Proudhonian insight brilliantly anticipated a social 

evolution that was only embryonic in his day. On the one hand, socialism 

was to transform from his version of it, abolition of the fiscal state, to the 

marxist version, state capitalism, ending up with federalist welfare states, 

E.C. and U.S.A. On the other hand the then burgeoning system of family 

banks was to pass through its varied expansions and technological 

evolutions to become the great dictator of society and its performance. 

 

The popular saying, ‘the Greeks have a word for it’ significantly halted 

before the phenomenon of modern banking. They did not have a word for it. 
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The word their astute popes chose as a translation for ‘bank’ was ‘trapeza’, 

quite literally ‘table’. That word was chosen because it was the only bank 

they knew. On the household table the husband would lay out his wages, the 

wife her saved-up jar of coins, and they would sort out the family 

expenditure. The abolition of the family has been the deliberate doctrinal 

programme of evolved banking. The table is bare and so the family must be 

dispersed. The natural order is shattered behind a series of modernist 

sociological terms. ‘The single parent family’, ‘one gender parents’, ‘taken 

into state care’, all these terms collectively announcing the end of an age. 

Continually it has to be reiterated that the categorical imperatives of the new 

society are not, despite the massive protests of media and the university-led 

dialectic, part of some evolutionary forward march of mankind onto the 

broad sunlit uplands of democratic rhetoric, but rather, represent a 

shattering, a dysjunction and an end. In the phrase of Curzio Malaparte, 

‘Broken, finished, gone to pieces, gone to ruin.’ Before the French 

Revolution the Three Estates into which society was divided had been the 

Clergy, the Nobility and the Third Estate. After two hundred years of 

democracy society had divided again into three. The Bankers, now the 

tyrannical ruling class, the Millionaires, the new Nobility, and the Debtor-

slaves, the new Third Estate. A further insight into this new oligarchic rule 

which still blithely declares itself to be that end product of evolution, 

Democracy: the original Third Estate were defined in their upper echelon as 

paying specific taxes on their landholdings and in their lower depths were 

the landless. In the new dispensation called modernity the Third Estate are 

those having contractual obligations of debt, and every citizen it must be 

remembered is a debtor, and beneath them the vast mass of peoples living 

beneath the money-line in abject poverty selling their children as prostitutes, 

themselves forced to scour the wastelands of urban rubbish dumps to 

survive.  

 

The present situation of the great majority of the planet’s population is that 

they live in utterly degrading circumstances, utterly devoid of hope and 
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condemned to lifelong social degradation and an utterly unacceptable child 

mortality rate, which yet to them seems a blessed release from the child 

labour, prostitution and starvation that the surviving children undergo. If 

there is anything more repellent than this enormous crime it is the attitude of 

the Democratic Citizens. They now hold this situation as a norm. It is 

treated as an anthropological fact. There is no concept of responsibility from 

their side. Their nauseating philosophy of freedom tells them in a cynical 

mockery of social darwinism, that the talented will rise to the top and 

become rich, and so it is the scum who will sink into the morass of world 

poverty. Their worthless and shameless role-models, the Celebrities, famous 

only for being famous, will attend charity galas to raise money for the 

suffering under-class, wearing hideous costumes the cost of which, each 

one, would itself feed a child for a year. More feeble are the pseudo-radicals 

who demonstrate in order to persuade the bankers to lift a tiny portion of the 

interest-debt that has doomed their helpless little Democratic Nations in a 

downward spiral of indebtedness from which they will never emerge.  

 

If it is possible to say there is still a lower rung of shame, then it belongs to 

the ruthless opportunists and cynical exploiters of those concerned Muslims 

who have feebly tried to avoid what they know as the curse of usury. This 

lowest group of ignominy is represented by those who offer to these gullible 

people the illusion of the Islamic Bank. Since the banking system is one 

totally integrated global machine, to plug into it with any minor programme 

that suggests an internal isolation from usury is a ludicrous fantasy. The 

specie itself is haram. The paper money a usurious debt bond. The billions 

flashing from one side of the world to the other via satellite signal and thus 

sustaining, manipulating and controlling world markets do not even exist in 

specie in any vault, but are simply a series of flickering electronic impulses, 

a magic which has enslaved the world.  

 

It must be emphasised and reiterated that the great kafir masses in their 

poverty, and that small body among the kafir community who have received 
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an education within the structuralist kafir system, have neither the 

intellectual instruments nor the social capacities to recognise the deception 

on which they have lived their lives up until that moment. Only the young 

among the kuffar, because they are a new creation, may just be able to break 

the spell. There is a dialectic among the kuffar which says the reason that 

there are fundamentalist Muslims is that they are living in miserable 

poverty, but once we introduce some social planning, remove the remnants 

of their Deen from them, and train them in the service industries of tourism, 

their resistance will fall away. The failure of fundamentalism is rather due 

to the errors of its ‘aqida and because already the kuffar have designed their 

programme to drive them to an extremism that separates them as a sect 

distinct from the great body of enslaved believers. 

 

It would seem on the face of this that the perception of the nihilism could 

therefore only be itself a nihilism. However, the transvaluation of all values 

required for the leaping-beyond nihilism and the emergence of the Overman 

is nothing less than the Good News which Allah, glory be to Him, declares 

in the Qur’an. The truth which we must now uncover is very simple. The 

technological process, technological procedures and technological 

networking, even on a global scale, do not run themselves. Political 

Democracy in this new epoch has been reduced from governance to being 

nothing more than a political front for banking. At present one media 

corporation based in America boasts a greater annual revenue than that of 

all Russia. Yet the wealth system does not submit itself to a summary 

statement of the discrete financial institutions, in an as it were grand total 

addition, rather its character, genius and energy lie in an altogether more 

dynamic model. Today wealth is constantly moving. The ownership of a 

company planes out into a corporation, which in turn connects itself as a 

wholly owned subsidiary of another corporation, which then becomes part 

of a Holding Company. Accounting moves from company to corporation to 

bank to offshore, to superbank. Debts become loans and loans become 

investment. The whole edifice is like one of the drawings of Escher where a 
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whole ancient castle reveals itself as a labyrinth of endless corridors and 

stairways leading to each other and away from each other, so that going up 

takes you down and going down takes you up, and there is no stopping 

place. It is this phantasmagoria that is meant to bring you to a halt, 

convinced that you cannot decode and dismantle the great system. Banks, 

however, do not enslave the world’s masses, expropriate their wealth, their 

commodities, their land and their children. Bankers do. 
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V 

 

It is time now to look at this new elite who govern the world. Everyone can 

name three world-famous footballers. Everyone can name several world-

famous film stars. Everyone can name some miserable politicians. Yet now, 

when four hundred people personally own almost half the world’s total 

wealth, only a small handful could name one of them.  

 

We are tyrannised, enslaved, and endebted to an entirely unelected elite 

whose names we do not even know. With hereditary titles abolished and 

with hereditary wealth made impossible for the masses through powerful 

taxation, the case of this elite remains an anomaly. Their wealth and their 

lands spiral up into almost incalculable statistics, beyond the dreams of 

Alexander.  

 

They have no racial loyalty. They have no class loyalty. They have certainly 

no national loyalty. Upholding humanism, it could be said that they have no 

human loyalty. Insisting on their compassion they uphold the Rights of 

Man, sure in the certainty that the upholding of that empty rhetoric will 

distract you from ever attempting to refrain from their monetary system and 

live without banking. They are an oligarchy. This is not to say that they are 

oligarchic in the platonic sense, for it is in the nature of the modern social 

nexus that there is a dysjunction between them and the human species rather 

than that they are at the summit of human society as in the primitive model. 

All the crimes of all the criminals in the world added together do not 

amount to the enormity of this crime that they daily commit through their 

continued application of the usury system. The pollution of the ocean is 

their achievement. The poisoning of the earth is the result of their 

programmes. The toxic air of the world’s mega-cities is the direct result of 

their existence. The millions of dead caused by the perpetual sporadic 

uprising across the globe of the poor driven from their land, who in abject 
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misery turn on their neighbours, the world’s poor scavenging on rubbish tips 

are to them an unfortunate side-effect of their monetary policies. 

 

Right at the beginning of the Qur’an Allah, glory be to Him, takes on the 

issue of these hated people.  

 

“There is a sickness in their hearts 

and Allah has increased their sickness. 

They will have a painful punishment 

on account of their denial. 

 

When they are told, ‘Do not cause corruption on the earth, 

they say, ‘We are only putting things right.’ 

 

No indeed! They are the corrupters, 

but they are not aware of it.” 

 

He also says, 

 

“Those are the people who have sold guidance for misguidance, 

and their trade has brought no profit; they are not guided.” (2:9-11, 15) 

 

Cassel, one of their number who lived in England and in his lifetime used 

his massive stolen wealth to lay waste to the Osmanli Dawlet, Egypt, and 

North Africa, and married off his daughter to Lord Mountbatten, who thus 

became the last Vicereine of India, had an adulterous affair with the Hindu 

Nehru and actively participated in the Partition which left millions dead, this 

miserable creature said at the end of his life, ‘Nothing that I got did I want, 

and nothing that I wanted did I get!’  

 

They do not like to be called bankers. Sometimes they define themselves as 

being in investments. What they really like to be called is philanthropists. In 
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the sense that a paedophile is really a paedophobe, then we could say that 

the philanthropists are really misanthropists. They are not indifferent to 

human suffering. They hate us and are furious that we cause so much 

trouble. In this elite one process is at work which assures them power. 

Usury is the common factor, but the arena of activity is banking, media, and 

commodities. All of these are commodities. Currencies are bought and sold, 

and so with media and mineral wealth like oil or uranium. The 

interrelationship between these three zones of usury must be grasped, and it 

must be deeply understood that banking both motors the wealth movement 

of commodities and media, while at the same time self-drives its own 

internal commodity system. The total usury system floats all its activities on 

constant transfer and movement of millions which have no existence in 

specie or indeed in any place, but depend for their existence on that minute 

electronic impulse or radio signal which will flash these hyperbolic sums 

around the world from computer to computer. This mad and fantastic rule of 

the world is based on the continual withdrawal of gold from public usage 

and access, until it is stored again in the bowels of the earth as it had been 

before it was mined by the slave miners. The U.S.A. is the major importer 

of gold but forbids its export by law.  

 

In order to grasp the utterly subhuman nature of the usury-oligarch it would 

be valuable to examine the activities of just one such figure in the first half 

of the twentieth century, bearing in mind that, although directly involved in 

the slaughter of the millions killed in World War One, he nevertheless is 

like an innocent in relation to the current practitioners of today’s world elite. 

 

* * * * * 

 

BASIL ZAHAROFF. At the beginning of the last century he began life as a 

Salonikan money-changer. His name most probably was Zohar. He rose 

quickly in the social scale through a kind of police activity of acquiring 

information which permitted the practice of bribery, influence and 
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corruption. The first stage of his system was to get the state to purchase 

arms. The second stage was to sell the same arms to an antagonist state. The 

third stage was incitement to conflict. This used the arms and created a 

market for more. So successful was he that he soon became the controlling 

figure in Vickers of Britain and Maxims of Germany. In the first decade of 

the twentieth century he appears with directorships in Ludwig-Loewe A.G. 

Berlin, Mauser, Daimler-Benz, Gebrüder Boehler, and Krupps. A 

fascinating and recurring aspect of usurers’ activities is their ability to unite 

political opposites in a financial unity. Thus in 1906 Zaharoff plus Loewe 

unites with Gontard. 1907, Zaharoff plus Schneider links with Creusot. To 

gain status in France he funded a home for seamen and was promptly made 

Chevalier of the Légion d’Honneur. First he bought up a popular magazine, 

‘Quotidiens Illustrés’. This was a stepping stone to purchasing the 

‘Excelsior’ which gave him a political forum. He rose to be the 

Administrateur Delégué de la Société Vickers-Maxim, so was 

simultaneously selling arms to Russia and its enemy Japan. The famous 

political paper ‘Crapouillot’ declared: ‘During the Balkan War, Zaharoff 

armed both parties. He supported Greece against Turkey, Turkey against 

Serbia, and a year later, Serbia against Austria.’ When the Russians reneged 

on their arms debt he simply shipped the merchandise to Italy where he 

controlled the ‘national industry’, Vickers-Terni, to be used by them against 

the Turks. In Constantinople, English Vickers founded the Société Imperiale 

Ottomane pour Constructions Maritimes. The shares were to be non-

negotiable and could not be ceded out. Should the Company’s revenue be 

unable to pay the interest and the capital amortization, the deficits would be 

covered by tax revenues from the Province of Sevas. The Administration of 

the Ottoman Debt were to be responsible for collecting these taxes. The new 

Company would hold a monopoly on Turkish naval contracts. The 

Company was to renovate the Ismid and Golden Horn arsenals, and build 

floating docks to hold 32,000 tonnage. It would also build a school at Ismid, 

houses for the workers, and a new mosque! The Ottoman Debt 

Administrator was his old friend, the jewish financier Sir Vincent Caillard, 



 59

also a member of the Board of Vickers. 

 

Back in France by 1913 he is the philanthropist again—this time he endows 

a Chair of Aviation at the University of Paris. This raised him to be an 

Officier de la Légion d’Honneur. In 1914 Zaharoff is embroiled in his great 

project. In late January it is rumoured that Krupps has bought the Putiloff 

arms group in St. Petersburg. It is announced that the Council of Ministers 

has founded a company with Vickers. In Zaharoff’s ‘Excelsior’ it declares 

that Vickers has nothing to do with the Putiloff affair. There is no link to 

Krupps. Le Creusot announce that there is no purchase by Krupps, only a 

capital increase alongside Deutsche Bank. So, despite the political 

posturing, the enemies Le Creusot and Krupps were working together. In 

the end Russia took out a loan on France for twenty five million pounds. 

Putiloff got two million from Schneider-Creusot, and Vickers Limited got 

their share of six and a half million pounds. On July 31st Zaharoff is raised 

to be Commander of the Légion d’Honneur for ‘services exceptionnels’. 

 

In 1914 Zaharoff controlled Creusot, steelworks at Henécourt, and 

Châtillon-Commantry with a total capital of three hundred and twenty 

million marks, according to Otto Lehmann-Russbueldt. He was on the board 

of Austria’s branch of Vickers, as well as the French company ‘Le Nickel’ 

which controlled the New Caledonia nickel deposits and was run by the 

Rothschilds. 

 

So who were the principle shareholders, thus serving officers, under the 

command of Zaharoff? On July 1914, Vickers Limited boasted among its 

principals: four dukes and marquises, fifty viscounts and barons, and twenty 

knights. In March 1914 Viscount Snowden made the following comment in 

Parliament: ‘...It would be impossible to throw a stone on the benches 

opposite without hitting a member who is a shareholder...’  

 

Zaharoff’s network linked armament and banking, and that linkage in turn 
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dominated and dictated the private capital and industry while it put in its 

pay the democratic representatives. So Eustace Tennyson, director of 

construction at the Admiralty was an advisor to Vickers-Armstrong. 

Admiral Ottley, secretary of the Imperial Defence Committee, was an 

Armstrong director. The National Service League boasted eight presidents 

of armament companies. The Navy League had four officers who held 

ownership in Austrian, Russian and Italian arms holdings. The English-

based bankers Rothschild and Cassel, when granting loans to foreign 

governments, built Vickers contracts into the deal. In one such tentacle 

company, Société Francaise de Torpilles Whitehead, Zaharoff was partnered 

by an English Minister, the wife of a German Minister, a French rear 

admiral, the wife of an Austrian officer, a German countess, and Bismarck’s 

daughter-in-law, all united to produce French torpedoes. 

 

On the eve of war, Zaharoff, Englishman in England, was a Knight Grand 

Cross of the Order of the Bath, and of the Order of Jesus Christ of Portugal. 

Zaharoff, Frenchman in France, was raised to be Grand Officier of the 

Legion d’Honneur, for ‘extraordinary services to the Allied cause’. 

 

In the Twenties Zaharoff moved into oil, the new power commodity. In 

1921 he set up the Société Générale des Huiles de Pétrole. As in the arms 

market of WWI, enemy corporations fold into friendly amalgamation, oil 

competitors meld and unite. Greece fought under directives from Shell Oil, 

and Turkey was the servo-mechanism of Standard Oil. Behind Shell was 

‘Britain’ and behind Standard was then ‘France’. The great Sultan, 

Abdulhamid II, foreseeing the coming battles of the oil titans, whose latest 

adventures were to contain ‘Desert Storm’ and sanctions on Iraq, isolation 

and sanctions on Libya, and sanctions on Iran, made Mosul into a Waqf. 

Kemal, the servant of the new elite, far from being a patriot, simply handed 

it over to Lord Curzon’s settlement. The beloved enemies again came 

together—the ‘American’ bankers Kuhn-Lohb, Standard Oil, J.P. Morgan 

and the Banque de l’Union, Zaharoff’s Paris banking entity. With Khalifate 
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crushed by the Kemalists, the Greeks made their last bids for peripheral 

lands. The Kurds were urged to set up a kingdom. The Kurdish minister of 

war was receiving urgent messages—from Zaharoff. The staged Kurdish 

uprising, the first of many cruel manipulations of that great people by the 

criminal banking elite, was over the issue of sovereignty from the Kurdish 

viewpoint, and over Mosul from the bankers’ viewpoint. The final peace in 

the area was an agreement between Anglo-Persian Oil, Royal Dutch Shell, 

Standard Oil, and sixty five French holdings. 

 

At the end of his life he bought the Casino of Monte Carlo and married a 

Bourbon princess. One evening it is reported, as he sat watching the money 

change hands, recalling his youth as a money-changer in Salonika, only now 

instead of handfuls of Drachmae millions of Francs entered his business, he 

was approached by an English lady who had lost heavily. ‘Help me, Sir 

Basil,’ she said, ‘since you own everything, you must know how to win.’ He 

icily replied, ‘I can only give you one piece of advice. Not how to win, but 

how you will certainly not lose.’ ‘Oh, do tell me,’ she asked. He shut his 

eyes. ‘Madam, do not play!’ 

 

This is the advice it is time we took. 
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VI 

 

THE CAMONDO 

 

The zone of operation for the Camondo family’s immense banking 

adventure, or we could say organised and legalised theft, was the 

Constantinople of the Khalifate’s last phase. In the nineteenth century it was 

a high Islamic civilisation which was to know a luminous cultural 

awakening in the last years of the century under the great Sultan 

Abdulhamid II. At this time the Muslims flourished in trade and business 

while the significant jewish and christian community paid the jizya tax 

which exempted them from military obligations and protected them from 

religious persecution. By the end of the bankers’ reconstruction of society 

everything was reversed, the jews and christians were the masters, 

enormously rich, and the Osmanli Muslims—Albanian, Kurdish, Turkish 

and Arab, were reduced to a poverty that had never been the lot of the non-

Muslims, but which has been the lot of the Muslims ever since.  

 

In the Péra and Galata districts, where once in the thirteenth century the 

Genoese commercial colony lived, the foreign financial community began 

to gather, soon to be joined by the jewish and christian families of banking. 

The move from Topkapi to the hideous and costly palace of Dolmabache by 

the Sultan fatally brought the Khalifate into the financiers’ web. By the end 

of the century half the jews of Istanbul lived in Galata. It was there that 

Isaac Camondo in 1802 created the bank which bore his name. Thirty years 

later his brother, Abraham-Salomon Camondo, inherited its fortune, valued 

in the money of the time, 1832, at twenty five million dollars.  

 

In 1839 the disastrous Hatt-i Sherif Gülhane brought in the Tanzimat, 

smashing Islamic law by the abolition of the dhimmi status of non-Muslims, 

and assuring that the great wealth of the Osmanli would pass into the hands 
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of the kuffar, placing the Osmanli population in the position of slaves in 

their own country. What the bankers did to Constantinople from 

1850 to 1950 they are now doing to the whole world.  

 

The insisted-upon reforms were: centralisation of the administration to 

replace the freely linked autonomous local governance of Islam, unification 

of the law, the useless Napoleonic gift of ‘equality’ which has absolutely no 

financial relevance, secularisation of education, meaning the abolition of 

religion, and the re-organisation of the army, to move the military’s loyalty 

from the Muslim polity to the kafir paymasters, today a plan utterly fulfilled 

leaving the military high command as a junta under orders from the bankers 

and subservient to Israel. 

 

The three wazirs who set up the kafir Tanzimat were Rechid, ‘Ali, and Fuad 

Pasha. Their bankers and close friends were the Camondo. All these so-

called reformers had spent long periods in Paris being indoctrinated in that 

politique which was to pave the way for the bankers’ power system. 

Abraham-Salomon was, as is the bankers’ policy, showered with state 

honours: in 1849 he received the ‘Nishan-i Iftihar’ and became Commander 

of the Medjidiyé. 

 

The printing of paper money, the Kaima, virtually led to the bankers taking 

over the state. The inexperience of the Osmanli in dealing with the 

modalities of usury finance and its instruments, bonds, credits, issues of new 

stock, all this allied to the forging of paper money, forced the state to call in 

the bankers to design a ‘modern’ financial system. The monetary reforms 

were the opportunity to create new banks, and those, inter-related. The web 

was being spun.  

 

In 1845 the Osmanli state together with Mm. Alléon and Théodore Baltazzi 

created the Bank of Constantinople. The Crimean War was the event which 

allowed the expansion of banking inside the Osmanli Dawlet and also cued 
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the European bankers to play their biggest deception and crime—

investment. As with everything connected with the kafir philosophy, each 

good term in reality indicates its opposite. Foreign investments meant 

commodity divestment. The Rothschilds were the first ‘French’ investors 

into the Osmanli capital. Alphonse de Rothschild came with his father 

James’ proposal, to establish a branch of the ‘French’ Rothschilds in 

Constantinople, but the government had already sanctioned the foundation 

of the Ottoman Bank with a capital of five hundred thousand pounds 

Sterling. There were moves afoot to turn it into the State Bank. This was 

modern banking applying its irresistible formula. The transformation of 

private capital into a National State Bank was the power system of the new 

oligarchy.  

 

This was the dépassement of the coup d’Etat. Why storm the Winter Palace 

if you could own it without a shot being fired? Anyone who fired a shot was 

the enemy of the State. A terrorist.  

 

Alphonse tried to stop this project of English bankers. The new conflict of 

the age was beginning—inter-bank warfare, not with weapons but with 

letters of credit. The Compagnie Layard had come in with an offer of twenty 

million pounds Sterling. Rothschild hesitated to see where Layard stood 

before sending in his key man Landau, for he was holding out for an 

Ottoman Bank that would be the sole financial institution of Constantinople. 

Lord Canning and Thouvenal, the agents of the English and French 

governments, far from dictating events, merely hovered in the wings. The 

matter was not resolved until Emil and Isaac Pereire were able to create La 

Banque Imperiale Ottomane in 1863. It was to be the model that in its 

evolved form would take over the world, transforming itself into 

superbanks, doing internationally what the Pereire bankers had done with 

the National State, forming the World Bank and the International Monetary 

Fund. Here in one institution was a Central Bank, a deposit bank and a 

Crédit Mobilier. It could set the Bank Rate, lend, buy and sell, negotiate 
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commodity purchases, fund and participate in investment projects, and mint 

and print new money. To the Camondos it was simply: the Bank. While the 

Ottoman Bank had relied mainly on local capital, the new Imperial Ottoman 

Bank was that magical, inaccessible thing, a bank with ‘international funds’.  

 

The next phase then followed, and here we see the archetypal take-over 

which in itself effectively abolishes the powers of politically elected 

representatives. The Imperial Ottoman Bank had brought in the key Galata 

bankers, again proving that when profits beckoned, enemies became allies 

in banking. It had incorporated Alléon and Hanson from among the Péra 

financiers. Now it expanded its activities by creating a sister institution: La 

Société Générale de l’Empire Ottomane. Sir William Clay, the London 

President of the Imperial Ottoman Bank explained to his shareholders: ‘The 

idea which led to the Bank associating itself with this project was that in 

Turkey there exist two distinct spheres of finance and commerce. In what 

concerns the Turkish state’s dealings with Europe the Bank is the 

appropriate instrument. But there are also many financial operations in 

liaison with the government, the municipality, and certain individuals which 

need local banking experience and the ability to pick the right bankers and 

capitalists for a specific project. It is clear that an alliance could be set up 

between the Bank and these parties, who are very rich, powerful and ready 

to act. It is preferable to have such people as friends co-operating with the 

Bank rather than as rivals.’ 

 

A complete system of financial control was falling into place. Banks were to 

insinuate themselves into every activity of civic life from the great 

technological project to the local grocery store. Soon no social practice 

could take place without passing through the bankers’ hands. No orchestral 

concert, no shop, no school, no college, no house, no football match but the 

bank would be there between two parties, orchestrating and controlling the 

whole, not a magazine bought or a gas bill paid but by direct debit.  

 Masters of the world. 
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In Marseilles it was the Zafiri family. In Vienna it was the Baltazzi family. 

In Paris the Camondo shone over the other rivals of Constantinople. The 

Société Générale was to have a capital of two million pounds Sterling in 

100,000 twenty pound shares, of which less than one tenth were offered to 

public subscription. So great was the credit they could dispose of that, 

founded in July 1864, by the end of the year they were able to lend the 

Osmanli government a sum of fifty million Francs. The Camondos could 

watch as their immense fortune considerably increased. 

 

The Siamese twin of banking is Real Estate. It is important to grasp that the 

financial tentacles cover every aspect of civic life, thus it is finance that 

must in turn lay down those laws that will further this control. Once banking 

interposes itself between landowner and purchaser it invents at that moment 

an evaluation of that land or property in its favour. Price structure then 

dictates the nature of the transaction, and defines or re-defines the nature of 

the buyer and the purpose of the usage of the land or building. It could be 

said that what we now call ‘the market’ is in reality the price determined 

through banking interposing itself between buyer and seller. 

 

In May 1885 an urban renovation order, Intizam-i Sehir Komisyonu was 

proposed. It mainly involved the ‘cosmopolitan’ district of Péra. It was 

decreed in order to allow the construction of new commercial and banking 

buildings in Péra, Galata and Tophane. Its main activity was the 

construction of ‘Han’. These were originally, in the Islamic system, caravan 

terminals, hotels and warehouses for the genuinely free trade of the Islamic 

market. Using existing legislation for these institutions which brought 

wealth to the whole community, the Camondos planned to build office 

blocks and banks for a new non-Osmanli financial elite. Between 1855 and 

1865, in a small zone south of Galata between Felek and Kürekciler streets, 

all the new banks one after the other were built, and in this same location 

nine of the ten Hans owned by the Camondo. Four out of six banks were 
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installed in their Han. Crédit lyonnaise was at Yakut Han, Mertebani street, 

a Camondo building. The Eugenidi, Constantinople greeks, founded with 

the Lafontaine family the Ottoman Society of Change and Evaluation. They 

chose Camondo’s Latif Han in Sevud street. The Zafiris and their Bank of 

Constantinople were set up in the Camondo’s Lacivert Han. The Société 

Générale itself, founded by Abraham-Béhor, naturally took a Camondo Han. 

Even the Levantine Tubini, the enemy of Nissim and Abraham-Béhor, in 

1869 took a Camondo Han. 

 

The relationship between banking capital and urbanisation indicates this 

evolution of its power and the centralisation that ensued wherever they 

chose to settle. The Rothschilds in Paris demonstrate the model by which 

the bankers establish themselves as being at the heart of human affairs. 

Firstly, they choose a zone of well valued real estate and social significance. 

Baron James Rothschild between 1835 and 1859 bought several town 

houses on the Rue Lafitte, including the one which had belonged to 

Laborde, Louis XV’s banker. Rothschild thus became a neighbour of the 

French banker, Jacques Lafitte. This gave the signal to the other bankers to 

move alongside, and soon the Quartier was transformed into a financiers’ 

district. Secondly, the stock exchange, La Bourse, was constructed at its 

centre, and at its edge was established the Banque de France. Soon the 

Opéra Garnier was to be set as the jewel in their crown. Thirdly, further 

extending their credit and their real estate involvement, came the great 

luxury stores, the jewellers, the shops, the fashion houses, the lesser banks, 

the currency exchanges and the insurance houses.  

 

As in Paris, so too in Constantinople, with the Camondos’ activities in the 

late 1860s. The boutiques and stores began to nestle around the Camondo 

Hans, and they brought gaslight to its streets to extend the commercial day 

into the night. Linkage between the capital activities of Paris and those of 

Constantinople was visible in their dress. The banking elite’s outfits came 

from the rue de la Paix in Paris, shirts from Lami-Housset, canes from 
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Verdier, hats from Bandoni, gloves from Jouvin, and then all purchased in 

Taksim, Constantinople. 

 

The constant role of being ‘philanthropists’ was and remains their social 

front, on the one hand to give a good name to their profession of theft and 

expropriation, and on the other hand, perhaps to assuage a tiny portion of 

their evil. Abraham-Salomon Camondo was very fond of drawing the veil of 

charity over the face of usury. He built a synagogue in Büyükdere on the 

Bosphorus. He built a community centre on Rhodes. He built the Kadosh 

Camondo school and synagogue on Lindos. He financed a printing of the 

Mea’m Loez, a commentary on the old testament for gentiles. In 1870 he 

established in the Hasköy district of Constantinople a seminary with six 

resident rabbi, the Yeshiva Maghen Abraham. Not all the bankers were 

‘philanthropists’, and in Paris bankers from all over Europe gathered, 

among whom were those who wanted only the Bourse and the nightclubs, 

families like the Fould, the Worms de Romilly, and the Cerfberr. The same 

obtains today, some support the old traditions of the past while others want 

only Las Vegas and Hollywood.  

 

It would be false to assume that the bankers were always met with approval 

by the religious authorities. Examining rabbis were shocked at the teaching 

in the Hasköy school. They accused Abraham-Salomon of being a despot, 

and led by their chief, Rabbi Akresh, they turned up at his luxurious Yali at 

Yeniköy, and shouted out in a fury the declaration of excommunication. 

Unfortunately for the Rabbi, the loyal mason Fuad Pasha happened to be 

taking tea that day with his banker friend. He promptly had the Rabbi flung 

in jail. This continuing struggle prevented the Osmanli Dawlet from 

appointing a Chief Rabbi from 1863 to 1908.  

 

In the Hotel d’Angleterre in Péra on Saturday, 21st November 1864, Nissim 

Camondo announced the creation in Constantinople of the regional 

committee of the Alliance, a pan-jewish European organisation to protect 
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from persecution their co-religionists. Paris, ‘centre of civilisation’, was to 

be the headquarters of the A.I.U., Alliance Israelite Universelle, founded by 

a group of academics. One of their first successes was that they raised the 

issue at the Congress of Berlin with Bismarck and D’israeli that the civic 

rights of jews depended on the independence of the Balkan states. They also 

were the first to promote the concept of dialogue between jews, christians, 

and later, Muslims. 

 

The Camondos, working with the Alliance’s Paris central committee, then 

decided to create an agricultural college in Jaffa, Palestine, costing over one 

hundred thousand francs. Nevertheless, a strong resistance to the Camondos 

continued among the city’s jewish community, which indicates that a racial 

dimension cannot be supported. Indeed, if one does not believe that Hitler 

somehow embodied a metaphysical power of evil, but rather was himself a 

part of complex destructive forces in society, then another part of that tragic 

equation which led to the wholesale genocide of European jewry may be 

seen as having one of its main impulses in the devastating greed of the usury 

bankers, among whom the great jewish banking families were undoubtedly 

dominant. In the nineteenth century, irrationally expressed fury against the 

bankers of Louis Phillippe’s France landed on the unfortunate individual, 

Captain Dreyfus. In the twentieth century, the rage of a bankrupted and 

ruined Europe fell not on one but on millions with horrific results. In 

Constantinople that community hostility never ceased and even resulted in 

the vandalising of the Camondo tombs by religious judaist groups opposed 

to their presence in Constantinople. 

 

With the enormous wealth accumulated by the Camondo, and with the 

resulting collapse of the Osmanli social nexus, they began to acquire 

properties in Paris with a view to entering the banking capital of the world. 

Soon they were given temporary membership of the imperial Circle and had 

a box at the Opéra. Nissim Camondo and Abraham-Béhor joined with the 

Oppenheim family whose wealth had been looted from Egypt. Hermann 
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Oppenheim, having stripped Egypt and critically indebted its government, 

decided to move to Paris in 1866. He followed the classical procedure. He 

acquired the Hotel Scribe, bought a château in the country and filled it with 

old master canvasses, while his nephew Henry married into the English 

aristocracy.  

 

1869 found Nissim in Paris with Osmanli ministers, Sadik effendi, Finance 

Minister, and Daud Pasha, Minister of Supplies, Charles Mallet, Parisian 

president of the Ottoman Bank, Casimir Salvador, president of Crédit 

Mobilier, and the notorious Baron de Hirsch. The Camondo played a dual 

role, representing both their own house and that of the Société Générale. 

The consortium, led by the Ottoman Bank, were in sympathy with Sadik 

and the powerful Hirsch was with Daud Pasha in a rival bid. One of the 

juicy items at issue was the Constantinople to Berlin Railroad. Thanks to the 

negotiations of Nissim, on 11th March 1869 the convention was signed by 

Mallet and Sadik effendi. Nissim wrote in triumph: ‘Now all these 

gentlemen will have to understand that from now on they have to deal with 

us and no-one else!’ 

 

At the heights of success, gaining higher and higher interest rates, they were 

not unaware of the impact their triumphs would bring to the Osmanli 

Dawlet, doomed to collapse under the crushing usury imposed on it by their 

bankers. They had been so well treated, given high honours and social 

privileges, even quasi-state funerals—but they had no intention of waiting 

for the funeral of the state itself. Not the slightest regret, not the least sense 

of being uprooted or going into exile, not a twinge of conscience that a few 

yalis full of bankers had brought to its knees a Dawlet that all the armies of 

Europe had failed to crush. 

 

Installed in Paris, they began that procedure which is the utterly regular 

practice of bankers, even today. The titles, the box at the Opéra, the 

purchasing of great paintings, the chateaux, the great town house. During 
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the troubled times of the defeat of Sedan and the Commune, Abraham and 

Nissim took refuge with their banker friends, the super-rich ex-Baghdad 

bankers, the Sassoons, who were as expert at ‘being English’ as the 

Camondos were to become at ‘being French’. 

 

In 1860 a new Quartier, part of the Haussmann project to modernise Paris, 

began to emerge along the edge of the Parc Monceau. A significantly large 

terrain was ceded to Emile Pereire. Soon the tremendously imposing houses, 

some already established, others newly built, began to attract the great 

bankers. The Rothschilds, the Cernuschi, de Menier. It was soon to lure one 

of its most distinguished families, the Camondo. As usual, war led to waves 

of new investment and profits. Following the armistice, in 1871, the French 

state had to pay the city of Paris two hundred million for its war effort, 

added to the five billion in indemnities claimed by Germany. La Banque de 

Paris, Stern, Haber and Schnapper, along with the French government, 

schemed to set up a syndicate that would keep the Rothschilds from 

exclusivity of commission, it was to be called Groupe Paribas. Since the 

1860s, as we have indicated, these syndicates became more usual and 

useful, combining private bank, public bank, investment institution and 

capital deposit organisms. In the end, as always, the bankers’ wars end in 

coalitions of greed. The syndicated banking power of Paris emerged as 

being made up of the Rothschilds, Crédit lyonnaise, la Banque de Paris et 

les Pays-Bas, and from 1872, I. Camondo et Cie. 

 

The move to the house at 61, rue de Monceau was to see the serious 

beginnings of that other bankers’ mania, collecting works of art. It was a 

shared obsession. The remarkable taste, and the ability to create a coherent 

‘collection’, however sneered at by the very vocal anti-jewish intellectuals, 

could not obscure the fact that absolutely nothing they collected had been 

created by them. All they could do was buy, buy, buy. At his death 

Abraham left over one hundred paintings. Nissim left sixty. There were 

chateaux, at Saint-Prix and at Tanlay, at Bellevue and Freschines, at Brienne 
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and Vernon-Bizy.  

 

It seems impossible to exaggerate the splendour in which the Parisian 

bankers lived. The famous jewish poet, Heinrich Heine, on leaving the 

sumptuous mansion of James de Rothschild, rue Saint-Florentin, acidly 

remarked: ‘It is the Versailles of the Parisian plutocracy.’ The Camondos 

had been called the Rothschilds of the Orient. Their magnificent house on 

the rue Monceau was to become something completely French, 

anthological, a complete recreation of France’s greatness in the eighteenth 

century, and one in which the only evidence of the Camondo family was the 

name of the building. 

 

It has to be stressed, for the legend is still propagated, that the idea that the 

now Museum Camondo is somehow a tremendous gift and achievement 

granted to France by generous aesthetes, is bizarre. Not one thing in the 

Camondo Museum but is a product of the French genius fabricated in the 

era of its greatness from Louis XIII to Louis XVI. It was the property of the 

French. Revolution and wars and the terrible convulsions of banking 

capitalism took these artefacts from their owners, flung these same owners 

into the streets or into exile, expropriated their palaces, and at best let them 

sell at bankers’ auctions what had not already been snatched from their 

hands and houses. As a member of the Beaumont family, doyens of the 

French aristocracy, commented as she walked round the Museum: ‘But 

these things belonged to everyone we know!’ The gulf between the 

aristocracy and the specifically jewish members of the banking elite was 

never bridged because they were all too aware that as their fortunes waned 

the others’ soared into a wealth beyond imagining. 

 

Nissim de Camondo, grandson of the Constantinople Nissim, and son of 

Moïse, the obsessional collector and ‘expert’ of eighteenth century French 

art, was killed in the 1914-18 war as were some of the other sons of the 

banking elite. Even that cut little ice with the Duchesse de la 
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Rochefoucauld, descendant of the famous author of the Maxims, as she 

observed that their sacrifice was utterly appropriate. ‘Rien d’etonnant, car 

c’est une guerre d’usure!’ In French, the word for attrition and usury is the 

same! 

 

Unlike the other great families, the Camondos, having few sons, soon gave 

up banking. In that sense, from Moïse to the end of the family line they 

cannot be considered or judged as part of the banking elite. Inside that 

fraternity they were, even among endless financial conflict, protected and 

untouchable. Once they left the arena of money the Camondos became 

simply one among many normal rich jewish families. And so it was, that 

inevitably in the mid-twentieth century, the terrible pent-up demonic energy 

of Naziism fell upon the defenceless, innocent remnants of the once great 

Camondo family. Beatrice, the last of the line, and her young son and 

daughter, both in their twenties, were swept up by the Gestapo to die with 

millions of others in the concentration camps of Poland. 
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VII 

 

It is clear from our investigation that the bankers represent the summit of 

one unified usury system, but that system englobes the oil producers, the 

high-value commodity producers, and the global corporations which include 

even the food industry, which in its greed now tags its patent onto tropical 

plants in the depths of what remains of the rainforests of the Amazon. An 

inescapable interdependence links banking through the whole process of 

trade, although what might be considered normal trade is itself utterly 

subservient to the activities and price structures of the media moguls, the 

commodity traders, the futures traders and the currency traders. These last 

hide behind the name of ‘speculators’ as if to suggest they were not an 

intrinsic part of this diabolical alliance. We have also identified that this 

banking elite, while being led and controlled by families of jewish origin, at 

the same time are very clearly responsible in part for the ghastly genocide 

perpetrated on their own people. It is now well known that it was not only 

Hitler’s banker, Schacht, but the leading Wall Street bankers of jewish 

origin, who helped finance the National Socialist party. As we have seen 

with the archetypal figure of Zaharoff, there is nothing more irresistible than 

a good war, and the rise of the Nazis presaged an inevitable re-armament 

programme on a massive scale. 

 

There is a highly sophisticated and methodical process to deflect intelligent 

critical examination of the bank system. Because of what has just been 

indicated, the first wall of protection is to accuse anyone who attacks the 

bankers as being anti-semitic, but in the light of what we have established 

here that is patently absurd, since they are partly the authors of these 

people’s tragic suffering. To avoid the unmasking of their terrible betrayal 

of their own people it has been preferable to elevate Hitler into a position 

which is metaphysically untenable, projecting him as some kind of 

incarnation of something called absolute evil. The jewish philosopher, 
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Hannah Arendt, made her famous analysis of the psychology of the 

exterminator and concluded that his essential quality was what she defined 

as ‘the banality of evil’. It is this banality that is denied in the dreadful cult 

of the dead that has built up around his victims, setting their suffering aside 

from the suffering of the tens of millions killed in the Gulags, a whole 

nation of dead whose elimination can be traced to those same enormous 

contradictions in the capitalist society, the political instrument of which has 

in every case had a structuralist, democratic and constitutional character. 

This dilemma and this trap sooner or later must be confronted by the 

thinkers in the jewish communities, and the presence of a significant jewish 

leadership in the ecological movement and in the anti-globalisation 

movement in America indicates that this discourse has begun. 

 

The second defence against critical analysis is equally outrageous. Because, 

as we have shown in detail, the so-called democratic dialectic is based on an 

antagonism between Left and Right, a sane remnant in each of the two 

groups could not fail to recognise the sinister role of the usurers. The early 

Leftist thinkers, like Proudhon and Bakunin had no doubt about the matter, 

however, the socialist discourse was hijacked in a series of vicious and 

slanderous attacks by Karl Marx, while in the pay of the Rothschilds. So it 

was that the most tragic deception of the twentieth century was perpetrated, 

the mythic idea that dictatorship of the proletariat would banish the 

capitalist elite, with the disastrous results we all know. The Right, in their 

perverted doctrine of socialism, that is to say also working in a framework 

which denied its founding fathers, Bakunin and Proudhon, apart from the 

macabre racism in Germany also had a minority discourse which centred on 

the practices of usury. As well as genuine and useful demonstrations of the 

contradictions in banking and paper money, they dangerously misread the 

undoubtedly existent dimension of freemasonry and the menacing identity 

of supra-national political institutions. Abandoning reason, they moved 

towards the philosophy of a world conspiracy. Regrettably, what has come 

to be called Conspiracy Theory can also clearly be identified as the 
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politicisation of private paranoia. It follows that anyone saying there is a 

world conspiracy is undoubtedly crazy. Brilliantly, the financiers’ think-

tanks have relegated all critical attacks on the banking system onto the 

sidelines by simply declaiming loudly, ‘Conspiracy Theory!’  

 

What is proposed here is neither anti-jewish nor an application of 

conspiracy theory. The analysis contained here is authored by a Muslim and 

laid out in the light of the Qur’anic revelation and the glory of the Sunna of 

the Messenger, may Allah bless him and grant him peace, and the ‘Ijma of 

the Islamic community through all its time of Khalifal rule.  

 

A further modern dimension to the evolution of bankism is the issue of the 

relationship between world banking and the illegal drug industry. While the 

heavy drugs continue to kill less people than alcohol and tobacco, and while 

their death rate is heavily dependent on the adulteration of the commodity 

due to the pressure of its commercialisation, the Democratic rulers persist in 

its illegality after the proofs that taking it out of a market evaluation would 

result in the sale of the unadulterated article and an almost complete 

elimination of those deaths caused by chemical additives. The drug industry 

takes its place along with armaments as the prime wealth producer of the 

kafir system. Again, with their highly paid public relations experts, the 

bankers have invented a financial terminology to suggest that their 

relationship to the drug industry is utterly innocent and due entirely to the 

cunning deception of the drug producers. The term they have produced is 

‘money laundering’. This has a double irony, for it has the temerity to 

suggest that the rest of the money system is itself spotlessly clean. There is 

simply no way that the world’s banks can hold, and deal with, transfer and 

invest the wealth of the drug barons in a state of ignorance. Equally, it is 

untenable that the billions from this socially destructive trade remain outside 

of the banking system, tucked under the beds of the drug cartel bosses in 

brown paper bags.  
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The kafir press itself has boasted of the four hundred individuals who own 

almost half the world’s wealth, so it is no fantasy of their opponents. The 

disturbing fact remains that these people are basically unknown while they 

control the destiny not only of the world’s population but of the globe itself. 

For a brief moment the veil was lifted on just one of these most shameless 

and hated people. Let us grit our teeth, and turn our gaze upon just one of 

this loathsome cohort, now blessedly dead.  

 

Were it not for the event of his death and the strange nature of his demise, 

we would all have remained blissfully ignorant of his very existence. At 

5 a.m. on Friday December 3rd 1999, it was claimed that two masked 

intruders broke into the Monaco penthouse of the billionaire banker, 

Edmond Safra. Fires were started in the apartment which got out of hand, 

and the terrified banker fled to the bathroom with his nurse and locked the 

steel reinforced door for safety. Although his wife told him by cell-phone 

that it was safe to come out, apparently he was too scared and as a result the 

banker and his nurse were killed by smoke inhalation. The penthouse atop 

the elegant six-storey Belle Époque building, which, true to form, also 

housed three banks, was seriously damaged in the resultant blaze. Soon the 

story of masked intruders gave way to the story that the fire had been an 

inside job started by his jewish nurse, Ted Maher. That story in turn became 

increasingly dubious as the media began to investigate the event. An ugly 

trail of evidence emerged rapidly showing that Safra was under 

investigation in connection with the Iran-Contra operation. There were 

further allegations that he was deeply involved in handling funds of the 

Russian mafia. Then a book surfaced entitled ‘Vendetta’ by Bryan Burrough 

which told in dramatic form of a savage conflict between Safra and the 

powerful American Express banking sector. Excerpts of the book were 

published, but the book suddenly went out of print and became inaccessible. 

The corpse at the centre of this frenzy of gossip and news turned out to be 

one of the wealthiest private citizens in the world. Simply nobody had ever 

heard of him. Yet he had owned the Trade Development Bank of 
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Switzerland which he had sold to American Express in 1983. He owned the 

Republic National Bank of New York, SAFRA banks (Florida, New York 

and California), Banque de Crédit Nationale, S.A.I. (Beirut, Lebanon), 

Banco SAFRA, S.A. of Brazil, Sabon S.A. of Panama, Concord Trust Ltd. 

in London, and as well as these he owned numerous other banks throughout 

the world. He had been born in Lebanon, and true to the profile we have 

indicated he defined himself as both banker and philanthropist. At the time 

of his death at the age of sixty seven he was overseeing the sale of the 

Republic National and the affiliated SAFRA Republic Holdings to Britain’s 

HSBC Holdings for $9.85 billion. The sale went through, generating 

$2.8 billion for Safra’s heirs. His security chief, Shmule Cohen, got to the 

apartment too late to rescue Safra, who had recruited a small army of 

security guards from among the veterans of special units of the Israeli army. 

His banker’s profile remains utterly classical with the usual series of luxury 

houses, villas and apartments throughout the world. His villa La Leopolda, 

which had been the property of King Leopold of Belgium, hence its now 

vulgar name, had been the site of those hideous celebrity parties at which 

the banking elite liked to surface to mingle with media stars and moguls. 

One highly poetic press report on his demise told its credulous readers that 

his wealth had been gained in the Lebanon through helping finance the 

desert caravans! How long can people continue in such naivety and abysmal 

ignorance in the face of those who once had nothing then by a series of 

ruthless deceptions, manipulations and collaborations succeed in that 

gigantic theft which leaves them with the massive capital sum reckoned in 

billions, acquired only by reducing the world’s masses to being part of that 

one great nation of debtors, the human race, minus a few hundred criminals? 

 

A final political note should be added to this analysis since it also helps to 

isolate and define these enemies of mankind and in particular the Muslims. 

It has been seen that one characteristic of Democracy was its setting up a 

society that moved from being land based to money based. Again the 

popular journalistic term ‘banking aristocracy’ is another deception, even 
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though this does not mean that they have not also by their crimes acquired 

significant land holdings. The political philosophy of the modern State, i.e., 

U.S.A. and E.U., anathematises any form of elitism, since to form an elite 

would imply return to a power system that was dominant over the now 

gloriously liberated People. So after the accusation of anti-semitism it could 

be said the worst thing you could be accused of was being an elitist. Again 

the reason is, with both these terms, that the bankers must be protected from 

detection. In Britain the entire social framework of a rich culture with a 

living heritage was brought to an end by its socialist government. The so-

called Mother of Parliaments had survived for centuries with a bicameral 

system, the House of Commons which governs and the House of Lords 

which is the revising and advising chamber. Culturally the House of Lords 

still left a voice of authority for a land-based society. The reason for 

abolishing the second chamber was that the Democrats declared that it was 

outrageous that a man should govern simply by reason of heredity. Since 

that was the offending principle, and not the political record of the Lords, 

and since those same Lords had been in every case brought near bankruptcy, 

or certainly penury, they had nothing to offer the country except whatever 

genetic talent they had. They had been brought low by a series of hereditary 

taxation laws and death duties. Ponder the fact that no such inhibition or 

social relegation was imposed on the bankers’ families. They are an elite, 

who even married into the aristocracy during the last century in their climb 

to power. Now, of course, like the land barons of old, they marry each other. 

The great banking families of Europe and America are family affairs whose 

genealogical trees are themselves mappings of the world’s wealth. Only 

recently the Rothschilds commissioned a set of miniatures depicting the 

large number of palaces that they have owned, and still do, across Europe 

since their well documented rise to power.  

 

It is now time to examine the present situation, and that, in the light of the 

Noble Qur’an, the guide of the muminun. 
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VIII 

 

It is urgent that the kuffar understand that even with the right critique of 

social and financial processes they will fail to liberate us from our current 

enslavement. The categoric difference between the two groups, the kuffar 

and the muminun, is that the first group sees itself as outside the pattern of 

the destined events, and the other sees itself as under the commanding 

power of Allah, glory be to Him, from Whom there is no escape. Only those 

who have broken away from the destroying lie of humanism and crossed 

over to Iman, to acknowledging the lordship of the Divine Creator and 

Master of the Day of Reckoning of all mankind, and the law-giving of His 

Messenger, may Allah bless him and give him peace, will be among the 

victors. The lesson of the last two centuries has been that mankind, left to its 

own device, Democracy, is turned from a faceless mass into one man who 

stands for all, a dictator and destroyer who brings about the genocide of his 

own people. The leaders of the democracies are no different from the 

renowned dictators. ‘Government of the People, for the People, by the 

People’ is slaughter in Viet Nam and Korea. Democracy in Europe is 

wholesale destruction of a nation in the wastelands of ‘Desert Storm’, and 

the resulting mass deaths of infants and invalids in Iraqi hospitals. 

Democracy gave South Africa two things even worse than the shameful 

Apartheid: it put the gold securely in the hands of the usury elite, safe and 

secure, and then made Johannesburg the murder capital of the world, and 

assured the grizzliest of statistics, one rape every thirty seconds across the 

country.  

 

Resistance, if taken up, is immediately branded as terrorism. There is now a 

full procedure world-wide ready to crush it. Now the citizen of the world 

has one enemy himself—his brother. The police have been turned into the 

instrument of total control. Today armies only march, as in Turkey, against 

their own people. In Seattle, the National Guard fires upon what enemy? 
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The citizens of Seattle. All that differentiates them from their own brothers 

and sisters is their Special Combat Gear, black, armoured and medieval. It 

would be folly to fight them, with their stun guns, shields, poison gas and 

sinister uniforms designed to terrorise, unless perhaps one met them with 

identical outfits and technology.  

 

Since terrorism is dialectically pre-designed to failure, what can be done? 

The bankers say, ‘Dream on, there is a ten million or a hundred million to 

one chance you will be made rich by the lottery. A handful of you we will 

raise to great wealth because of your ability to distract, if only briefly, the 

masses, from our continued theft of their wealth and their resources. Film 

star—footballer—pop musician—we will reward you, even let you ask us to 

free some miserable ruined country from one year’s burden of its debt. Are 

we not philanthropists? Dream on. Our media friends have peopled your 

imagination with dinosaurs and creatures from other planets, and a celebrity 

world of wealth to look up to and adore.’ 

 

Curzio Malaparte explained: ‘Then he asked me why the Italian people had 

not had a revolution before the War to throw out Mussolini. ‘So as not to 

displease Roosevelt and Churchill, who were great friends of Mussolini 

before the War’,’ I replied. ‘That’s funny!’ They all exclaimed, looking at 

me in amazement. Then he asked me what a totalitarian State was. ‘It is a 

State in which everything that isn’t forbidden is compulsory,’ I replied. 

‘That’s funny!’ they all exclaimed, looking at me in amazement.’ 

 

How do we act? 

In everything—go to its opposite and success is assured.  

The enslavement of mankind has been in the name of Man.  

The liberation of mankind will be in the name of Allah. 

The licence to kill by concentration camp, Gulag, and peacekeeping is 

written in the false scripture, the Constitution. 

The licence to fight and kill the kuffar is written in the revealed Book, the 
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Qur’an.  

Man-made laws impoverish and enslave.  

Allah and the Messenger’s laws enrich and liberate. 

Humanism: the destroyer of civilisations. 

Islam: the creator of civilisations. 

Democracy: In the name of mankind, the merciless, without compassion. 

Islam: In the name of Allah, the Merciful, the Compassionate. 

 

In Surat Al-Ma‘ida in the Noble Qur’an, Allah orders and guides: 

 

“You who have Iman! do not take the Jews and Christians as your friends; 

they are the friends of one another. 

Any of you who takes them as friends is one of them. 

Allah does not guide wrongdoing people. 

 

Yet you see those with sickness in their hearts rushing to them, 

saying, ‘We fear the wheel of fate may turn against us.’ 

But it may well be that Allah will bring about victory 

or some other contingency from Him. 

Then they will deeply regret their secret thoughts.” 

 

The kuffar think they can rewrite our Deen, they even have the arrogance to 

tell us what it is, in their version of it, to make us do what they want. They 

cannot succeed because the Muslim community will always return to its true 

sources, the Final Message from the Divine upon the muminun, the Qur’an, 

and the Final Messenger, may Allah bless him and grant him peace. It is this 

path that He has chosen that is going to lead us to a restoration of health and 

justice. 

 

Allah lays down the conditions of success: 

 

“Your friend is only Allah and His Messenger 
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and those who have Iman: 

those who establish salat 

and pay zakat, and bow. 

 

And those who make Allah their friend, 

and His Messenger and those who have Iman: 

it is the party of Allah who are victorious! 

 

You who have Iman! do not take as friends 

any of those given the Book before you or the kuffar 

who make a mockery and a game out of your Deen. 

Have taqwa of Allah if you are muminun.” 

 

It is clear from this that a fundamental distinction has to be made between 

the kuffar and the muminun. The Messenger, may Allah bless him and grant 

him peace, has declared, ‘Kufr is one system.’ Our analysis of the 

relationship between Democracy and banking, between the apparently 

separate zones of trade, investment, media, and technological projects 

confirms the wisdom of this. They have united every social structure 

through the all-pervasive pricing of everything. All over the world people 

have passively submitted to the utterly unjust and unacceptable value-added 

taxation on every purchase. This has become one of the arterial flows of 

money to the heart of banking. It must be abolished. As long as we use their 

false currency we nourish the dragon. Every exchange without unjust 

taxation is acceptable inside Islamic law. Every exchange using gold and 

silver indicates the dying of the beast. The Islamic Dinar in the hand of the 

mumin is the weapon of his success. Imprinted on it is the authority of the 

‘Amr. The connection between ‘Amr, local Amir and central Khalifate, 

restores personal government after the degradation of Democratic politics. 

Islamic governance does not consist of an executive which legislates and a 

judiciary which takes its orders from the executive, or with the pretence of 

freedom from it. Khalifate is personal rule and yet the opposite of 
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dictatorship. Surrounding him is a collegiate group who command and fulfil 

command. The executive body is replaced by the consultative body. The 

Shaykh Al-Islam supervises and selects the Qadis, appointing them in their 

different places. The Wazir commands and fulfils commands over the whole 

social nexus, its projects in peace and war. The military are bound by the 

Sunna of Bayat which is the guarantee of loyalty and internal cohesion. The 

obligation of Jihad on the frontier of the Islamic polity is the preventive 

assurance that the people will be free of the ugly internecine fighting of 

citizen against citizen in cyclical storms of genocide, as compulsively 

practised by the kafir capitalist society. Every piece of news that the 

intelligent kafir hears will inspire him to cross over and abandon the legions 

of capitalist darkness. Who cannot want the end of inflation, supermarkets, 

and the sweeping away of those abominable people who now flaunt 

themselves as our masters and who have achieved this without the sweat of 

one day’s labour? Who cannot want an end to urban massacres, the 

abduction and violation of innocence, and the almost institutionalised 

acceptance of rape? Who cannot see that the unconditional thrusting 

together of men and women in the social nexus has degraded women, and 

commanded them to a kind of licensed prostitution which they are told 

represents their freedom?  

 

One of the initiating acts of this new force that is revitalising the Muslims is 

their final shedding of that lie which came from the Egypt of the bankers 

and the traitor ‘ulema who licensed the haram. The lie was that the People 

of the Book united jews, christians and Muslims in an ecumenical soup. 

This of course is a bitter lie. As things stand the jews and the christians have 

together brought us to this disastrous situation. For the former, but for a 

small minority, have abandoned their religion and turned as they did of old 

to worship of the golden calf in their sacred cities, Las Vegas and 

Hollywood. The latter no longer believe in anything. It was fitting that they 

were financially destroyed by the bankers after their willing collaboration in 

genocide. More profoundly, their theology, which never recovered from the 
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rational critique of the Reformation, has now been reduced to the media 

circus of mass gatherings of uneducated people and the cult of the Pope. 

Without the power and fury of the Inquisition and all its technical apparatus 

of torture, it is of course impossible to convince millions of people that the 

central ritual of their religion involves on a daily basis the anthropophagism 

of the Mass. The endlessly repeated ingestion of raw flesh and blood (or is it 

cooked?) is in itself repulsive, but when it becomes the guarantee of 

redemption for a life of sin, the intellect has to protest. There is no way 

Islam can conjoin with these ruined religions, it can only warn them and call 

them to abandon their deviation from the Truth and the ruin it has brought 

on the planet. In Surat At-Tawba Allah declares: 

 

“It is He who sent His Messenger 

with guidance and the Deen of Truth 

to exalt it over every other Deen, 

even though the mushrikun detest it.” 

 

This is what we are going to do. 

 

Today we look out on the world and we see the seemingly endless series of 

images which show child poverty, prostitution and degradation. The luckiest 

of them are slave labour to allow the kafir elite in Europe and America to 

wear special shoes in their jogging to shed the excess fat caused by their 

devouring greed. We look out and see the corpse-strewn continent of Africa, 

its peoples condemned to arbitrary old-imperialist frontiers rather than the 

rational ethnic divides which would eliminate the recurrent waves of mass 

murder. We see South Africa, which, in its struggle against Apartheid, 

launched a Freedom Charter that promised to expropriate the wealth of the 

gold and diamonds and put them in the ownership of the People. Once their 

leadership had agreed to remove the offending clauses of expropriation, 

then they were given the country to govern with the useless enslaving tools 

of Democracy, a result which produced a more terrible injustice than that of 



 86

the racial crime they had hoped to remove. We look out and see the 

dilemma of the capitalist fortress which dominates all of this, the U.S.A. and 

the E.U.. Civic crimes the like of which cannot be found in Shakespeare or 

Goethe or Lope de Vega. Waves of child murderers sentenced to light 

prison sentences then released to repeat their crime. Armed children in 

middle-class schools turning on their fellow students with automatic 

weapons in the same carnage they had watched repeatedly on their TV 

screens while their parents worked in the bank. There is not anywhere you 

look that you do not see that everything is worse than it was before and is 

hurtling to an irrecoverable nihilistic end. 

 

Allah says:  

“So do not waste your grief on the people of the kafirun.” (5:70) 

 

What we are faced with is the all-pervasive system of usury finance 

controlling every aspect of life, and evaluating, or more correctly 

devaluating, everything in it. It is the all-inclusive nature of this networked 

linkage that fills people who are not Muslim, and those Muslims who have 

not been taught their Deen correctly, with a sense of helplessness. It is clear 

that if you tear any part of the web it simply reconnects along new circuits. 

One could say that Bonnie and Clyde did not destroy the banking system. 

Today, of course, raiding any bank could prove quite futile since the world’s 

money no longer exists except as electronic impulses. As far as being free of 

this magical and fantastic financial system goes, let us recall that one of its 

arch-priests, Zaharoff, showed us the way with that cynical and suicidal 

temperament that is the hallmark of the banker. Do not use it. If you do not 

use it you are free of it. It is an imagistic fantasy. It is not reality. It is not 

even virtual reality. It is the strobing light which if looked at drives the 

epileptic to his fit. Hundreds of kuffar groups across the world are creating 

alternative currencies, but lacking the light of Islam and its wisdom they 

simply replace one valueless symbolic exchange token for another. The 

bankers’ race to abandon the dollar, and by inexorable logic, also later to 



 87

abandon some ultimate one-world currency, replacing the pseudo-money as 

such with an electronic data-tagging which will simply measure the level of 

debt of every individual human creature, must not be allowed to succeed. 

 

Despite all of this the Muslims have to look beyond the Pharaonic magic of 

the loathsome one-worldism, the rhetoric of which covers its true purpose of 

a One Bank control system. None of this would happen if it were not for the 

bankers and their collaborative elite. It is the bankers themselves who must 

be seen as the enemy of the Muslim community, and those who are not 

Muslim but who will come under our protection through the protective 

payment of the jizya. We, the Muslims, and our protected dhimmis, stand 

over and against the one enemy designated by Allah, glory be to Him, in the 

Qur’an—the kuffar. 

 

The great Malaparte found: ‘The problem of the conquest and of the defeat 

of the State is not a political problem, but rather it is a technical problem. 

The art of defending the State is determined by the same principles which 

determine the art of conquering the State, while the circumstances 

favourable to a coup d’Etat are not necessarily of a political or social nature, 

and they do not depend on the general situation in the country.’ Today the 

Bank is the State, and the state apparatus is its police system. The conditions 

that render favourable a coup de Banque are neither political nor social, they 

are spiritual. Neither a political crisis inside the prison dialectic of the now 

clearly perceived politicos and their expensive theatre, nor a social crisis 

such as regularly falls on the masses through the vagaries of cyclical 

inflation and recession, will presage the coup de Banque. Rather it will 

come by the actions of the muminun, acting only for the pleasure of Allah—

in their giving over what He has forbidden and taking on what He has 

commanded. They will be tempted onto the path of terrorism, through 

agents provocateurs, by the bankers themselves, hoping that thus again they 

will fall into their trap. They will be offered ‘membership’ with even greater 

rewards, an ‘Islamic super-bank’, an Islamic media empire, on a larger scale 
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but just as they had already done with Fetulah Gülen in Turkey.  

 

The coup de Banque will not happen by our powerful actions, but our 

powerful actions will merely initiate an event which will belong entirely to 

Allah. The unforeseen, the unforeseeable, these two dimensions of reality 

are part of the arsenal of Allah. Allah declares: 

 

“They plotted and Allah plotted. 

But Allah is the best of plotters.” (3:53) 

 

The luminous ayats of Qur’an which will unlock the prison of world usury 

and allow the Muslims to surge to their tremendous promised victory 

declare:  

“You who have Iman! Have taqwa of Allah 

and forgo any remaining riba (usury) 

if you are muminun. 

 

If you do not, know it means war from Allah and His Messenger. 

But if you make tawba you may have your capital, 

without wronging and without being wronged.”  (2:277-278) 

 

‘War from Allah’ indicates, as we have said above, that the usurers cannot 

escape from the inevitability of the destined events in which they are 

inescapably trapped. ‘And His Messenger’ means that by the power granted 

to those who obey him, his Sunna and the Shari‘at will be the active 

instruments of this inevitable and overwhelming victory for Islam. This new 

awakening and revitalisation of the Deen has already started and it is 

characterised by a Muslim community again refreshed, having emerged 

from the dismal deserts of wahabism into passionate and elevating love of 

our beloved Messenger, may Allah bless him and grant him peace. We 

know now what we must do. We have started doing it. La ghaliba ila’llah! 

No victor but Allah! 
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* * * * * 
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APPENDIX 

 

Excerpted from The Sunday Telegraph, January 30th, 2000: 

 

‘…Lord Rothschild, head of the famous banking clan and, until two years 

ago, chairman of the Heritage Lottery Fund… 

…Jacob Rothschild’s manner is engagingly languid for a man of such 

action. His lanky frame, clad in an impeccably tailored suit, is folded behind 

a massive mahogany desk embellished with lions’ heads. Piles of paper and 

antique bibelots clutter the desk; bookcases with Corinthian columns and 

marble busts in plinths complete the patrician feel. Indeed, it appears more a 

19th-century gentleman’s study than the frenetic workplace of an astute 

financier. 

 

Visitors should not be deceived: Lord Rothschild’s intellect is as sharp as 

the points on all five arrows on the banking dynasty’s crest. “My genes are 

half English Bloomsbury stock, since my grandmother Mary Hutchinson 

was a Strachey and half Rothschild,” he says in his habitual drawl. “It’s a 

dichotomy but I find it fun. I’ve got two interests — one is the economic life 

and the other is the art world.” 

 

He began to make his mark in the latter in 1985, as chairman of the National 

Gallery at the time when the Sainsbury wing was being built. Like his 

forebears, he feels strongly about carrying on the Rothschild tradition of 

artistic philanthropy and collecting. “We (Rothschilds) haven’t always done 

it,” he comments. “I mean they were living in the ghetto in the early 19th 

century. But once they became wealthy, they were always public spirited. 

Those are the things I believe in… Besides, it’s easier to ask others for 

money, if you happen to give yourself.”’ 

 


