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the remainder of the Caprichos satirize 
and lampoon various attitudes, both En-
lightened and conservative Spanish.
	 Caprichos 43 is perhaps the 
most famous of his works: The Sleep 
of Reason Produces Monsters. On the 
margin of a sheet containing a study 
for Caprichos 43, Goya had this to say: 
“The author’s…intention is to banish 
harmful beliefs commonly held, and 
with this work of Caprichos to perpet-
uate the solid testimony of truth.” On 

the artist’s subjectivity is a key element 
of the philosophy of romanticism (and 
of modernity) as Charles Taylor has fa-
mously discussed in his Sources of the 
Self.
	 In particular, Courtyard with Lu-
natics is a terrifying example of Goya’s 
dark turn (see page 33). The courtyard 
itself appears claustrophobic, boxed in 
by thick walls, with the only light em-
anating in from above. The “lunatics” 
within the courtyard take on a variety 
of expressions, with a pair fighting in 
the middle, one looking towards the sky 
(perhaps for forgiveness) as he appears 
poised to whip the two combatants, and 
a pair (one on the left and one on the 
right) staring at the audience, inspiring 
foreboding and despair in the viewer. 
Some have argued that Goya intended 
this painting as an indictment of the 
punitive treatment of insanity in highly 
inhumane asylums. Perhaps inspired 
by his own illness and self-imposed ex-
ile, Goya depicts a vision of the horrible 
alienation and fear caused by mental 
illness (and society’s shunning of those 
who suffered it).

The Middle Enlightenment and Los 
Caprichos

	 In 1799, Goya released a series of 
prints that Robert Flynn Jonhson called 
“the greatest single work of art created 
in Spain since the writings of Cervantes 
and the paintings of Velazquez”. This se-
ries of prints was called Los Caprichos.
	 Caprichos 1, another self-por-
trait, doesn’t appear to be anything spe-
cial. Goya’s facial expression is somewhat 
ambiguous, as it could either represent a 
tired old man, or a self-satisfied enlight-
ened artist looking at the viewer with 
disdain. The ambiguity only deepens, as 
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the one hand, the influence of the En-
lightenment clearly pervades his writ-
ing and work, but the tensions of En-
lightenment are present. The sleeping 
figure may reflect Reason itself, but it 
may also be a symbol of Goya himself, 
who suffered the breakdown of his own 
Reason during his illness. The monsters 
occupy the painting as the subject, rep-
resenting Reason, is sleeping. However, 
Goya is not making an endorsement 
of Enlightenment, arguing that once 
reason awakens the monsters will be 
banished. Instead, it seems more likely 
Goya is reflecting upon the distressing 
tensions within his own mind and the 
janus-faced nature of Enlightenment it-
self. It is as much a criticism of the ilus-
trados as it is an endorsement of their 
ideology. Another interesting note here 
is the shift to the focus on tapping the 
well-spring of the artist’s internal imag-
inative depths. Goya acknowledges the 
heavy psychic price of the violence and 
eroticism that can emerge like a flood 
from one’s own psychic wellsprings (and 
perhaps hints that this same price may 

be paid by an “Enlightened” society at 
large). For Goya, imagination and night-
mare, science and ignorance: these are 
inextricably linked. Reason itself gener-
ates Monsters it cannot slay.

The Horrors of War

	 Goya made no prints for a decade 
after the publication of the Caprichos. 
The Caprichos would cement Goya’s fo-
cus on the people, the Spanish pueblo, 
which he would continue to focus on 
for the last two decades of his life. Goya 
became reclusive following the publi-
cation of the Caprichos, but prior to his 
encounter with the horrors of the War of 
Spanish Independence. After 1808, Goya 
became a participant in, and a victim of, 
the tectonic shifts brought about by rev-
olution and war. Public artist and private 
man could no longer be separated.
	 In 1807-08, Napoleon’s French 
armies invaded the peninsula, and the 
Spanish people revolted. After the ple-
beians revolted, France engaged in ma-
jor reprisals the next day. That day was 
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May 3rd.
	 Painted by Goya in 1814, his pub-
lic and righteously indignant response 
to French imperialism was meant to 
immortalize the immense courage and 
suffering of the Spanish people. Goya 
painted it after the restoration of Ferdi-
nand VII and the expulsion of Spanish 
liberals. Goya depicted a brave pueblo 
aligned with Church and Crown against 
the Godless invaders. The actual Span-
ish uprisings were notoriously messy 
(guerrilla bands and juntas of “Right” 
and “Left” fought invaders and each oth-
er), but Goya provided a mythic integrity 
to the Spanish resistance by exalting the 
heroism and sacrifice of the people.
	 But while some of his most fa-
mous works exalted Spanish bravery, 
Goya published 82 prints between 1810-
1820 which seem to present a more 
honest response. The series of prints 
exhibit such emotional intensity and 
embrace, such moral & political am-
biguity in the depictions of the fight-
ing, that they could not be published 
in Goya’s lifetime. They only appeared 
in 1863, 35 years after Goya’s death. The 
actual name for the series of prints was 
“The Terrible results of the bloody war 
in Spain against Bonaparte. And other 
emphatic caprichos.” Today, they are 
simply called the Disasters of War.
	 Goya’s revulsion at the horror 
and brutality of war, and the savagery 
of the pueblo alongside the French, is 
a condemnation of all parties involved, 
not a celebration of heroic resolve. The 
Disasters can be split into three general 
groups: the victims and horrors of war 
(prints 2-47), victims of famine, death, 
and burial (prints 48-64), and “caprichos 
enfaticos” (prints 65-80), which depicted 
corruption in nightmarish form. While 
most of the prints were likely finished 

prior to 1814, the final group was prob-
ably conceived after the restoration of 
Ferdinand VII and before the Liberal 
coup in 1820, during the nadir of liberal 
power in the peninsula.

	 In his final decade of life, Goya’s 
works were not uniformly bleak, with 
portraits, religious paintings, and exper-
imental work all being explored; howev-
er, the most noteworthy of Goya’s works 
during this period are the so-called 
“Black Paintings” he created to decorate 
the walls of two rooms of his own resi-
dence in Madrid. Once a firm believer in 
the Enlightenment and his own talent, 
these works painted between 1820 and 
1823 cannot be considered celebrations 
of a revival in truth and reason. These 
works are primarily grotesque, and in-
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clude the famous Saturn Devouring His 
Children and The Witches Sabbath, 
among others. Nightmarish at best, they 
seem to allude to the violence and super-
stition of the Inquisition, but this time 
with little hope for a better future. The 
paintings were not meant for a public 
audience: only Goya, his family, and the 
few friends willing to visit an old ilustra-
do saw them. Goya painted them during 
an epoch when human reason slept; but 
that does not mean logic had been aban-
doned. Historian Gwyn Willians wrote 
“That these monsters are human is, in-
deed, the point.” Echoing his northern 
predecessor Bruegel, Goya saw the gro-
tesque and popular as a world opposed 
to order, rationality, aristocracy, and the 
ideal. But unlike Bruegel, Goya’s paint-
ings are not picturesque: they are brutal 
and offer little comfort.
	 Goya’s life, and the evolution of 
his artistry, reflects the tensions of the 
development of Enlightenment. At first 
self-assured and inspired by confidence 

in his own artistic subjectivity and vi-
sion, Goya’s experiences in the tumul-
tuous aftermath of the French Revo-
lution would shake these foundations 
of his own belief. Goya was prescient 
in imagining the union of Enlighten-
ment and barbarism. As Man becomes 
the measure and source of All, the art-
ists were the first who felt, and some-
times drowned under, the weight of the 
vast psychic oceans they were forced to 
plunge into in order to make sense of a 
world transformed. And perhaps Goya 
understood before many others that this 
transformation, so magnificent in its 
promises, could not overcome the ter-
rors lying deep within human nature.

***

Special thanks to the Wikimedia Founda-
tion, The Metropolitan Museum of Art, The 
Arthur Digital Museum, The Museum of 
Fine Arts, Giovanni Garcia-Fenech and Art-
stor, and Stephen Eisenman for preserving 
these pieces of art and having written many 
wonderful pieces that played roles in my re-
search for this essay.
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Manual for Monarchy
Curtis Yarvin

As Antonio Gramsci wrote a hundred 
years ago, “the old world is dying; 

the new world is struggling to be born.” 
Gramsci’s new world was indeed born; 
it grew up; it turned old; and the  Asy-
lum  reader can sense yet another world 
struggling to be born.
	 The central aspect of this strug-
gle is not the defeat of the old world. 
The new world will defeat it easily—
once that new world is born. Those of 
us struggling to midwife it are not, and 
should not, struggle against the old 
world. Instead we struggle against the 
abortions, the monsters and teratogens 
which are neither new nor old.
	 The most dangerous of these 
monsters is the unquestioned belief in 
the restoration of democracy. It is not 
only this word that has a sacred charac-
ter; it is the reality behind the word. The 
natural impulse on learning that this 
holy temple has been desecrated is to 
restore it. This understandable desire is 
the only life support of the old world. 
	 Most Asylum readers now under-
stand that our elected politicians, the 
“leaders of the free world,” have negligi-
ble power over the permanent civil ser-
vice which they nominally command, 
and  zero  power over the media-educa-
tional-nonprofit complex which de-
cides what is right and wrong. They 
have turned into the  late Merovingian 
kings  of which a chronicler wrote 1200 
years ago:

There was nothing left for the King to do 
but to be content with his name of King, his 
flowing hair, and long beard, to sit on his 
throne and play the ruler, to give ear to the 
ambassadors that came from all quarters, 
and to dismiss them, as if on his own respon-
sibility, in words that were, in fact, suggest-
ed to him, or even imposed upon him.

	 We can almost see the Dark Age 
teleprompter. One might as well cite the 
Queen of England today—except that 
the Merovingians were displaced not by 
a bureaucratic oligarchy, but by the ris-
ing Carolingian monarchy. Even Trump 
is famed for his hair!
	 Democracy, oligarchy, and mon-
archy are the rock, paper, scissors of 
political science. That paper has folded 
rock is a fact. When we think in demo-
cratic terms, we are trying to cut paper 
with rock. When we insult rock by call-
ing rock scissors, we are only reinforcing 
our idea that scissors are bad. No other 
idea can keep paper alive.

The Democratic Fallacy

	 The democratic fallacy is to “sit 
on the throne and play the ruler.” Any-
one who thinks about government in 
terms of issues or policies or causes is do-
ing exactly that.
	 If you had actual power, think-
ing about what to do with it would be 
very important. But since your power is 
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an illusion, thinking about what to do 
with this illusion can only be a trap. You 
should not be thinking about what to do 
with power you don’t have. You should 
be thinking only about how to get that 
power into the hands of (a) yourself; or 
(b) someone else who deserves it.
	 Consider the latest “popu-
list” cause—the “groomer” issue, aka 
transgender education in elementary 
schools. If you are sitting on the throne 
and playing the ruler, and like most Asy-
lum readers you think “trans kids” are 
an abomination (by the way, someone 
familiar with the other team explained 
to me the  real  issue behind child sex 
changes: intervening before puberty 
gives a  much  more sexually convincing 
result), you know exactly what to do: 
pass a law!
	 If you have power, this will work. 
If you have power, the solution is to par-
ticipate in government—to make it do 
the right thing. After all, this is Ameri-
ca—where we believe in the democratic 
rule of law, not the arbitrary rule of men.
	 If you have no power, however—
if you realize that all regimes are the ar-
bitrary rule of men, and you are not one 
of those men—your response must be 
quite different. If you see the men who 
rule doing something you feel is abom-
inable, your only recourse is to change 
the men who rule. The abomination 
is an  indictment of power, not an  invita-
tion to power. Every crime of the regime 
is evidence that the regime must change. 
It is not evidence that you must partic-
ipate in the regime—which actually 
means supporting it.
	 The right response to any abom-
ination of power  has nothing to do with 
the abomination. The right response is 
to  capture as much power as possible—
normally, all  the power. Each abomina-

tion is just one more count on the end-
less rap sheet of the old regime.

Fundamentals of Regime Change

	 To review: any problem you have 
with the regime is not evidence of a bug 
in the regime that needs to be fixed. It 
is evidence that the regime needs to be 
replaced.
	 Replacing regimes is both diffi-
cult and dangerous. A good analogy is 
a rocket launch. Everything has to work 
perfectly. If your rocket does not fire at 
all, and just sits there, this is the best 
form of failure. Any other form of failure 
is progressively worse.  Until the rocket 
reaches orbit, the better it works, the worse 
the outcome. A rocket that gets 99% of the 
way to orbit falls with a very large boom.
	 Therefore, the goal of a politi-
cal machine is the goal of any amplifier: 
to maximize gain. Gain  is the amount of 
output produced by a given input. The 
ideal political machine needs as little 
energy as possible from its supporters, 
and generates as much energy as possi-
ble from their actions.

The Fundamental Equation of Politics

	 The fundamental equation of 
politics is, perhaps unsurprisingly,
E=mc^2
	 That is: output energy equals 
mass times commitment times cohesion. 
	 Mass  is the mere quantity of 
human meat.  Commitment  is what the 
humans are able and willing to do. Co-
hesion is their capacity for coherent col-
lective action.
	 For obvious reasons, most peo-
ple who think about politics think about 
mass (attracting more followers) and 
commitment (getting them to do more 
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stuff). But the secret of political success 
in the 21st century is systems that cou-
ple low commitment with high cohesion.
	 Commitment is an especially 
tempting target because present levels 
of commitment are so low by historical 
standards. Apathy is the most important 
factor in the modern election. Emotion-
al engagement in any election besides 
national leadership elections is almost 
zero—lawn signs, name recognition, 
and other completely irrational factors 
driven only by budget do most of the 
work.
	 Consider commitment on a log-
arithmic scale of 0 to 10, where 0 does 
nothing, 1 votes, 2 is a write-in vote or 
political contribution, and 10 is a sui-
cide bomber. 2 is generally felt to be un-
achievable; 10 is out of the question.
	 For example, a civil war is impos-
sible in a civilized 21st-century country, 
because of low commitment. No one 
cares enough to fight—and the people 
who care the most are the worst. The 
best, most sensible people just want to 
grill.

The Power of Cohesion

	 One way to understand the pow-
er of cohesion is to imagine a voting 
system designed to make high cohesion 
easy.
	 Suppose voters could delegate 
their votes  permanently  to a politician 
or organization. 75 million Americans 
voted for Trump—but this was a low-co-
hesion vote. They asked Trump to repre-
sent them, once, in one election.
	 In this new system, any American 
will be able to click one button, once—a 
low-commitment operation, which does 
not interfere in any way with grilling—
and delegate all their political power to 

Trump (or some party, think-tank, etc).
Until they click another button and 
change their minds, Trump, or at least 
Trump’s staff, will vote on their behalf 
in every election for which they are eli-
gible—from President to dogcatcher. In 
fact, they will never have to think about 
politics again.
	 Their commitment is much low-
er—this “perma-vote” is much less work 
than traipsing to the polls every time 
some school board is up for election. 
Because of this super-low commitment, 
we would expect many low-engagement 
voters who can’t be bothered to get it up 
for any one election to perma-vote once, 
and leave that vote alone.
	 Suppose all 75 million Trump 
voters support Trump enough to give 
him a perma-vote. The result of this 
will be that Trumpist candidates win ev-
ery Republican primary—since primary 
turnout is much smaller than general 
turnout—and also win landslide vic-
tories in all midterm elections—since 
midterm turnout is smaller.
	 And these candidates will not 
merely be Trumpists. They will be 
Trump’s pets. Trump has no need to se-
lect experienced politicians with their 
own opinions and supporters, who will 
make up their own minds—why should 
he?
	 To maximize his power (and 
therefore the power of his support-
ers), he should elect nobodies who are 
completely beholden to him, and who 
have every incentive to follow his re-
mote-control directions to the letter. 
Like the Merovingian kings, they will 
be “content with the name of senator.” 
Why shouldn’t they be? If they are dis-
contented, and act on it, they will simply 
lose their jobs in the next election.
	 The result is a Presidency with 
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the nation-changing power of FDR, 
whose almost monarchical authority 
stemmed from the same mechanism: a 
rubber-stamp Congress. The most legal-
ly correct way to ratify a revision in the 
theory of the Constitution is to simply 
pack the Supreme Court with ten pli-
ant new justices. While the House can 
be replaced in a single election, it takes 
six years to turn over the Senate—but it 
does not take six years for existing sen-
ators to see the writing on the wall. The 
legalities are less important than the 
sense of unlimited and confident pow-
er—which inherently creates its own 
support. The public is a woman. Women 
love confidence.
	 Yet there is nothing anti-demo-
cratic about this reform. It does nothing 
at all to limit the power of the voters. To 
the contrary—it makes voting easier. A 
voter who tires of Trump can redirect his 
perma-vote to Hillary Clinton. If Hillary 
has 80 million perma-votes, she gains 
the same monarchical power. All this 
from an electoral convenience.

The Power of Irony

	 Because the perma-vote is so 
powerful that it makes a mockery of de-
mocracy, it is hard to imagine anyone 
who believes in democracy support-
ing this “reform.” Is this design an idle 
thought-experiment? Or could it actual-
ly happen?
	 With a little more commitment, 
we can imagine perma-voting happen-
ing without any kind of official support. 
Instead of a convenient button that the 
voter can press to transfer his vote per-
manently, the voter… installs an app. 
When there’s an election he is entitled to 
vote in, he goes to the polls and patient-
ly copies the app’s official ballot onto the 

paper in front of him, swearing silently 
at the obsolete data-entry task that these 
antiquated systems require him to per-
form. Why can’t the local election board 
just talk to his party’s server and upload 
his vote directly? And eventually, it will.
	 Why would anyone do this? At 
an emotional level, perma-voting is a 
fundamentally different experience 
from the conventional experience of de-
mocracy.
	 Democratic voting is emotional-
ly compelling because the voter sincere-
ly feels the experience of participating in 
power; he feels he is important, a kind 
of micro-king, decreeing that “we” (ie, 
the government) should do this, that, 
or the other thing. A felon who loses 
his right to vote feels almost castrated; 
he is no longer part of “we”; ultimately, 
he has ceased to matter as man and cit-
izen. Women need the right to vote not 
because they need pro-woman policies 
(abortion, easy divorce, outlawing sa-
loons, etc), but because without it, wom-
en do not matter.
	 Perma-voting is emotionally 
compelling because of its fundamental-
ly ludic and ironic quality. The perma-vot-
er is a player in a live-action game. The 
results of the game do matter; in fact, 
when the game is played well enough 
to win, they matter much more than the 
Merovingian results of democratic vot-
ing; but while this is thrilling, so is the 
mere sense of playing the game—the 
sense of collectively hacking the system. 
Rather than participating sincerely, like 
a  chump, in a rigged game that is not 
what it appears.
	 Nothing could be more iron-
ic than voting against democracy. As 
Bronze Age Pervert has said: “Learn that 
I don’t understand the gay idea of ‘iro-
ny.’” Obviously there is nothing ironic 
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about this line! To increase the power of 
your vote by giving it away—by abjur-
ing the trap of caring about “issues”—
to take power refusing the lie that you 
are already participating in power—is a 
profoundly ironic gesture.

The Supply of Irony

	 And because mass is part of 
the  E=mc^2  formula, nothing in this 
high-cohesion, low-commitment strat-
egy can work without a massively ironic 
population. Fortunately, this is exactly 
what we have.
	 Most political strategies used to-
day are dependent for their efficacy on 
20th-century or even 19th-century levels 
of sincerity and commitment. In the face 
of 21st-century apathy, they are useless. 
Apathetic but sincere people can care 
about a few things, for a little while. 
They cannot generate any significant 
amount of power. And apathy is con-
stantly increasing.
	 Irony is also constantly increas-
ing. As recently as the 1980s, irony was 
the exclusive possession of the over-
class. Today all media aimed at Ameri-
can consumers under 50 is drenched in 
irony. Generation X was in many ways 
the first ironic generation. Not every-
one 50 and under prefers to be ironic all 
the time—but everyone knows how to. 
At least if they watch TV, all young and 
middle-aged voters are fluent in irony.
	 At a certain point, the balance of 
mass has moved far enough away from 
sincerity and toward irony that ironic 
politics starts to be able to outcompete 
sincere politics. Trump in a way was a 
prototype. He ran with ironic messag-
ing, but without using any other ironic 
political techniques; he tried to govern 
sincerely, and failed. One day, the iron-

ic politics of the future will stop making 
these mistakes.
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On the Defense of Culture
Yukio Mishima

(Translated by Masaki)

The Three Characteristics of 
National Culture

The Japanese national culture pos-
sesses three characteristics. That is: 

reflexivity, totality, and subjectivity.
	 The ruins remaining in Greece, 
in which there are no true Greeks, are 
for the modern Greeks complete aes-
thetic objects, in which there is noth-
ing that returns to their subject, and the 
ability to feel the continuity of the life 
of culture from the ruins of Greece has 
conversely become the privilege of Eu-
ropeans. However, Japanese culture for 
the Japanese, just as the Tale of Genji 
has repeatedly been able to return to our 
contemporary subjects, affirm their con-
tinuity, and become the womb of new 
creations, transcending its aesthetic val-
uation as an object, and stimulating its 
continuity and reflexivity. It is this that 
people call tradition, and in this sense, 
I hold serious doubts about the view of 
literary history that isolates modern lit-
erary history from the Meiji period on-
ward from classical literary history. The 
reflexivity of culture is none other than 
the consciousness that culture is not just 
a thing “seen,” but also a “seeing” thing 
that looks back.
	 Further, the wholesale accep-
tance of “the chrysanthemum and the 
sword,” not to judge aesthetics ethical-
ly, but to judge ethics aesthetically and 
accept culture wholesale, is indispens-

able for a consciousness of the totality 
of culture, and this opposes all cultural-
ism and the cultural policy ideology of 
all forms of government. Culture must 
be wholesale recognized and wholesale 
maintained. Improvement and progress 
are impossible in culture, and in the first 
place, revision is impossible in culture. 
The delusion that these are possible has 
obstinately ruled Japan for some time 
after the war.
	 Further, culture in its extreme 
form manifests only in a subjectivity 
similar to the trinity of the three gods 
Brahman, Vishnu, and Shiva, who cre-
ate, maintain, and destroy. Concerning 
this, there is much that should be thor-
oughly reconsidered, contained within 
the seemingly extreme ideas of Hasuda 
Zenmei, who once criticized Fumio Ni-
wa’s Naval Engagement during the war 
by saying that, rather than continuing to 
write notes in the middle of a naval bat-
tle in order to record it, the attitude that 
the true man of letters should take would 
have been to help carry ammunition. As 
proof of that, Niwa, who immediately af-
ter the war wrote the novelistic exposé 
of the navy Bamboo Grass, at the time 
had the nature of an exquisite camera, 
because he himself demonstrated that 
he was reliant on a subjectless objectivi-
ty. Because the subjectivity of literature, 
on the extension line of the freedom of 
the cultural creative subject, should of-
fer itself up to the greatest fruits at each 
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moment resulting from works and of 
modes of action. And because Japanese 
culture has kept all cultural possibilities 
[that exist] for that purpose.
	 The foregoing definition of the 
concept of culture using reflexivity, to-
tality, and subjectivity of itself surely en-
courages consideration of how one must 
be in order to defend culture and what 
the real enemy of culture is.

Against What Do We Defend Culture?

	 The concept of culture of the Jap-
anese, in which through the body one 
learns a mode of action, and there for 
the first time grasps one’s original form 
of thought, that unifies culture and ac-
tion is, under all political forms, viewed 
as containing a certain degree of danger. 
An extreme example of control by a po-
litical system is wartime controls, but the 
thought of Confucians, who regarded 
Genji as a book that teaches licentious-
ness, persisted continuously from the 
Edo bakufu. That was always a policy 
of severing the totality and continuity of 
culture somewhere and refashioning it. 
However, if one thinks of culture itself as 
the corpus of the modes of action of the 
Japanese, then it would be a problem 
to sever it somewhere and say that one 
may go no further. On the contrary, one’s 
efforts should continually be directed at 
the regeneration of culture through the 
total acceptance and restoration of its to-
tality and continuity, but in our time, as 
a result of the severance of the “sword” 
in “the chrysanthemum and the sword,” 
the endless emotional slovenliness that 
is one characteristic of Japanese culture 
has emerged, whereas during the war, as 
a result of the severance of the “chrysan-
themum,” deceit and hypocrisy arose 
in a different direction. That the side of 

the oppressor habitually plays the role 
of hysterical hypocrisy has not changed 
between wartime and the present.
	 The preservation of culture as an 
object, excluding extreme examples like 
that of the Chinese Communist Great 
Cultural Revolution, can be entrusted 
without worry to the culturalism of any 
political form. Culturalism permits all 
hypocrisies, because Iwanami Library 
reissues Hagakure. However, in defend-
ing the freedom of the creative subject 
and the continuity of its life, one must 
choose a system of government. Here 
begins the problems of action, that is, 
what to defend and how to defend it.
	 What does it mean to defend? 
Culture cannot defend culture, and at-
tempts to defend speech with speech 
necessarily only either fails, or merely 
has others overlook it. “To defend” is al-
ways the principle of the sword.
	 The act of defending is thus nec-
essarily accompanied by danger, and 
self-renunciation is essential for defend-
ing oneself. Defending peace always 
requires preparation for violence, and 
an eternal paradox exists between the 
object being defended and the act of de-
fense. One may say that culturalism is 
something that evades this paradox and 
covers its own eyes.
	 That is, culturalism places em-
phasis on the object being defended, 
determines the act of defense in accor-
dance with the characteristics of the 
object being defended, and there seeks 
a basis of legality. Because they find le-
gality in stipulating that one can only 
defend peace peacefully, culture cultur-
ally, speech with speech, and violence 
with violence, they conceptually limit 
the effectiveness of violence, and they 
ultimately come to assert the ineffec-
tiveness of violence. That, when force is 
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ethically rejected, one is carried away by 
the necessity of demonstrating the in-
effectiveness of force itself. It is, in fact, 
none but a single chain of psychological 
processes that fear plays. That cultural-
ism falls from the rejection of violence 
to the ultimate rejection of the state (En-
zensberger, in his Politics and Crime, 
defines state power as a monopoly on 
violence and views criminals as com-
petitors who threaten that monopoly) is 
through this route, and there, “culture” 
and “self-preservation” operate with-
in the same psychological mechanism. 
That is, culture and humanistic welfare 
values become synonyms.
	 Thus, the fundamental psycho-
logical structure of fear and egoism that 
lurks beneath culturalism results in a 
hysterical fantasy that attempts to ignore 
the power of others in order to defend its 
own powerlessness.
	 The cold reality is that, in de-
fending culture, force is required just as 
it is to defend all other things, and that 
it is the creators and maintainers of cul-
ture themselves to whom that force must 
belong. At the same time, the idea that 
the actions and methods of “defending 
peace” must all be peaceful is a general 
delusion of culturalism and one form of 
the feminine illogic that is dominating 
postwar Japan.
	 Nevertheless, the essence and 
present state of the object being defend-
ed are not necessarily in concord. As 
the posing of objects based on the ide-
al images of each respective worldview 
from both sides, like “defend the peace,” 
“defend the parliamentary system,” and 
“defend the people,” mutually uses the 
same words, one cannot but relativize 
“defend culture” from the essence of the 
actions in which friends and enemies 
exist, and at the same time, the achieve-

ment of the absolutization of relative 
values through death is but the essence 
of action. Either way what they hold in 
common is that the value of the act of 
defense does not lie in the preservation 
of the status quo.
	 When the values of the object 
to be defended are threatened, it con-
sequently includes within it the sponta-
neity of the transformation of the status 
quo, and to exercise the act of defense 
in the direction of this transformation 
must be the general mode. If the pres-
ent state of the object to be defended 
is perfect, if, like a diamond of several 
hundred carats in a museum, it is a pas-
sive being to be only defended, that is, if 
there exists in the object to be defended, 
neither the possibility nor the subject 
of the development of its life, then the 
act of defending such a thing will sure-
ly, just like the surrender of Paris, ulti-
mately end either in defeatism or the 
destruction of the thing being defend-
ed. Consequently, the act of “defending” 
must further, like culture, have reflexivi-
ty. That is, there must be an opportunity 
for the identification of the ideal image 
of the defender and the true form of the 
defended. Going one step further, there 
must be the possibility of the ultimate 
realization of the identification of the 
defender with respect to the defended. 
Between the diamond in the museum 
and the guard this sort of identification 
is impossible, and I think that it is in just 
this sort of possibility that the basis of 
the glory of the act of defense lies. The 
basis of the glory that the state can grant 
is also based on this psychological struc-
ture. Thus, in the act of “defending cul-
ture,” the identification of the freedom 
of the creative subject within the de-
fender with the reflexivity, totality, and 
subjectivity of culture itself is expected, 
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and here appears the essential character 
of culture. That is, culture by its essence 
demands “the act of defense” from the 
subject of culture (or rather the creative 
individual that draws on the original 
subject), and the object that we defend 
amounts to neither thought nor a polit-
ical system, but ultimately “culture” in 
such a sense. By culture itself demand-
ing self-renunciation, it is this site that 
becomes the transcendental moment of 
the self.
	 Consequently, culture neces-
sarily hints at extrication from the ego-
ism that it will defend its own safety. At 
present, the defense of the peace consti-
tution on one hand becomes the ban-
ner of the class struggle, while the fact 
that it is broadly supported by a base of 
self-preservationists, such as emotional 
pacifists, opportunists, the home, and 
family oriented who dream of self-pres-
ervation through the renunciation of all 
battle, a stratum of women who insist on 
their visceral repugnance for war, and 
others who have no connection to the 
struggle, makes the contradiction that 
the ideological self-renunciationists are 
supported by emotional self-preserva-
tionists. And these sorts of self-preser-
vationists at times applaud the actions 
of the Tri-Faction National Federation 
of Students’ Self-Government Associa-
tions out of a kind of pang of conscience. 
The tendency of the middle stratum of 
the indifferent, which grows increas-
ingly with urbanization, to direct their 
more or less faint political interest to 
dreams of a pleasant pacifism or social 
revolution in an attempt to preserve the 
balance of their conscience will surely 
become ever more clear.

The Unity of Creation and Defense

	 In contrast to this, the self-con-
sciousness of life in culture, in accor-
dance with the laws of life, spurs men 
toward the impulse of self-renunciation 
for the sake of protecting the continuity 
of life. From the isolation of ego-analysis 
and embedding in the ego, when culture 
falls into sterility, only extrication from 
this is thought to achieve the revival of 
culture, and revival simultaneously de-
mands the destruction of the self. The 
sterile self-sufficiency of a culture that 
does not contain such self-sacrificial mo-
ments was what was called “modernity.” 
And if the fact that the basis of the glo-
ry of ego extinction lies not in the dead 
splendor of the defended, but must lie in 
the living original power (the power to 
look back) is sought within the continu-
ity of the life of culture, it is self-evident-
ly clear what it is that we must defend. 
Thus, it is surely natural for the union of 
the subject and the object that are cre-
ation and defense. The dual path of the 
pen and the sword is such an idea. Not 
approval and maintenance of the status 
quo, but to defend was itself to reform, 
and simultaneously to “birth” and “be-
come.”
	 Now, because defense is action, 
one must possess a certain physical abil-
ity by training. I have heard that many 
of the key figures of the Taiwanese gov-
ernment are versed in Shaolin kung 
fu, but the lack of physical training of 
Japan’s modern literati, and their ten-
dency to take interest in the body sole-
ly through illness and medicine, has 
impoverished Japanese literature and 
limited its themes and horizons. I feel 
it strange that in so-called belles-lettres 
since Meiji there appears not a single 
scene of creation. Innumerable protago-
nists with sallow and unhealthy bodies 
run rampant in modern literature, as if 
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it were a storybook of famished devils. 
Protagonists with tuberculosis have de-
creased, but it is, as before, a paradise 
swarming with insomniacs, neurotics, 
impotents, unsightly bodies sedimented 
with subcutaneous fat, cancer patients, 
dyspeptic constitutions, sentimentalists, 
and the half-mad. Men who can fight are 
extremely rare. The old fixed idea that 
endowed illness and bodily ill-health 
with transcendental significance from 
Romanticism to the fin de siècle is not 
only entirely uncured, but this Western 
European notion at times panders to the 
trend of the times and appears in folk-
lorist disguise. This has even become 
the visceral reason of the weak, causing 
them to unduly despise, regard as dan-
gerous, or undervalue, action.
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The Art of History No. 1
Edward Luttwak

This interview was conducted by Giles 
Hoffmann and has been edited for brevity 
and clarity. 

My harassment campaign lasted 
several months, over which time 

I sent nearly fifty emails. On the first 
occasion that Edward Luttwak suggest-
ed a speaking time, I had scarcely read 
any of his work. I therefore ordered Lut-
twak’s subversive instruction manual, 
Coup d’État: A Practical Handbook (1968), 
and proposed an alternative date for our 
interview. When I later felt sufficient-
ly ready (having not read the book, but 
many of his LRB essays), Luttwak was on 
Tetamanu Island in French Polynesia, 
snorkeling among the corral and fish. 
We agreed on a day in the coming weeks. 
	 But fate conspired against us 
once again. Our interview was this time 
eclipsed by the Ottawa trucker’s convoy, 
in which I helped “organize,” an admit-
tedly boomer event destined to fail, but 
one that also served as tonic, especially 
for Canadians who are by default de-
pressingly catatonic. 
	 Finally, Luttwak and I spoke, the 
fruits of which are here. It turns out that 
I should have taken the first opportunity 
to talk, because Luttwak doesn’t so much 
answer questions, but instead he antici-
pates them, challenging you on the di-
rection he assumes you would have tak-
en. Alas my very researched questions 
will have to sleep forever in their files. 

Annoying? Yes. 

	 Even so, everything that Luttwak 
has to say is valuable; he is an ancient 
spirit dripping with an erudition that he 
cannot contain. Indeed if he wasn’t so 
charming, speaking in a slow cadence 
and grave accent, in a way that undeni-
ably conveys a man with experienced 
eyes, or if he wasn’t so brutal and bare 
in perspective, dismissing at once all the 
sinkholes of contemporary suffocation, 
without getting lost in the confused web 
of modern political “theories,” then Lut-
twak would be very dislikeable – would 
be!
	 But, as an archetypal of man of 
adventure and war, Luttwak is inelucta-
bly seductive, and so: I forgive him! 
	 We must too acknowledge the 
elephant in the frog pond: between 
Luttwak and many us, there is current-
ly a stanch disagreement over the Rus-
sian-Ukraine war. But that does not 
mean that Luttwak is by default a sup-
porter of the globohomo reign. Con-
versely, he foresees a victorious Ukraine 
as the soon-to-be birthed son, who will 
grow-up to attack both mother and fa-
ther – the life-denying influence of the 
European Union and America, as well 
as the authoritative Russian. Time re-
mains the judge of Luttwak’s optimism. 
	 This difference and other opin-
ions aside, it made me sad to speak with 
Luttwak. It’s hard to imagine anyone 
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living so freely today, tasting war and 
open possibilities, who is then later rec-
ognized for their genuine, exceptional 
insight. Luttwak seems like an anachro-
nism, a vintage piece who has no spir-
itual heir, condemned to memory and 
mere nostalgia.  
	 The obviously brilliant, now, 
have scurry into the subterranean 
depths, precisely because the risk of 
telling the truth, or having genuine ec-
centricities, is invariably met with the 
asphyxiating fire-blanket of botched bi-
ology who are in positions of decision. 
Their time will come. Until then, remain 
frothing at the teeth until the chaos they 
flame melts away the leash that restrains 
us. 
 	 And in fact, in Luttwak, we find 
a kindred soul who provides a vision of 
hope for the future. It is the same vision 
that will require tremendous sacrifice 
and risk for its sunrise to appear on the 
horizon, but will in turn whisper to our 
blood that history is not yet over.  

EDWARD
We have to do it quickly.

INTERVIEWER
Before we begin, I want mention that it 
is an honour –  

EDWARD
 –  That’s very kind. Let’s just get to the 
questions.  

INTERVIEWER
Everything you learned was in Palermo? 
[From a previous correspondence, Ed-
ward had mentioned that he had lived 
in “Palermo from age 5 till 10. Have not 
learned a thing since then.”] 

EDWARD

My parents were living in the center of 
Palermo, in nice apartments, facing the 
Opera, with a concert hall next door. 
There was a nice park with ancient 
trees. The only people who lived in the 
area were either aristocrats, the Ma-
fia, or business associates of the Mafia. 
The aristocrats had sent their children 
to boarding schools in Tuscany, so that 
they wouldn’t speak with the Sicilian ac-
cent. 

My parents had only just arrived in Italy. 
My father had been extraordinarily suc-
cessful and wanted me to mingle. I went 
to the local school and I spoke the Sicil-
ian dialect. Because of the Mafia’s pres-
ence at the school, we as boys were the 
only boys who didn’t fight each other. If 
we fought, then the winner would have 
to face the elder brother, and then even-
tually the parents…and then it would 
begin. So, we were the only children 
who knew about “arms control” – mean-
ing you could push, but you couldn’t 
punch and you couldn’t kick. We had 
vigorous soccer games instead. We had a 
soccer team that fiercely played against 
the neighbouring streets’ soccer teams. 
It was a gang organization, and eventu-
ally at the age of ten I became the lead-
er of my school football team. My guys 
liked war. 

Arms control and war by the age of ten. 

INTERVIEWER
You had your lesson in men by the age of 
ten, but when did you receive your les-
son in women? 

EDWARD
I used to play poker with the profession-
al skippers, who maintained the boats 
while the owners were away. I was there 
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on holiday throughout the summer, and 
during the week I was free, until the 
weekend, when the people would come 
from Milano to use their yacht. 

I was in Santo Margarito, which is one ki-
lometer away from Portofino. The boats 
were there, and there were nice women 
running around. It was a very good place 
for a fifteen-year-old to learn about life. 

INTERVIEWER
Were you, at this time, or earlier in your 
life, ever practicing Judaism? 

EDWARD
No, no, no! 

My family and I were never religious. 
We were just terrifically into reading 
the Torah in Hebrew, and my father 
was interesting in reading the Talmud 
in Aramaic. I know all the prayers and 
songs, and I read all the texts, but I was 
never pious. In Palermo, there was no 
synagogue. When we got to Milano we 
attended all the local festivals. 

We broke all the rules: we never kept 
the Sabbath. We did, however, read the 
text: the book, the chapter, and the verse.  
 
It’s a textual religion. 

INTERVIEWER
If not the pious, then at least the pro-
fane? Was it at this age when you had 
your…amorous escapades? 

EDWARD
Not amorous escapes. I was just a teen-
age boy entering manhood in a normal 
way. 

INTERVIEWER

You have described strategy has having 
two orientations: one that is concerned 
with analysis and bureaucracy –  the 
domain of plans and dates and com-
mon-sense, and systematic organization, 
where a straight-line narrative is possi-
ble. Here there are rules and guides and 
obvious applications. The second ori-
entation is very different, and concerns 
itself with the logic of strategy. This log-
ic is not linear, but contradictory, even 
paradoxical. Here there are no steadfast 
rules, and no instruction manual. It is 
rather the place for generalizations and 
instincts. It would seem to me, by this 
very definition, that there is a feminine 
essense, like Nature herself, in this latter 
distinction. 

Is Grand Strategy like a woman?

EDWARD
No. A woman you said? Absolutely not. 
I do not see any such parallels at all. Per-
sonal relations and the logic of conflict 
are completely different. I do not see 
the parallel.  I do not accept it. It doesn’t 
make sense. The logic of strategy is in-
herent to conflict and collective actions, 
and not individual actions. They are not 
governed by the same dynamic at all. 

INTERVIEWER
I’ve found mostly people who study war, 
but do not have a passion for it. They 
don’t seem fascinated and allured by 
conflict, especially battle. What happens 
when those who study war, do not also 
love war? 

EDWARD
You cannot study war seriously unless 
you have engaged in it. But it’s not only 
a question of the experience of warfare; 
it’s your emotional attitude to warfare. 
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People react to war, emotionally, in a 
very different way. Most people have no 
experience of war, they only have cine-
matic depictions of war. And to me they 
mean absolutely nothing. I have had my 
experiences of actual war – these expe-
riences were characterized by a discern-
able emotional dimension, in the sense 
that some people were afraid – who had 
to control their fear – while there were 
others who were not afraid – and there-
fore did not have to control their fear. 

People who were afraid and could not 
control their fear…Well, I couldn’t see 
them because they were not on the bat-
tlefield. They had avoided it or escaped. 

So, there are only two types of people: 
those who are afraid and who can con-
trol it, and then there are people who are 
fearless. Rightly or wrongly, they have a 
sense of invulnerability. I belong to the 
second category. I was never afraid. 

INTERVIEWER
If the possibility of war is an essential 
premise for anything political, then for 
Grand Strategy –  

EDWARD
– Grand Strategy is dominated by poli-
tic. Internal politics and external poli-
tics dominate. If you start a war ill-pre-
pared but you have a cohesive mission 
and strong allies, you are more likely to 
win than if you have an advanced mili-
tary, but you lack a cohesive mission and 
good allies. 

INTERVIEWER
But with innovations in destruction, 
from World War I to –   

EDWARD

– The First World War scared nobody, 
and indeed we had the second one. It 
only caused a few protagonists to absorb 
it. What interrupted the cycle was nucle-
ar weapons, because nuclear weapons 
exceeded the culminating point of use-
ful destruction. 

INTERVIEWER
And what do you think happens to men 
– as biological substance – without war? 

EDWARD
There are men around the universe, 
many of whom do not grow up with war 
or warring cultures. I just got back from 
Polynesia, and the Polynesians have 
not had any experience of war for cen-
turies. It has changed them. It is one of 
the reasons why it is rather nice to be in 
Polynesia, because people are extreme-
ly unaggressive. The French were very 
good colonial masters, so there is zero 
resentment…no chips on shoulders…
none of this angry stuff that you get in 
the Bahamas when they should be very 
polite, but they are not. 

So, the Polynesians are very nice… 

But the European Man, the one who dis-
covered everything and explored every-
thing and visited all those countries that 
never visited him…the European Man, 
he was absolutely forged by war. His 
constitution is the Iliad, and all those 
who diverge from that are, in different 
forms, dead-end people. The cuckoo 
clock story is a very accurate one. 

It is that European civilization was pow-
ered by war, and indeed, it all started 
with the Greeks. Remember Heracli-
tus’s phrase, “War is the Father of all 
things.” And the mode and the rise of 
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Europe and its domination, of which 
persists today despite Chinese attempts 
– very weak Chinese attempts, I should 
say – was due to the sequence of wars, 
destruction, and then the powerful en-
ergies of reconstruction. Man loves war; 
women love warriors. After the war they 
make children. 

The destruction of the war, is replaced 
my much more construction, and this 
is how Europe advanced, and the cit-
ies that were most often besieged and 
attacked were the ones that grew the 
most. London is an exception, and so the 
British had to go and find the wars else-
where, which they did, in every content, 
being European. 

War and Europe were symbiotic. 

As a mechanism – any economist should 
agree – that the strongest years in Eu-
rope and in America, were the post-War 
years, when men came back from war 
with a great desire to find women, make 
child, build houses, create companies, 
etc. War is the dynamic that propelled 
Europe. 

America, like the British have to go very 
far find wars, and they have to come up 
with fanciful explanations. When the 
Americans fought in Vietnam, they gave 
very elaborate explanations to travel 
4000 miles. But they really went because 
they are European.   

INTERVIEWER
 “Men love war; woman love warriors.” 
So, what do you think about women in 
political –  

EDWARD

 – So far women Prime Ministers are 
more ferocious than their male coun-
terparts. Women in positions of power, 
pursue power. 

But the most important issue is the Eu-
ropean mechanism, which powered Eu-
ropean creativity. This machine worked 
on a program –  a program written in 
Greece. There is no other program. The 
moment you deviate, you will find ab-
solutely nothing. Literally nothing. For 
example: Spain is the most feminist and 
the most pacifist nation in Europe. The 
Spanish troops in Iraq were embarrass-
ing, they just wouldn’t fight, even when 
attacked. And Spain has the lowest 
birthrate in Europe. These people are 
going to disappear. 

They may have opinions about invented 
new lifestyles, sexual and non-sexual – 
all these “wonderful” things, but nature 
is not interested. They are actually dis-
appearing. 

The old European formula, which 
caused enormous amounts of human 
suffering, and enormous amounts of 
creation, was: man loved war; women 
loved warriors – building more than 
what was there before, including breed-
ing more children for a larger popula-
tion. Europe, in fact, was full of people. 
When I was born – and I’m very old – in 
November 1942, the population of Italy 
was greater than the population of the 
whole of north Africa, from Morocco to 
the Swiss Canal. Today Egypt alone has 
more people than Italy, Spain, and half-
of France or something. 

There are too many examples to give, 
including creations we take for granted. 
The world suffers today from diabetes 
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because Napoleon proclaimed that he 
did not want to import Caribbean sugar 
from the British, and so he gave a prize 
to whomever would come up with a 
domestic source. And somebody did in 
France, and they won the prize. Sugar 
beets, which were once known as just 
beets, and this is only one of a thousand 
things that happened along the way. 
War is the father of all things. 

Without the dynamic of war, the Euro-
pean populations are shrinking, birth 
rates are shrinking, and you have physi-
ological decline. There is crisis of demo-
graphics because more of the population 
is old, and old people are cynics – they 
don’t invent things; they don’t fight. 

INTERVIEWER
The antidote is, then, to return? 

EDWARD
Yes, it is an ideological antidote, which 
is the recovery the original formula, be-
cause there is no other solution. 

The point is this…it is very annoying – 
extremely annoying – that European 
Civilization utterly dominates the world, 
so much so, that other civilizational ac-
tivities are either ignorant or pathetic. 
It is very annoying that all of it should 
have derived from a couple hundred 
thousand people who lived in Greece, 
2000-2500 years ago or more. 

…Aeschylus. 

The point is that it is very annoying that 
this is so – but it is so – and attempts to 
deviate from it, to come up with alterna-
tives, whereby men don’t love war and 
women don’t love warriors, have failed, 
and they have failed demographically. 

The Italians are disappearing; the Span-
ish are disappearing. The highest birth-
rates in Europe are in places where peo-
ple are still engaging in manly activities, 
such Finland and Sweden. There is no 
doubt that in the Ukraine there will be 
lots of children. 

Ukrainians are cursed by this war and 
blessed by it, because it’s a great thing 
for nations so ill-formed and never inde-
pendent, with no history of self-govern-
ment to talk about since the 9th century, 
for them to fight such a war, and to win 
it. It will launch them and propel them. 
And that was the basic mechanism – it 
is the Battle of Salamis. Aeschylus. Have 
you read The Persians? 

INTERVIEWER
I have not.

EDWARD
 Aeschylus, the first of the great play-
wrights. He fought at Salamis, and he 
won the literary competition to write the 
play after the war. It was performed in 
front of audience of people who had just 
fought in the war, in which the immense 
Persian navy enters Greece in Salamis, 
and the hugely outnumbered Greek 
ships defeat the Persians. 

There are two important passages. One 
is how the Greeks rallied themselves be-
fore the war, about how they were fight-
ing for their freedom, for Greece, for 
their parents and children, and so on. 

Contained in the second passage is the 
question that Xerxes asks about these 
strange people, who are defeating this 
vast army. Who is set above this Greek 
enemy? Who rules them? Who is their 
shepherd and their master? And the an-
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swer is that the Greeks have no master 
above them. Each is his own master. 
Read the play. 

Aeschylus is the first of the great Greeks. 
Think of the fact that the very early 
playwright he has to depict the Battle of 
Salamis and he didn’t have props or film 
or simulation, so his play is set in the 
Persian courts, where they are receiving 
messages. Aeschylus triumphantly cel-
ebrates the Greek victory, while at the 
same, he has regard for the other side. 
Atusa is a Persian Queen. At the end of 
the play when news turns very bad from 
the battle, she worries about her son’s 
life, and then she becomes a Mother. 
And do to this in the first play practi-
cally ever written tells you about what I 
mentioned. We must be tributary to that 
history, because the moment you devi-
ate from this culture, you decline biolog-
ically. So that’s all there is to it. 

INTERVIEWER
In America, the particular fight against 
those – 

EDWARD
– But these are all deviations. The peo-
ple who uphold those values don’t count. 
You see: you have two sets of people in 
this country: there are the people who 
maintain those ancient and thorough-
ly obsolete values – “men love war and 
women love warriors” – and then are 
many other people who have other ide-
ologies. The thing about those people 
with other ideologies is they are exem-
plified by the Clintons – they have one 
daughter. That’s it. Okay? That means 
they are dying out. 

INTERVIEWER
 To practically revive – 

EDWARD
 – Europe provides the data on the mac-
ro-sense: the more liberal the society, 
the more “advanced” it becomes, adopt-
ing different concepts of life and so on, 
the lower the birthrate. It’s very annoy-
ing, I accept that, to be tributary to peo-
ple died 2500 years ago, who were white 
male slave owners, to be clear. Very an-
noying, however there is no competition. 

INTERVIEWER
The alternative –   

EDWARD
 – When a Chinese person wants to see 
a good play, he has to see Uncle Vanya. 
Some people accept that without any 
problems, and others don’t. And then 
there are the Muslims, of course, whose 
ideal was shown by the Taliban, who are 
the Muslim in a pure form – and we see 
what that leads to: zero creativity. The 
entirety of the Muslim world, 1.9 billion 
people, generates less science and tech-
nology than the 9 million people in Is-
rael. The Greeks were outnumbered by 
the Persians – remember? The Persians 
produced nothing. Or very little. A cou-
ple of monuments. And so, one of the 
fundamental problems is the necessity 
– the false necessity – of making civiliza-
tions equivalent. You cannot walk into a 
classroom and say, “Let’s talk about the 
important civilisations, then, if we have 
time, we’ll mention the others. With 
modern ideologically, you cannot do 
that. And therefore, you begin with a lie. 
The basis of contemporary generic edu-
cation is a lie, in which all civilizations 
are equal. 

INTERVIEWER
In your piece, the “Future of Fascism,” 
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you –   

EDWARD
 –  That was about the financialization 
of industrial corporations, and national 
degradation because of it. It was about 
the transfer of responsibility from hu-
mans to computers, to create a bigger 
class of lumpenproletariat, who will dis-
cover that the elites will turn their backs 
on the white working class. That’s what 
I predicted. The white working class will 
then look for advocates who will sup-
port them. And that’s why fascism has a 
future. The abandonment of the white 
working class by the democratic party 
was the subject of that piece. 

INTERVIEWER
But fascism, or whatever you want to call 
the European formula, requires more 
than economic analysis. 

EDWARD
Yes. Those were only practical observa-
tions. My thought didn’t contain much 
else for that piece. What you’re asking 
for is the return to ideological truth, as 
opposed to the posing of untruth. 

Look what is happening right now. 
There is a media which is dominated by 
hearings for a person becoming a judge 
(Ketanji Brown Jackson). I’m not saying 
that this person is less qualified than the 
people who have become judges in that 
court. I’m just saying…everyone is mak-
ing a gigantic attempt to portray a very 
ordinary person into somebody who is 
one of the seven. [Laughs]

There is an official lie over everything. 
All societies generate official lies that 
people pretend to believe, but the ques-
tion is whether the lies overwhelm the 

truth. 

INTERVIEWER
Do you have recommendations for the 
young men, who show a wide-eyed lust 
for truth. 

EDWARD
Absolutely. That is how European civ-
ilization has always advanced. The re-
discovery of the great classics in the 9th 
century, lead to the massive effort to 
preserve them. Then there was early Re-
naissance of the 12th century. Then the 
Renaissance, then the Enlightenment, 
and so on. 

If people went back to simply reading 
those books, that would be a good start. 
The reason is not because these texts 
are necessarily transcendental. It is just 
that European civilization is based on 
it. As I say: read Aeschylus. It was the 
enormous confidence generated by this 
victory that propelled the rise of Greek 
civilization that followed the Battle of 
Salamis. Victories are empowering. In 
1948, 650 000 Israelis survived the at-
tack by multiple Arab armies, along 
with the American plan to extinguish 
their state, which tagged along with the 
British plan, for strategic reasons. The 
Secretary of State George Marshall, re-
fused to meet the Israeli envoy, because 
he was very busy and he thought Israel 
wouldn’t last more than a few weeks. 
The Greeks were given the same chanc-
es of survival when the Persian empire 
invaded. Having survived that, it gener-
ated so much energy that it empowered 
the state. If other countries had grown at 
the Israeli rate from 650 000 to 9 million 
in that time frame, the world population 
would be bigger. 
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I expect great things in Ukraine. Great 
things. Once the Russian tide recedes, 
Ukraine will be empowered by its victo-
ry. 

INTERVIEWER
But those same forces that support 
Ukraine are the same forces that share 
the alternative vision to the European 
formula. You seem to think that Ukraine 
will not fall into the hands of their cur-
rent American and EU puppeteers? 

EDWARD
 [Laughs]. No way. It will take 90 years 
for the energy generated to dissipate. 
They will be unleashed. Alright I have 
to run. Read that stuff. 

INTERVIEWER
But – 

EDWARD
– [Hangs UP]           

Finis



 
GILES HOFFMANN

ANAX

PAULOS OF MYTH PILOT

NOSTROMO

FISCHERKING

APEX

CURTIS YARVIN

YUKIO MISHIMA (MASAKI) 

EDWARD LUTTWAK


