
Chap ter Ten

CLOSING THOUGHTS

The Danger of “Gay Rights”

Scott Lively

I am writ ing this con clu sion to the third edi tion on the
same day that Pres i dent Bill Clinton has called for “hate
crimes” leg is la tion based on “sex ual ori en ta tion” (code
words for ho mo sex u al ity).  A few  days ago, in an act un -
prec e dented in the his tory of the pres i dency, Mr. Clinton
aligned him self with the ho mo sex ual cause at a fund-raiser
for the Hu man Rights Cam paign Fund, the “gay” move -
ment’s larg est po lit i cal ac tion com mit tee.  Knowing what it
cost this pres i dent in 1993 to en dorse “gays in the mil i tary,” 
I am won der ing what “gay” lead ers might have prom ised
the pres i dent in ex change for this new en dorse ment.  Or can 
it be that pub lic per cep tion of the “gay” move ment has
changed so much that the Clinton ad min is tra tion (no to ri ous 
for its re li ance on polls and “fo cus groups”) has de cided
that it is now safe for the pres i dent to iden tify him self and
his of fice with the “gay” po lit i cal agenda.

This ques tion has per sonal sig nif i cance for me, since I
was one of the few peo ple to pub licly chal lenge
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then-candidate Clinton on his sup port for “gay” is sues dur -
ing his first run for pres i den tial of fice.  In re sponse to my
ques tions dur ing a live Town Hall tele vi sion pro gram (si -
mul cast from Se at tle, Wash ing ton and Port land, Or e gon),
Mr. Clinton said he was against pro mot ing ho mo sex u al ity
as a valid, al ter na tive life style to young peo ple.  At that time 
he also af firmed the right of the Boy Scouts to ex clude
“gay” scout lead ers. 

I raise this is sue to con trast the be nign pub lic im age of
“gays” with the face of the “gay” move ment that we have
seen in these pages.  Those whose per cep tions of the “gay”
move ment have been shaped pri mar ily by the pop u lar me -
dia may find Pres i dent Clinton's pro-“gay” po lit i cal ac tions
ap pro pri ate, even laud able.  Such peo ple have been per -
suaded that “gays” are so ci ety's vic tims in need of pro tec -
tion.  But the “gay” move ment I have seen and in ves ti gated
is nei ther be nign, nor are its mem bers “vic tims.”  It is vi -
cious, de cep tive and enor mously pow er ful.  Its phi los o phy
is Ma chi a vel lian and its tac tics are (lit er ally) Hitlerian.  

What ex plains the di chot omy of per spec tives on the
“gay” move ment?  If any of the facts in this book are true,
then the im age of the “gay” move ment Bill Clinton and
other pro-“gay” opin ion makers would like you to ac cept
can not be true.   Are typ i cal het ero sex ual sup port ers of “gay 
rights” sim ply un con cerned about the as so ci a tion of ho mo -
sex u al ity with per sonal and so ci etal dys func tion and vi o -
lence?  Or have these pre sum ably well-intentioned peo ple
been de nied com plete in for ma tion?   

I have al ways been cau tious of the word con spir acy, yet
this is the word which best de scribes how the “gate keep ers” 
of Amer i can pop u lar cul ture have helped to shape pub lic
opin ion on this is sue.  The truth about ho mo sex u al ity and
the Nazi Party (in deed most in for ma tion that might re flect
neg a tively on the “gay” move ment) ap pears to have been
de lib er ately sup pressed.  We know that so-called “gay
rights” has be come a vir tual cause ce le bre among the
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self-styled cul tural elites in gov ern ment, ac a de mia and the
news and en ter tain ment me dia.  Over fifty years ago Sam -
uel Igra also ob served that homosexualism “had be come a
ver i ta ble cult among the rul ing classes” in Ger many prior to 
the rise of Hit ler.  I have come to be lieve that Amer ica's cul -
tural elit ists, per ceiv ing them selves to be the moral ar bi ters
of our so ci ety and the pro tec tors of “gays,” have used their
power and their po si tions to pro tect and shield the “gay”
move ment from all un fa vor able pub lic ity.  More than this,
they have col luded to pro mote an im age of “gays” as ster -
ling cit i zens.

When I ini tially learned the truths set forth in this book,
I was first as ton ished and then an gered.  Why had this in for -
ma tion never sur faced dur ing the many months in which
the Or e gon cam paign to stop the “gay” agenda was con tin -
u ally be ing com pared (in the lo cal and na tional me dia) to
the Nazi re gime?  The in for ma tion is cer tainly not hid den.
Any one with the most ba sic re search skills could eas ily find 
many of the two hun dred-odd sources we have cited in this
book.  Are we to be lieve that the hun dreds of trained jour -
nal ists, col lege pro fes sors and pol i ti cians who helped guide 
the de bate on that cam paign (and many sim i lar events)
failed to dis cover any of these sources?  We must as sume
that at least some of these pro fes sion als knew of these facts
but de cided not to in form the pub lic.   At best  this rep re -
sents an ap pall ing level of ar ro gance (al low ing that they
might have dis re garded these facts as not cred i ble — de ny -
ing “com mon” peo ple the right to make up their own
minds).  The more plau si ble (and more fright en ing) con clu -
sion is that the facts were with held be cause of their likely
neg a tive im pact on the “gay” move ment.

“Gay” po lit i cal power de rives in large part from the
pub lic per cep tion that ho mo sex u als are vic tims.  As Kirk
and Pill so baldly ad mit ted in The Over hauling of Straight
Amer ica, “gays must be cast as vic tims in need of pro tec -
tion so that straights will be in clined by re flex to as sume the 
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role of pro tec tor.”  What would hap pen to the pro tec tive in -
stinct of Amer i cans if they knew that many of the worst vil -
lains of the Third Reich were “gay”?  How closely would
Amer ica scru ti nize the “gay” agenda if “homoeroticism”
were re vealed as the very foun da tion of Na zism? (And I be -
lieve the move ment would not sur vive such scru tiny). The
ev i dence points to a con spir acy of si lence — a nearly uni -
ver sal self-censorship by the same opin ion-makers who
mock con spir acy the o ries and de cry any form of cen sor -
ship.

If the facts in this book are true, and if it is also true that
the “gate keep ers” of our pub lic in for ma tion are de lib er ately 
keep ing these facts from us, can we hope to ed u cate our fel -
low cit i zens be fore the “gay agenda” plunges this na tion
into so cial chaos? The out come is un cer tain.  Surely, how -
ever, there have been times in the past when the in ev i ta ble
rep e ti tions of his tory were de railed by a few warn ing
voices.  It is our hope that the facts we have pre sented here
will pen e trate the fog of me dia-sponsored mis in for ma tion
and “po lit i cal cor rect ness.” 

Have we ex ag ger ated the ur gency of our task?  I think
not.  The fu ture of Amer ica, in deed of civ i li za tion it self, de -
pends upon the pres er va tion of the nat u ral fam ily -- God’s
model for ef fec tive hu man so ci ety and the train ing ground
for healthy hu man re la tion ships.  Yet the goal of the “gay”
move ment is the de val u a tion of the Judeo-Christian sex ual
ethic (mo nog a mous het ero sex ual fam ily-centered mar -
riage) and its re place ment with a “gay” af firm ing pa gan al -
ter na tive.

The “gay” move ment in Amer ica (as con trasted with
the Ger man ver sion) is dif fer ent in style but not in sub -
stance.  It re mains char ac ter is ti cally self ish and he do nis tic,
but more im por tantly it con tin ues to be de fined by what it is
against: Judeo-Christian fam ily-based so ci ety. This “gay”
vi sion for Amer ica is best de fined in a widely cir cu lated sa -
tir i cal es say writ ten by a homosexualist un der the pseud -
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onym “Mi chael Swift” (prob a bly to re mind us of the
po lit i cal sat ire of Jon a than Swift. Al though the writer in -
tends to dis credit this view of the ho mo sex ual agenda, its
very el o quence (in the con text of our study) be lies this at -
tempt. Echoing from the an cient Spar tan cul ture, from the
Teu tons, from the Knights Templar, from the SA un der
Ernst Roehm, and now from the Amer i can “gay rights”
move ment co mes this, our fi nal glimpse into the fas cist
heart of homosexualism:

This es say is ou tre, mad ness, a tragic, cruel fan tasy, an
erup tion of in ner rage, on how the op pressed dream of be -
ing the op pres sor.
   We shall sodomize your sons, em blems of your fee ble
mas cu lin ity, of your shal low dreams and vul gar lies. We
shall se duce them in your schools [Pro ject 10], in your
dor mi to ries [forced ho mo sex ual room mates], in your
gym na si ums, in your locker rooms, in your sports are nas,
in your sem i nar ies, in your youth groups [ Wandervoegel , 
Boy Scouts], in your movie the ater bath rooms, in your
army bunk houses [“gays in the mil i tary”], in your truck
stops, in your all-male clubs, in your houses of Con gress,
wher ever men are with men to gether. Your sons will be -
come our min ions and do our bid ding. They will be re cast 
in our im age. They will come to crave and adore us.
   Women, you cry for your free dom. You say you are no
lon ger sat is fied with men; they make you un happy [rad i -
cal fem i nism, les bian sep a rat ist move ment]. We, con -
nois seurs of the mas cu line face, the mas cu line phy sique,
shall take your men from you then. We will amuse them;
we will em brace them when they weep. Women, you say
you wish to live with each other in stead of men. Then go
ahead and be with each other. We shall give your men
plea sures they have never known be cause we are fore -
most men too and only one man knows how to truly
please an other man; only one man can un der stand with
depth and feel ing the mind and body of an other man.
     All laws ban ning ho mo sex ual ac tiv ity will be re voked
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[anti-discrimination or di nances, mi nor ity sta tus based on
ho mo sex u al ity]. In stead, leg is la tion shall be passed which 
en gen ders love be tween men [graphic “pro-gay” sex and
AIDS ed u ca tion, man da tory “sen si tiv ity train ing,”]. 
     All ho mo sex u als must stand to gether as broth ers; we
must be united ar tis ti cally, philo soph i cally, so cially, po lit -
i cally and fi nan cially [the multi-faceted and pow er ful
“gay rights” move ment]. We will tri umph only when we
pres ent a com mon face to the vi cious het ero sex ual en emy
[sup pres sion of in ter ne cine con flicts and other neg a tive
in for ma tion about ho mo sex u als by the homosexualist
dom i nated me dia].
     If you dare to cry fag got, fairy, queer, at us, we will stab
you in your cow ardly hearts and de file your dead puny
bod ies [“hate crimes,” speech codes, fines].
     We shall write po ems of the love be tween men; we shall
stage plays in which man openly ca resses man [the play
Bent  and a mul ti tude of oth ers; the les bian coun ter part in
the tele vi sion show,  El len]; we will make films about the
love be tween he roic men which will re place the cheap, su -
per fi cial, sen ti men tal, in sipid, ju ve nile, het ero sex ual in -
fat u a tions pres ently dom i nat ing your cin ema screens
[Hol ly wood pro mo tion of ho mo sex ual “love-making”
and of the “gay rights” agenda in mov ies and tele vi sion].
We shall sculpt stat ues of beau ti ful young men, of bold
ath letes which will be placed in your parks, your squares,
your pla zas [pub lic fund ing of ho mo sex ual por nog ra phy
by the Na tional En dow ment for the Arts, Na tional Pub lic
Broad cast ing Servic e ]. The mu se ums of the world will be
filled only with the paint ings of grace ful, na ked lads. 
    Our writ ers will make love be tween men fash ion able
and de rigeur, and we will suc ceed be cause we are ad ept at 
set ting styles [in ven tion of “gay-speak” — “gay,” “ho mo -
pho bia,” “di ver sity,” “sex ual ori en ta tion”]. We will elim i -
nate het ero sex ual li ai sons through us age of the de vices of
wit and rid i cule which we are skilled in em ploy ing.
     We will un mask the pow er ful ho mo sex u als who mas -
quer ade as het ero sex u als [out ing]. You will be shocked
and fright ened when you learn that your pres i dents and
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their sons, your in dus tri al ists, your sen a tors, your may -
ors, your gen er als, your ath letes, your film stars, your
tele vi sion per son al i ties, your civic lead ers, your priests
are not the safe, fa mil iar bour geois, het ero sex ual fig ures
you as sumed them to be. We are ev ery where [a com -
monly used bumper-sticker]; we have in fil trated your
ranks [stra te gic “sur prise” an nounce ments by “con ser va -
tive” ho mo sex u als, e.g. Mel White, for mer ghostwriter
for Chris tian lead ers]. Be care ful when you speak of ho -
mo sex u als be cause we are al ways among you; we may be 
sit ting across the desk from you; we may be sleep ing in
the same bed with you.
    There will be no com pro mises. We are not mid dle class
weak lings. Highly in tel li gent, we are the nat u ral aris to -
crats of the hu man race, and steely-minded aris to crats
never set tle for less [Brand/Friedlander, Fuehrer  prin ci -
ple]. Those who op pose us will be ex iled [the “Fems”].
      We shall raise vast, pri vate ar mies, as Mishima did, to
de feat you [Rossbach and Roehm, Fred er ick the Great].
We shall con quer the world be cause war riors in spired by
and banded to gether by ho mo sex ual love and honor are
in vin ci ble as were the an cient Greek sol diers [Plato's
Ban quet ].
   The fam ily unit — spawn ing ground of lies, be tray als,
me di oc rity, hy poc risy and vi o lence — will be abol ished
[ho mo sex ual “mar riage” and adop tion]. The fam ily unit,
which only damp ens imag i na tion and curbs free will,
must be elim i nated [Plato's Re pub lic]. Per fect boys will
be con ceived and grown in the ge netic lab o ra tory. They
will be bonded to gether in com mu nal set ting, un der the
con trol and in struc tion of ho mo sex ual sa vants [Sparta].
    All churches who con demn us will be closed [at tacks on 
the McIlhennys, St. Pat rick’s Ca the dral]. Our only gods
are hand some young men. We ad here to a cult of beauty,
moral and es the tic. All that is ugly and vul gar and ba nal
will be an ni hi lated [Kummerlings ].  Since we are alien -
ated from mid dle-class het ero sex ual con ven tions, we are
free to live our lives ac cord ing to the dic tates of the pure
imag i na tion [Nietz sche, Hit ler]. For us too much is not
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enough.
    The ex qui site so ci ety to emerge will be gov erned by an
elite com prised of gay po ets [Adolf Brand, Stefan George, 
Plato’s “phi los o pher-kings”]. One of the ma jor re quire -
ments for a po si tion of power in the new so ci ety will be in -
dul gence in the Greek pas sion [ped er asty]. Any man
con tam i nated with het ero sex ual lust will be au to mat i cally
barred from a po si tion of in flu ence [SA lead er ship]. All
males who in sist on re main ing stu pidly het ero sex ual will
be tried in ho mo sex ual courts of jus tice and will be come
in vis i ble men. 
     We shall re write his tory [Ho lo caust re vi sion ism, ex -
trav a gant claims that his tor i cal fig ures (like Lin coln) were 
ho mo sex ual], his tory filled and de based with your het ero -
sex ual lies and dis tor tions. We shall por tray the ho mo sex -
u al ity of great lead ers and think ers who have shaped the
world. We will dem on strate that ho mo sex u al ity and in tel -
li gence and imag i na tion are in ex tri ca bly linked, and that
ho mo sex u al ity is a re quire ment for true no bil ity, true
beauty in a man [Hans Blueher].
     We shall be vic to ri ous be cause we are filled with the fe -
ro cious bit ter ness of the op pressed who have been forced
to play seem ingly bit parts in your dumb, het ero sex ual
shows through out the ages [vic tim-plunder strat egy]. We
too are ca pa ble of fir ing guns and man ning the bar ri cades
of the ul ti mate rev o lu tion [ACT-UP, Queer Na tion, blood
ter ror ism].
     Trem ble, het ero swine, when we ap pear be fore you
with out our masks. 

(By Mi chael Swift, “Gay Rev o lu tion ary.” Re printed from
The Con gres sio nal Re cord . First printed in Gay Com mu -
nity News, Feb ru ary 15-21, 1987).
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B'' H

The Final Word 

Kevin E. Abrams

“The foun da tion of any ‘h uman’ civi li za tion is a moral and healthy
sex ual con sti tu tion, eve ry thing else is window- dressing.” 

The Je ru sa lem Post, May 21, 1996  

 Af ter we learn of the role “gays” played in the Na tional
So cial ist move ment, the Nazi at ti tude to wards ho mo sex u -
al ity may still seem con tra dic tory and con fus ing, a rid dle
only par tially solved.  We may still won der, if so many of
the lead ing Na zis were “gay,” why they would tar get ho mo -
sex u als for in car cer a tion or ex ter mi na tion as to day’s “gay”
ac tiv ists claim.  How can to day’s “gays,” who ex press so
lit tle re gard for Bib li cal eth ics, now por tray them selves as
joint vic tims with the very Jews who suf fered per se cu tion
and vir tual ex ter mi na tion at the hands of the largely “gay”
Na zis?  How do the of fi cial Nazi in vec tives against ho mo -
sex u al ity rec on cile with the fact that “gays” held key po si -
tions in the Nazi gov ern ment through out its des potic reign,
in clu sive of the Ho lo caust.  Were the Na zis then vic tims of
their own per se cu tion?

And why are we so com pel lingly urged by the Left to
sanc tion “gay rights,” when, as the wide spec trum of “gay”
and non-“gay” sources listed in this book’s bib li og ra phy in -
con tro vert ibly show, Ger many’s mil i tant “gays” were
largely re spon si ble for pro pel ling Hit ler into the Chan cel -
lor’s of fice?  And now, know ing the ex tent to which Ger -
man “gays” con trib uted to the suc cess of the Nazi
move ment, how should we in ter pret a loom ing “gay” swas -
tika over Amer ica?  
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Spiri tual Truth

Jew ish scholar Rabbi Sam son Ra phael Hirsch who
lived in the last cen tury, is re mem bered for his most pro -
found and ex ten sive trea tise on To rah phi los o phy. 
HOREB, mean ing Si nai (the moun tain where the orig i nal
To rah was given by God and re ceived by Mo ses), was writ -
ten and pub lished as a ref u ta tion to the Jew ish pre ten sions
of the Ger man Re form Re li gion, which, to day, is at the
fore front of the move ment to pro mote “gay rights” in
Amer ica’s Jew ish com mu nity and within Is rael. In op po si -
tion to both nat u ral and Di vine law, Re form has or dained
les bi ans as “rab bis” and sanc tioned “gay” un ions. “Gay”
Jews have also im posed them selves on the Ho lo caust, cyn i -
cally and prag mat i cally ex ploit ing the deaths of six mil lion
Jew ish men, women and chil dren as a dra matic met a phor to 
por tray them selves as vic tims, as if Hit ler had tar geted Jew -
ish ho mo sex u als pri mar ily be cause they were “gay.” But
what of the truth in his tory?

From an eth i cal mono the is tic per spec tive, Rabbi Hirsch 
points out in the fol low ing ex cerpt from HOREB, how it is
the pri mary con cern and duty of each of us to guard the dig -
nity of our fel low man: 

God, who cre ated man to be just, that is to say, to leave and 
give to all en ti ties in all their re la tions that which is their
due, has also en dowed his mind with the fac ulty of mir ror -
ing the re al ity of things in their var i ous re la tions so that
man may be able to per ceive the en ti ties and their re la -
tions, and, on the strength of this knowl edge, give to them
what the teach ings of jus tice lay down as their right. 

This re pro duc tion of re al ity in the mind is truth. Truth
there fore, is a pre con di tion of jus tice; for only ac cord ing
to the im age of the things and their re la tions which ap -
pears in man’s mind can man be have to wards them; if this
im age be false, his be hav ior will be dif fer ent from what is
due to them: he be comes un just. And thus, if noth ing else,
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jus tice it self - which is our Di vine call ing - will guar an tee
that, as far as that call ing of ours de mands, we shall be
able to per ceive the re al ity of ex ter nal things from their
re flec tion within our selves.

 God has knit ted to gether the com mu nity of man with
the vi tal thread of love, and has or dained that man should
rely on his brother for the spir i tual good - namely, truth.
But he who, in stead of truth fully ex press ing in words
what he has ex pe ri enced to be real, com mu ni cates a false
im age of it to his brother, who ac cepts it and bases his be -
hav ior on it - ei ther be ing un just to his fel low-creatures
or, hav ing a wrong con cep tion of their in ten tions to wards
him, be ing de stroyed by them - that man turns into a curse 
that su preme bless ing of the Cre ator; for he who de nies
truth to his brother, thus vi o lat ing the high est duty to -
wards him which God has im posed, calls down a curse -
he who lies calls down a curse. And as ma te rial prop erty
is valu able only as a means for a life de voted to jus tice,
and the liar steals the first con di tion of that jus tice -
namely, truth, and gives false hood in ex change, thus giv -
ing birth to in jus tice, the liar is even more dan ger ous than
the thief. 

The thief takes only the means of life as such, while the
liar takes those of a just life, pro duc ing, in turn, in jus tice -
and mis ery. For just as God links the su preme good, jus -
tice, to truth, so does He do the same with re gard to the
mi nor good, hap pi ness. For to ap pre ci ate the na ture of
things you rely on your knowl edge of them; and if some -
body de ceives you about their true na ture, he robs you of
a sup port or causes you to lean on a sup port that is in se -
cure. And by steal ing from an other di rectly some thing
pre cious - truth - and so in di rectly the most pre cious thing 
- jus tice - the liar also kills him self spir i tu ally; for he ex -
tin guishes in him self that Di vine spark which alone
makes of a him a hu man be ing cre ated for the ben e fit of
his fel low-men (Hirsch:248ff). [ And what of “gay
rights?” Never have so few taken so much from so many.]
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Who were the Na zis?

We must rec og nize who the Na zis were.  Ideo logically,
the Na zis were prag matic, tech no cratic, tribal pa gan util i -
tar i ans. They viewed hu man life with a de tached and cyn i -
cal prag ma tism. They ex ploited whom ever and what ever
they could to achieve their po lit i cal and mil i tary goals.
Typically, the Na zis ap proached such is sues as eu tha na sia,
ho mo sex u al ity and abor tion with a ruth less ex pe di ence.
Ster il iza tion and abor tion were pre ferred for any one clas si -
fied in fe rior or de fec tive (but never for healthy Ary ans). 

To the tech no cratic Nazi mind truth was dic tated by the
ne ces sity of the mo ment (deal ing thus in lies they brought a
curse upon them selves and all they touched). “De fec tives”
were euthanized and in fe ri ors ster il ized, while it was a
crime for Aryan maid ens to have abor tions. While pri vately 
tol er at ing and even pro mot ing ho mo sex u al ity, the Na zis
de nounced it fre quently in pub lic us ing trumped-up charges 
of ho mo sex u al ity to ar rest and re move those who dis agreed 
with Hit ler’s mil i tary and po lit i cal goals. For mer neo-Nazi
Ingo Hassellbach, in his re veal ing 1996 book, Fuh rer-Ex,
con firms how the util i tar ian Nazi dou ble stan dard was ap -
plied in other ar eas: “Op po si tion to abor tion  had been one
of the con sis tent planks in the Nazi plat form since the
Move ment’s be gin nings in the 1920s, and for a sim ple rea -
son: abor tion was race mur der. While per mis si ble, even de -
sir able, among the col ored women and Jews of the world,
among Ary ans it was the ul ti mate sin” (Hasselbach:111).

The Nazi ver sion of ra cial eu gen ics evolved into the
key po lit i cal and mil i tary plat form of the Nazi Party, which
en abled the Na zis to por tray the Jew ish peo ple as a de fec -
tive and in fe rior class, along with the phys i cally de formed
and other non-productive mem bers of Ger man so ci ety. In
ef fect, how ever, the Na zis sim ply pro jected their own de -
prav i ties upon the Jew ish peo ple, demonized and de hu man -
ized them, and then used them as scape goats as they
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them selves pro ceeded to plun der the world. Nazi ra cial the -
o ries served as a pre text to jus tify the elim i na tion of a peo -
ple whose deeper “of fense” was its com mit ment to an
un yield ing moral stan dard.  
    As Pro fes sor Giora Shoham ex plains in his book, Val -
halla, Cal vary & Auschwitz, the Na zis, like to day’s “gays,” 
“longed to shed the nor ma tive con straints of
Judaeo-Christian law and mor als and to re turn to the amoral 
ir re spon si bil ity of their pa gan ism. They re sented the Jews,
who sym bol ized to them the im po si tion of re straints on
their he do nis tic pa gan ism....When this sense of law and jus -
tice is re jected, the tribal chief tain, [and ho mo erotic war -
rior] reigns su preme. Thus, the separant power of Odin
knew no lim its; con se quently, the om nip o tence of Adolf
Hit ler, der Fuehrer, rec og nized no bound aries of law, mo -
ral ity or mercy” (Shoham:27). 

In creas ingly, as they emerge from the closet, to day’s
“gays” do bear a strik ing re sem blance to yes ter day’s Na zis. 

Left-Right Polarities

To un der stand the pa gan mind in this con text we must
rec og nize the truth about left-right po lar i ties in the po lit i cal
sphere.  With mi nor dis crep an cies, all left-wing ide ol ogy
can be iden ti fied as “re gres sive,” and right-wing ide ol ogy
as “pro gres sive.” Left-wing regressives in cite mu tual plun -
der, en cour age de pend ency and prag mat i cally as pire to the
low est com mon de nom i na tor. Gen u ine right-wing pro gres -
sive con ser va tives en cour age cre ativ ity, in spire mu tual af -
fir ma tion, trust and hu man pro duc tiv ity. By na ture, all
so cial ism falls on the re gres sive side, in that “so cial ism,” is
sim ply a po lit i cal ide ol ogy which of ten lacks a true sense of 
so cial jus tice. Evil dis guises it self as vir tue (e.g., the goal of 
ra cial pu rity) be cause it has no life of its own (which is why
sad bond age wishes to be known as “gay lib er a tion.”)

Gen erally, ad her ents of  the Left fail to do what is nec -
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es sary to guard the dig nity of their fel low man. A
left-leaning his to rian, for in stance, would fa tal is ti cally ar -
gue that “his tory” re peats it self, while a con ser va tive like
Vol taire could ob serve cor rectly how it is in stead “man
who al ways re peats him self.” No won der left-regressives
can not learn from his tory. If his tory just “hap pens” then lit -
tle can be learned from it or done to pre vent it from hap pen -
ing again. Basing one’s de ci sions on a re vised, cor rupted or
in verted ver sion of his tory, how ever, is an other mat ter.
Some of man’s worst fol lies are com mit ted be cause of er ro -
ne ous or fal si fied in for ma tion. 

In try ing to un der stand the Nazi phe nom e non we of ten
ask our selves how a gang of mur der ing thugs could have
seized power in such a civ i lized na tion? The truth is that
Ger many dur ing the Weimar pe riod was one of the most
un civ i lized na tions in the world. Hit ler him self re ferred to
Berlin as the whore of Bab y lon. We con sis tently err in 
judg ing the ad vance ment of hu man civ i li za tions on the ba -
sis of art and tech nol ogy. The Na zis loved clas si cal mu sic,
and they were as tute  in the use of sci ence and tech nol ogy.
The ques tion we must ask about ev ery so ci ety is, to what
end is hu man cul ture is em ployed?  For left-wing
regressives, cul ture serves de struc tion and death.  For
right-wing pro gres sives, cul ture fo cuses upon life.

A pos i tive and util i tar ian at ti tude to ward ho mo sex u al -
ity, eu tha na sia and abor tion would there fore (then as now)
be a left-wing re gres sive ori en ta tion, and a typ i cal Nazi
pro file (with very spe cific con tra dic tions and qual i fi ca -
tions). It bears re peat ing that the Na zis were first and fore -
most tech no cratic, util i tar ian prag ma tists who be lieved in
the sur vival of the fit test and the so ci etal goals of phys i cal
beauty and ra cial per fec tion, Ary ans be ing the “fit test” and
most per fected, and Jews the least “fit” and least per fect.  In
truth, ra cial char ac ter is tics are ir rel e vant.  Only the mo ral ity 
of a in di vid u als and na tions can de ter mine whether they are
civ i lized or bar bar i ans -- build ers or plun der ers.
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How do ho mo sex u als fit into this pic ture? Al though
Nazi rhet o ric listed ho mo sex u als among the un fit, the Na zis 
never tar geted ho mo sex u als for de struc tion. To the con -
trary, un less the ho mo sex ual in ques tion was Jew ish, or a
po lit i cal en emy, the Nazi or ga ni za tion was of ten pro tec tive
of ho mo sex u als.  Or i ginally, the SS was founded for pre -
cisely the pur pose of pro tect ing Vi en nese ho mo sex u als.
The Na zis ac tu ally at tempted to cure ho mo sex u als at the
Goering In sti tute, al beit in many ways which proved fu tile.
(forc ing a gen der-weak fright ened male to sleep with a fe -
male pros ti tute proved in ef fec tive). “Gay” rights ac tiv ists
of ten take Nazi pro pa ganda against ho mo sex u als and re -
gur gi tate it as his tor i cal truth. Nazi and “gay” his tor i cal re -
vi sion ism, with their in ver sion of his tory and civ i lized
val ues, are one. In to day’s “gay” vic tim strat egy, the per pe -
tra tor is pos ing as the vic tim.

Fifth Columns 

In their quest for power, Nazi ho mo sex u als were no dif -
fer ent from  to day’s “gays.” Then, as now, the strat egy was
one of de cep tion, in fil tra tion and sub ver sion.  Our study of 
“gay” his tory re veals how Nazi “gays,” both his tor i cally
and to day, act as sub ver sive fifth col umns in their host com -
mu ni ties, pre par ing the way for “gay” Nazi power while
overtly and co vertly spread ing anti-“gay” pro pa ganda in an
at tempt to veil their own goals.  The Pink Swas tika doc u -
ments how top French and Brit ish Na zis were “gays” and
that Amer i can Nazi Frank Collin, who led the 1977 march
on Skokie Il li nois, was a “gay” ped er ast. So what of
so-called ‘lib erty?’”

The idea of lib erty held by mod ern lib er als is quite new.
Ac cord ing to them, lib erty con notes a rad i cal in di vid u al ism 
that re jects all so cial norms and in sti tu tions which the in di -
vid ual has not agreed to.  Sub scribers to this idea de fend the 
right of Na zis (who them selves de spise the idea of rights) to 
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march through Skokie, Il li nois, but not the right of
Skokians and their elected lead ers to main tain or der and de -
fend the dig nity of the prin ci ples and cus toms they hold
most dear. Like wise, they sup port the right of ho mo sex u als
and athe ists to in vade and de stroy the Boy Scouts.

In Nazi his tory, failed fifth col umn se di tion ac tiv i ties in
tar get na tions are re corded in the Oc to ber 12, 1937 The New 
York Times in  bold head lines read ing, “Czech Nazi Of fi cial 
Is Seized by Po lice.” The Prague dis patch quoted in the
Times re ports “a ma jor po lit i cal sen sa tion caused by the ar -
rest, un der the crim i nal code ‘deal ing with ho mo sex u al ity,’
of Hans Rutha, a high of fi cial in the coun try’s cam ou flaged
Nazi Party.” And from Oc to ber 17, 1937, fur ther head lines
read, “14 mem bers of Czech Nazi Party Held for Morals
Of fences,” iden ti fy ing Rutha, as the “‘right hand man’ of
the Nazi Party Chief,” i.e., as “gay” Ernst Roehm was to
Hit ler. On De cem ber 3, head lines re port, “Mem bers of
Youth Or ga ni za tion Face Ho mo sex ual Charges.” And on
De cem ber 10, 1937, a Times story from Prague an nounces
that “four teen Czechs, all the ac cused, had re ceived ‘sus -
pended sen tences’ af ter trial on ho mo sex ual charges” (J.
Katz:553f).

De spite such ran dom clues, the world of that day was
duped. Left-regressive, self-identified les bian, Ger trude
Stein, felt that Hit ler should have re ceived the No bel Peace
prize in 1937. Ap par ently, Brit ain’s Prime Min is ter,
Neville Cham ber lain, also thought Hit ler could be bribed to 
honor peace with the Sep tem ber 30, 1938 Mu nich agree -
ment. His pay ment was Czecho slo va kia, but “peace in our
time” only cleared the way for Hit ler’s in va sion of Po land
on Sep tem ber 1, 1939. His tory shows that mil i tant “gay”
ef forts of ten pro duce a re sult that is any thing but peace ful.
Fur ther, while in di vid ual “gays” may “come out of the
closet” for var i ous rea sons, their agenda and the truth about
the depth of their in fil tra tion of pow er ful in sti tu tions,
remans hid den.  We can also learn from the Na zis’ vic tims
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that brib ery never sat is fies ex tor tion ists. They al ways come 
back for more, which is why (in our day) de mands for
“rights” have no end.  Each ca pit u la tion of Amer i can so ci -
ety to “gay” de mands draws in creas ing de mands, which
will con tinue un til they de stroy the in sti tu tions which sup -
port so ci ety, in clud ing the ho mo sex u als them selves.

The age of AIDS has launched “gay“ ac tiv ism into full
gear. As the lib eral dogma would have it, no one is re spon -
si ble for AIDS; it just hap pens. Taking its cue from no-fault
di vorce and no-fault in sur ance, the Left has also cre ated the
con cept  of no-fault util i tar ian sex.   Brit ish oc cult ist and Sa -
tan ist, Aleister Crowley sums it up: “do what thou wilt,
shall be the whole of the law.”But “do what thou wilt” is no
law at all! Crowley’s maxim is in re al ity a ne ga tion of all
nat u ral and spir i tual law; it only pro motes chaos and a
left-wing re gres sive de scent into obliv ion and
non-existence. His maxim re flects a com plete lack of con -
cern and re spect for the dig nity of his fel low man and a con -
tempt for life.

“Gay” Sedition 

“Gay” strat e gists choose to em ploy the bi o log i cal
model of ho mo sex u al ity for the dual pur pose of de ny ing
choice and es cap ing re spon si bil ity. In call ing for re search
into a so-called “gay“ gene, their pur pose was never to cure
or rec tify, but to jus tify ho mo erotic con duct and the ho mo -
sex ual iden tity. “Gays” cor rectly rea son that if sex ual be -
hav ior is a choice, it car ries with it both re spon si bil ity and
ac count abil ity.  Their in sis tence that ho mo sex u al ity is “not
a choice” func tions to bring ever more re cruits into the
“gay” fold and keep them there by dis cour ag ing them from
seek ing change.  For many of to day’s young men, their
abil ity to choose has been hi jacked by a so phis ti cated pro -
gram of psychosexual se di tion and ma nip u la tion, largely
sus tained by the so cial weak nesses of our time. 
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To limit the an i mat ing source for hu man be hav ior to the 
brain and an i mal in stinct (as many of to day’s be hav ioral
sci en tists do) is both reductionist and left-wing re gres sive.
Hu man mo tives and ac tions are, to a sig nif i cant ex tent, de -
ter mined by the vastly greater non-physical as pects of hu -
man ex is tence.  In cli na tions are non-physical, and be hav ior
causes phys i cal change.  (Planting the seed of hu man life in
the pas sage de signed for the ex pul sion of waste  not only
causes dis ease, but also ex erts a de struc tive force upon the
in di vid ual soul and on the value of all hu man life).

”Gays” have for got ten that re spon si bil ity for per sonal
con duct goes hand-in-hand with our per sonal dig nity and
au thor ity. Re al is tically, we can never dig nify some thing
which is pro foundly un dig ni fied, no mat ter how hard we
strive to. This brings us to an other se di tious el e ment of
“gay” cul ture, por nog ra phy.  Dr. Ju dith Reisman, co-author 
of Kinsey Sex & Fraud and Founder of the Wash ing ton
based In sti tute for Me dia Ed u ca tion, is an ex pert on the im -
pact of por nog ra phy on so ci ety. Dur ing a lengthy pri vate
con ver sa tion, Dr. Reisman as serted that “all por nog ra phy
pro motes ho mo sex u al ity.” I have pon dered her com ment
many times since then, and have come to see its cor rect -
ness. In her 1994 anal y sis, Kinsey, Hefner & Hay, The In -
doc tri na tion of Heterophobia in Amer i can Men & Women,
Dr. Reisman ex plains;

Prag matically, Play boy (that is, all por nog ra phy) man i -
fests a bla tant ho mo sex ual ethos. Its heterophobia is sus -
tained by an util i tar ian anal y sis of Play boy im ages and
phi los o phy. It is not too much to say, that just as the im ag -
ery of stained glass win dows and holy cards once ini ti ated, 
in structed and in doc tri nated po ten tial ad her ents in a re li -
gious faith, the di dac tic im ages in “soft” and “hard” por -
nog ra phy sim i larly ini ti ate, in struct and in doc tri nate
po ten tial be liev ers in the ten ants of its re li gion, its ho mo -
sex ual mo ral ity. Hugh Hefner took great pains to write his
own bi ble; he called it the “ Play boy  Phi los o phy.” And on
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this note, it is well ac cepted that “Al fred Kinsey...gave
Hefner the re search base for the “Play boy Phi los o -
phy.”...In fact Kinsey can prop erly be iden ti fied along
with his sup port ers and co-workers, as the one most re -
spon si ble for jus ti fy ing the kind of be hav ior which led to
AIDS, and more than Harry Hay, the real fa ther of Amer i -
can’s ho mo erotic rev o lu tion (Reisman, 1994:7f). [In re -
al ity, por nog ra phy ex presses a vi cious ha tred and
con tempt for the dig nity of all men in that it treats men as
noth ing more than an ap pend age to be ma nip u lated by the 
twist ing and ex ploi ta tion of fe male sex u al ity.]

Sons of Oedipus

Clin i cal re search con cludes that the tar get of hu man
sex ual af fec tions is not pre de ter mined at birth, but con di -
tioned by a com bi na tion of en vi ron men tal and so cio log i cal
fac tors. It would be help ful to turn back to the “Oedipus
com plex,” to pres ent a psychosexual model for the roots of
ho mo erotic at trac tion. [Oedipus was the leg end ary fig ure
who killed his fa ther and mar ried his mother.] 

Al though “gay” re search mocks and re jects the va lid ity
of this Freud ian con struct, the idea of fers help ful in sight
into the com plex struc ture and de vel op ment of the
homosexualities.  The clas sic Oedipus com plex may be de -
fined as a lust-hate de meanor to wards the mother and an ir -
rec on cil able com bi na tion of long ing and con tempt for the
fa ther.  In the words of Dr. Jo seph Nicolosi,

Ho mo sex u al ity is a de vel op men tal prob lem that is al most 
al ways the re sult of prob lems in fam ily re la tions, par tic u -
larly be tween fa ther and son. As a re sult of fail ure with
fa ther, the boy does not fully in ter nal ize male gen -
der-identity, and de vel ops ho mo sex u al ity. This is the
most com monly seen clin i cal model (Nicolosi, 1991:25).  
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An a lyst Pe ter Loewenberg in The Nazi Rev o lu tion,
Hit ler’s Dic ta tor ship and the Ger man Na tion, writes, “Boys 
who be come ho mo sex u als are of ten those who were left
alone with their moth ers and formed an in tense at tach ment
to them that was un me di ated by the fa ther’s pres ence and
pro tec tion.” 

The re gres sive pro mo tion of an an drog y nous cul ture
ad vances an equal ity in which gen der dis tinc tions, roles
and iden tity are blurred and in verted.  This leads to a loss of
healthy self-identity. Par a dox i cally, the free dom of choice
be ing of fered by lib eral left-regressive so cial the o rists to to -
day’s youth de stroys a child’s abil ity to choose. In a sim i lar
vein, rad i cal fem i nism ac tu ally de stroys fem i nin ity while
emas cu lat ing males, and so cial ism de stroys so cial jus tice.
By rob bing our chil dren of their abil ity to con duct them -
selves mor ally, to day’s left-wing regressives are groom ing
a new gen er a tion of po ten tial Na zis.

To day, while chronic ho mo erotic be hav ior is lim ited to
a small per cent age of the pop u la tion, its roots (ei ther de fi -
cien cies in psy chic gen der pat tern ing, or de vi ance ini ti ated
by adult-child sex ual abuse) may be more wide spread.
Clin i cal stud ies re veal that the sex u al iza tion of a search for
mas cu lin ity is the gen e sis of ho mo erotic at trac tion.  It fol -
lows that the cur rent gen er a tion of fa ther less youth may be
prime can di dates for ho mo sex ual re cruit ment.  And the
same amoral think ing which al lows them to con sider ho mo -
sex u al ity as a “nor mal” op tion  may also make them dan -
ger ously sus cep ti ble to the next Hit ler. It is no ac ci dent that
Hit ler and his cro nies came to power on the backs of emas -
cu lated Ger man male youth. 

Akhtar’s Meta phor -- A New Beginning

 A pri mary goal of any peo ple striv ing to main tain a civ -
i lized hu man so ci ety must be to pre pare our chil dren to be -
come re li able and loyal hus bands and wives and com pe tent
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fa thers and moth ers. There is noth ing in the world a young
man wishes to do more than to be able to love, ad mire and
re spect his fa ther.   This vi sion can only be fully re al ized in
the con text of a healthy nat u ral fam ily.

There are two pri mary ob li ga tions which the par ent has
to ward his chil dren: to in still in them a moral and healthy
sex ual con sti tu tion and to en sure they are equipped with an
hon est and pro duc tive way of pro vid ing for them selves and
their fam i lies. These two per sonal as sets en able any per son
to live life as a dig ni fied hu man be ing. The par ents’ ob li ga -
tion, there fore, is to guard the dig nity of their chil dren. Con -
versely, the Bib li cal in junc tion con tained within the
prin ci ple of the fam ily is for the chil dren to guard the dig -
nity of their par ents. If we kept this in mind, many fam i lies
could be re united and di vi sions re solved. Our chal lenge is
to re pair Amer ica’s soul be fore the body per ishes.

Dr. Salman Akhtar’s book, Bro ken Struc tures, of fers a
met a phor for heal ing the bro ken per son which is also ap pli -
ca ble to the mend ing of a na tion. Teaching a course on char -
ac ter pa thol ogy to a class of clin i cal psy chol ogy in terns, Dr. 
Akhtar was asked if a se verely dis turbed cli ent could ever
be so com pletely healed by psy cho ther apy that he would be
in dis tin guish able from a per son who had al ways been
well-adjusted. From the book Bro ken Struc tures in which
Dr. Akhtar tells “The Par a ble of Two Flower Vases,” I will
con clude with his words:

I thought for a mo ment. Then, prompted by an in ner
voice, I spon ta ne ously came up with the fol low ing an -
swer. Well, let us sup pose that there are two flower vases
made of fine china. Both are in tri cately carved and of
com pa ra ble value, el e gance, and beauty. Then a wind
blows and one of them falls from its stand, and is bro ken
into pieces. An ex pert from a dis tant land is called. Pains -
tak ingly, step by step, the ex pert glues the pieces back to -
gether. Soon the bro ken vase is in tact again, can hold
wa ter with out leak ing, is un blem ished to all who see it.
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Yet this vase is now dif fer ent from the other one. The lines 
along which it had bro ken, a sub tle re minder of yes ter day,
will al ways re main dis cern ible to an ex pe ri enced eye.
How ever, it will have a cer tain wis dom since it knows
some thing that the vase that has never been bro ken does
not: it knows what it is to break and what it is to come to -
gether . 

Kevin E. Abrams
No vem ber 14, 1997
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